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2 = Aol F oy GRS B

Ay | Y
AlY FH(covariation)©] HE, MAFE, ©

2 AQ5E w5l sgshe A5 @ 2 )
A 2ol AT e B3 F ol
AT BRI o] BN YsE

A

Ao 2 A H(practical) L EA H(statistical)
AZo 2 wugt) wix|2o 2 WABAL 9| A
23 EHe
AEES T Z3cKYammarino, 1998).
B0 7FAHE A 7FA] WABA ©
G A4 2 BAY F AN A2 el
Fo)dtedot 3}7] wjEol(Yammarino, Dansereau,
Schriesheim, Castro, Cogliser, De Church, & Zhou,
20000 WABAE 93] 4Z4% HIHe F3)
3 Stk wEol George(1990) T2 A= A
A e FAA FAvAE T st frolgt

4
SoE E4F Fzoz A, A%
O
=

ZukA

QSN |

re

P

CHYammarino, 1998).
MRAE ZAZE ohle Aotk MRA
ANME FoAE Hel FFol wet F

o2 vra, ¢ W vlust wass

SE0 it B 2010 WEF Y E o HREFE| 4SHBE

MEE WA FE U Wae 74 g
2 99 AAsides gl Aols vu
AFsH, AAFE Hae JAe oA 270
s Hlustal oA ezl A Blast
Al Aok o5 T BAW e BAVE =
Aol we} g2A Yehd=As AuEn, O
23} 5% ) Hlask foplsA Qa mRg
F wlmsto] fovld B9 Wl 2] #AL
HEAG WY FEI BAgle] M
YEHE  multiplexed @7 257 "HeEo|d
multiplexed between, 7] Q15=5=0] ™ multiplexed p

& Wl Bzt

within) PHA| 2 343t} Hbd
Fongt Afole 2o et #A 2§
Fo] A= conFtingent(contingent between
I} contingent within)2 =2 38FTHDansereau, Cho,
& Yammarino, 2006; Yammarino, 1998). ©]Z ¢
af AzAg Wl wet 5 e Fudew
wro] ZhzZke] WABAT, WABAILI ASS 4
AlgH & WABAIIS| F#a71E HAH 4 3
AA HAFo 2 ¥ W 3THKim, 2006; Schriesheim,
Castro & Yammarino, 2000).

N

o
o B A7eliE wda
A THEigen Zk 12.71, AWHF 57.79%). AA <A
THAE 2EY e W e TN
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Table 1. Descriptive Statistics and Correlation
of Variables at the Individual Level

Table 2. Results of WABA |

1 2 3 4

1. Fairness of evaluation  (.95)

2. Competitive Climate -04  (.81)

*

3. Power Imbalance -19° -02 (93)

3k

4. Workplace Bullying -417 39 14 (96)

a

mean 324 246 322 184

SD 80 .66 .78 .64

) p < .05, - p < .01, (Cronbach’s a)

o] g8 FREYCH, F i) 3219

WABA FA] SkA] AR 7He] 7&F
A RISE AT E24E AAEAThGE
D. AQleE dEe A% 2y, AR W
98 WA, A4 TES fFovs
FHAAZE e g5E 24s Adse
Aol 7Fsgs FRlstant

AT deE 54 EHPEMeE 4
Q19 ry,, ICAD) B ICCR7E FEF F0
ATKr,(U) .90 ~ 98, r(T) .86 ~ .97, ICA(1)
12 ~ 26, ICCQR) 41 ~ .63). B3, HEAEA 9|
NE ® 7t Jolrk BE fojud Aoz 4
ERk7] wjio] WABA [ E4S AAste] W
o] el g FHA 2
7k -

WABA I o] X= ole}2 ARG-8te] 2+ A7
o] WES HE HEFE; Between),

WOoNQI4=; Within), %2} 250 3jg3ste=

rir

n
Variable Team Individual  Inference
level level
Fairness of Week
54 83+
evaluation Within
Competitive Week
57 .82+
Climate Within
Power Week
52 85+
Imbalance Within
Workplace
.61 .78 Equivocal
Bullying

*E g REE olEke] kol ERSe o
A3 P Fo4)

p <05, T p <01, + BE AF F 305 AF

73 9-(equivoca) 2 U131, =5 7Fe] W X}ol
7} #olPIgAE FAAE BB02 Felsto]
B B4 Szo] ool N HAPAE
el =) 3k Dansereau®} Yammarino(2000)
= g FAXNE 283 A4 Fr5E 4
S 2 A7 9T Y] Wi 82
7o RZEA] S AAA HAES FUIE A
S ATHE A5,

7 WolHE WABA 1S Ed €4z

¢
e
&
FN
lo
ek
oy
o
frtl
iy

317 ol AS YERTHequivocal). H7}
A, AAH FE, 4 AFEAEE A}
H oS HYou, AAE HIolA

FFo A FuEtd(1sE A, N
o] Wako] thah T Be welow FE2

oAy oo o AN Mk o
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WABAII+ D(Difference) 7353} M(Magnitude)

BEL FE] WA T A FEY FE
s=dl, D ASodlAe Wl 3] s "1
Foh AARen Buse Mugo &
omgk 27t eAE Elg. ol A
A 7Z(Angular Test; A-test)ol| A= 7]3}sHA

szl meb 15wk 30melA] Abge] Ffolzh
HERFEAR S 0 ol
B} A3 BAgln B 4 gtk

M 7&%011%1& 24 D ) a4

Tak, 2005;
Yammarino, 1998; Yammarino et al., 2000).
£ 3 4ueld A veh 2ol W8

8 A AFUA fAnE g wl
A, G N FEOR AR BRI U
C AAE, BA 4% E el

S0 et B 2010 Y Y © W HARTE 4sE8EY

>~ g

UTHWABA I D). F wle] HAo st W
Zol A7)1E B3} AQA4E BTN fon
ste{(WABA T M) B747843% 2% W 3
Fa4e WAe AEe FAvistA "t
M5 25 2H dE A Z(equivocal) O
E YeEith webA "HeEE dAE sk
g 7 18 AAHA &gk

% 3 sekel A4 89 A% ) A
o gBE foviam, J 9 oA FEe
IS v "’asoa AAA 9 BAH AF
5 fomg v A Y] WA &
Ju]E}A] LJUTHKWABA II D). WHHF Z7|=
g 9 A FF 5 oV od ’ieE
o4 Hth ZstA JERSHTHWABA T M, 30
. e B3AE FE A% W W5 7
o AL o ©5FE BA(weak berween)E
AR, oo 714 2 AAHA.

AHET Y HoAgans gelstr] 9
st AHEAY FFo] =1, B AR
Bdste] Z7ke] WABA #4& S8,

Table 3. WABA 1I analysis of covariance results for team factors and workplace bullying

Correlation Magnitude of Variance
(WABA TI Dy (WABA TT M)
Level & Relationship Correlation Inference
Team Individual Team Individual
level level level level
Fairness of Evaluation - 41%% -56 -.34 .68 F 36k Equivocal
Competitive Climate 39%* 60+ 28 5 F 29+ Week Between
tE B RRIEE e Apoldl i A HFY FAHI Z A5 K
S AR Wl e R A% RGBT A% f4e

p <05, T p <01, + BE AF F 305 AF
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Table 4. Results of WABA 1I Analysis: Relationship of Team Factors and Workplace
Bullying for Power Imbalance Level

Correlation Magnitude of Variance
(WABA II Dy (WABA TT M
Level & Relationship Correlation Inference
Team Individual Team Individual
level level level level
Low Fairness of - 44 -.80 F % -34 1.37 F % 36 Week Between
High Evaluation S35 -36 -34 39+ 36wk Equivocal
Low Competitive .30%% 66 F ** .10 89 F ek .10 Between
High Climate A6 58 41 T2F* 45+ Equivocal
C9 R I05E Ae] Alol tid A A5 Felch 2 B39 frele

WHFA 7)o digk R H2FY F99HT T 259 1949
< 0L, + & A3, F 30= 2F

~
N

FT Aoy 49 EdYo] 2 . HFTIN AdT B Z HIol BF #Fov
dMe= " B2 2A%de #AE # A AR Wl AFES T B¥e] Sl=
ST 4 AT FAH FE 4 d¥ AoE YERtkR 5. webd Brhe g
B0E FEol W2 A4S HEE AR, = AR W A5 Ao AV A8ed® e
< Afdle FrheAds v E '/ o] B2 B "HEEdA AdeEiEy st
g 2Tl dehde #AE SRIFHNG yehd Zojgke 7H 3-10] AAHAk
GE 4 sth. U B4 FE= dEETY FE0] =2

oM Folmg Jo]E H(HE ),
& W oAEe zke] #A7L
HeEdd ol w2 A% AMAgEelA

MAood B oo M
N
o
N
AN

Table 5. Comparison WABA 1T Results of Fairness of Evaluation for Power Imbalance Level

Power Imbalance Level MRA Results
L H Significance
Inference
Correlation WABA D" Inference  Correlation WABA D" Inference A Z
Contingent
Team
Fairness -.80 F #* -36 S6F 0 1.90% Between
level Week .
of - 4y S35 Equivocal (30%)
S ———— Between E—
Evaluation  Jndivid-ual
-34 -34 -.00 -.00 N/A

level

* 4

B OAISE AR Aeld i A HEY FIAHT 2 A5 94
p <057 p <0l + I5SE HE F 05 HE
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Table 6. Comparison WABA 1 Results of Competitive Climate for Power Imbalance Level

Power Imbalance Level MRA Results
L H Significance
Inference
Correlation WABA D Inference  Correlation WABA D" Inference A Z
Team
.66 F ek .58 .10 34 N/A
level
Competitive —_—
) Indivi 30%* Between A6 Equivocal Contingent
Climate
dual 10 41 =314+ -1.93% Within
level (15°)
P9 g R el Aolol B A A3l feldhst z A3 FIHe
Tp <05, T p <0l + BE HAE F 0% AF
U4E ur el UEd Aolaie sl @elel WgEdes psasin. 74K
327} AR, olojg F7a Aol Wl IFUL
galaly) 8l dadTolN AFEas o
H geoid A4 FEVai, 1960 ©
= 9 SN FARCR AEY FW AR
W 539 F8% 5AHoE AREIoH
B oATIAE A% ) AEdel Qe AFFHeE ApEA AP AARFRS F
Adsze) wARe ohjet © BAAN A B ge ARA P¥e @Foz Z4s,
Broz doift BANS TS UhE 2 Szl met ¥ ade 9go) gAY
BHAIN HET PAo) JFS FE RS EhpeAE OeE BHA Slskc
AHE A ST A% 4532 Asdde 548 249 1
23 W A58 SA47F "AS E]U'W A ZA5dgoldtt A7)0 sxst= o
Ao AFHES ot digsfol & ofF 2 FALEe] FAHEEA duY #A=E @
g HEHoE oYY 4 YST FFLAS  Ast P YPlE Atk md 4%
wle B9, AW 99 BB S o Aol Yo BN 2P o)F
A Einasen e al, 2009, olo] NED AL A, Tl DAIA, L 71
o ggecles AU AF B A vt ohdE O UUE el
Aol ol2olAA) siskd @ S A A

57914 BHoIA
TAAL AF

=&s9

B ugsel Y 2
A9l Wgo] PP WAL Ao A7
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The effect of team factors on workplace bullying in team:

Interaction effects of power imbalance in team

EunJung Jo TaeYoung Han

Happy Work Institute Kwangwoon University

The purpose of this study was to investigate the effects of workplace bullying, a magnifying issue in
various local organizations, at the individual and the team level, and to examine the effects of distributive
fairness and competitive climate on workplace bullying. The study also examined whether effects of the
antecedents show different patterns by team-level power imbalance, which indicates the interaction effect
on bullying in the workplace in terms of the locus of level. The data was collected from 175 team
members of 33 teams. In order to test the research hypotheses, WABA (Within And Between Analysis)
was used as a multilevel analysis and the interaction effect of power imbalance was analysed by Multiple
Relation Analysis (MRA) of the WABA. Results showed that the relationship between fairness and
bullying primarily existed at both the team and individual levels, and the competitive climate was related
with bullying at the team level. Interaction effects of power imbalance were also significant, making the
effects of antecedents locate at different level. The fairness of evaluation is high at the team level when
the power imbalance is low, whereas the competitive climate showed a relationship at the individual level

when the power imbalance is high. Based on the results, the study provided theoretical and practical

implications.
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