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Workplace bullying is a phenomenon that can have serious detrimental effects on

health, work-related attitudes, and the behavior of the target. Particularly, workplace

bullying exposure has been linked to lower level of general well-being, job satisfaction,

vigor, and performance and higher level of burnout, workplace deviance, and turnover

intentions. However, the psychological mechanisms behind these relations are still not

well-understood. Drawing on psychological contract and self-determination theory (SDT),

we hypothesized that perceptions of contract violation and the frustration of basic needs

mediate the relationship betweenworkplace bullying exposure andwell-being, attitudinal,

and behavioral outcomes. Self-reported data were collected among employees with

different working backgrounds (N = 1,257) via Amazon’s Mechanical Turk in an

online survey. Results showed that feelings of contract violation and frustration of

basic needs accounted for unique variation in well-being, work satisfaction, burnout,

vigor, and turnover intentions, pointing to individual contributions of both psychological

mechanisms. However, when controlled for frustration of basic needs, feelings of

psychological contract violation were no longer a mediator between workplace bullying

exposure and work performance. Helping employees to deal effectively with workplace

bullying exposure might buffer its negative effects and reduce their experienced

frustration of basic needs, preserving their well-being, vigor, and work performance and,

eventually, prevent burnout. The present study is the first to concurrently elucidate the

proposed psychological mechanisms and unique contributions of psychological contract

violation and frustration of basic needs in the context of workplace bullying.
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INTRODUCTION

An impressive number of studies on workplace bullying have
shown its detrimental effects on victim’s health, work-related
attitudes, and behavior (e.g., Nielsen and Einarsen, 2012;
Steffgen et al., 2019). Workplace bullying describes a situation
where an employee persistently and over a period of time
perceives himself/herself to be on the receiving end of negative
treatments from people at work (i.e., colleagues, supervisor,
subordinates, customer, clients) while finding it difficult
to defend himself/herself against these negative treatments
(Einarsen and Skogstad, 1996)1. Prolonged exposure to bullying
experiences at the workplace has been shown to decrease general
mental health and job satisfaction and to increase burnout (e.g.,
Dehue et al., 2012; Nielsen and Einarsen, 2012; Raja et al., 2018).
Furthermore, workplace bullying exposure has been linked
with a decrease of vigor (Rodríguez-Muñoz et al., 2015), work
performance (Bowling and Beehr, 2006), workplace deviance
(Bowling and Beehr, 2006), and turnover intentions (Nielsen and
Einarsen, 2012).

Despite these well-documented detrimental effects,
researchers have only recently begun to investigate the
psychological mechanisms underlying the relationships
between workplace bullying exposure and its various negative
outcomes (e.g., Salin and Notelaers, 2017). Studies on the
possible mechanisms (e.g., mediators and moderators) between
being target of workplace bullying and various outcomes
(e.g., well-being, job satisfaction, vigor, subjective work
performance, burnout, workplace deviance, and turnover
intentions) are still sparse, and there have been repeated
calls for studies that research the when and how of bullying-
outcome-relationships (Nielsen and Einarsen, 2018; Rai
and Agarwal, 2018). Specifically, two psychological theories
have gained attention to explain the link between workplace
bullying exposure and its negative consequences: psychological
contract theory (e.g., Salin and Notelaers, 2017) and the self-
determination theory (SDT; e.g., Trépanier et al., 2016). As
workplace bullying concerns perceptions of behaviors that
appear in a relationship in the workplace context, one might
argue that social exchange theory-based concepts, such as
psychological contract violation, can explain the link between
bullying exposure and certain outcomes (Parzefall and Salin,
2010). On the other hand, SDT proposes that need-thwarting
environments consisting of controlling, critical, or rejecting
social contexts contribute to individuals malfunctioning
and ill-being (Vansteenkiste and Ryan, 2013). Being on the
receiving end of these negative acts that aim to personally harm
the target might represent a need-thwarting situation (e.g.,
Trépanier et al., 2016).

Although these possibly mediating mechanisms between
workplace bullying exposure and different outcomes have been
investigated separately, to date they have not been jointly tested.
Therefore, it cannot be ruled out that some detected mediation
effects may be due to confounders of psychological contract

1We used the term “workplace bullying exposure” to refer to the perspective of the
targeted employee who undergoes the experience of being bullied.

violation and frustration of basic psychological needs. It may
well be that there is no incremental explanatory power of one
theory above and beyond the other. This bears the risk to
theory inflation and, ultimately, misinform possible intervention
strategies. To this end, we will argue that the two constructs are
incremental mediators that link workplace bullying exposure to
various negative outcomes.

The present study makes several contributions. First, we
present theoretical considerations and empirical findings
on why psychological contract violation and frustration of
basic psychological needs may act as (independent) mediators
between workplace bullying exposure and different outcomes
(i.e., general well-being, job satisfaction, vigor, subjective job
performance, burnout, workplace deviance, and turnover
intentions). Second, we subsequently investigate which of the
proposed mechanisms best explain the associations between
workplace bullying exposure and the different outcome
variables. To this end, the two hypothesized mechanisms
were simultaneously tested to elucidate their independent
contributions to the outcomes once controlled for the other
mediator. Third, in contrast to previous studies, we study
need frustration in contrast to need satisfaction. This is
a critical issue as low need satisfaction may not relate as
robustly to malfunctioning and ill-being as frustrated needs
(Vansteenkiste and Ryan, 2013). As workplace bullying
exposure is associated with personal harm (Tuckey et al.,
2015), investigating need frustration is a more direct test of
the hypothesis regarding basic psychological needs as potential
mediators in the context of workplace bullying exposure. Finally,
we also include a range of different (well-being, attitudinal,
behavioral) outcome variables, some (i.e., general well-being,
job performance, workplace deviance) that so far have not
been researched as an outcome in these mediation models
(i.e., workplace bullying exposure as predictor, psychological
contract violation, and frustration of basic psychological needs
as mediators). The following sections present the theoretical
framework for the development of our workplace bullying model
and hypotheses.

Workplace Bullying and the Psychological
Contract
The idea of psychological contract is based on implicit beliefs
about the promises and commitments made in the exchange
relationship (Rousseau, 1995). A psychological contract is
shaped through pre-employment schemas, the recruitment
process, and post-hire socialization (Rousseau, 2001). In
contrast to formalized contracts, psychological contracts are
thus only informal and often implicit, and the perception and
interpretation of the other’s attitude and behavior play a central
role (Salin and Notelaers, 2017). Psychological contract breach
refers to the perception of failure to fulfill these promises. Ameta-
analysis confirmed the negative consequences of a perceived
psychological contract breach on work attitudes and behavior,
including job satisfaction, in-role performance, and turnover
intentions (Zhao et al., 2007). According to Robinson and
Morrison (2000), psychological contract breach should even lead
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to more negative effects, when these perceptions are related
to emotional reactions of anger and betrayal (i.e., feeling of
psychological contract violation). In fact, a number of studies
have shown that the feeling of psychological contract violation
(i.e., frustration, anger, bitterness, and feelings of betrayal
directed at the organization) is an important mediator between
contract breach and various negative outcomes (Zhao et al., 2007;
Robbins et al., 2012). These affective reactions can be framed
as antecedents of work-related health, attitudes, and behavior
(Weiss and Cropanzano, 1996). As job satisfaction is a function
of the discrepancy between what an employee expects from
his/her job and what he/she perceives as offering, feelings of
psychological contract violation decrease job satisfaction (Zhao
et al., 2007). Furthermore, if the job is valued less as a result of
feelings of psychological contract violation, turnover intentions
increase as it can be regarded as an indicator of the employee’s
psychological attachment to the organization (Zhao et al., 2007).
Because feelings of psychological contract violation consist of
negative emotions, they also have an impact on emotional well-
being (Cassar and Buttigieg, 2015). Additionally, employees with
negative emotions due to psychological contract violation are less
likely to feel dedicated or energetic to help the organization to
reach its goals (Rai and Agarwal, 2017). According to the norm
of reciprocity, employees reduce their efforts as a reaction of a
perceived contract violation, resulting in lower job performance
(Bal et al., 2010). Finally, feelings of violation can even initiate
revenge seeking in order to “get even” that in turn may motivate
employees to engage in workplace deviance behavior (Bordia
et al., 2008).

The psychological contract also contains expectations
concerning “acceptable” workplace conditions and social norms
at the workplace (Salin and Notelaers, 2017). Employees are
likely to expect that their employer provides a safe work
environment and that they will be treated with respect and
dignity. However, when an employee becomes the target of
permanent negative acts, this expectation would certainly be
violated (Salin and Notelaers, 2017). As a consequence of these
violations of expected social norms at the workplace, targets of
bullying will expect the organization to end this mistreatment
(Parzefall and Salin, 2010). If the organization fails to react
accordingly, this will result in feelings of betrayal in the target
of bullying. Therefore, a perceived contract breach that fosters
feelings of psychological contract violation may serve as the
mechanism through which workplace bullying exposure leads to
a negative evaluation of the employment relationship (Parzefall
and Salin, 2010) and the associated negative attitudes that come
with this evaluation (e.g., lower job satisfaction). In line with this
theoretical reasoning, psychological contract breach or violation
has been found to mediate the association between workplace
bullying exposure and turnover intentions (Salin and Notelaers,
2017), work engagement (Rai and Agarwal, 2017), and job and
life satisfaction (Kakarika et al., 2017).

Hypothesis 1: Psychological contract violation mediates the
effects of workplace bullying onwell-being, job satisfaction, vigor,
subjective work performance, burnout, workplace deviance, and
turnover intentions.

Workplace Bullying and Basic
Psychological Needs
A complementary approach to explain the link between
workplace bullying exposure and work-related attitudes and
behavior draws on SDT (e.g., Deci and Ryan, 2000). Based
on a large number of empirical studies, SDT assumes that
autonomy, competence, and relatedness constitute the three
basic human psychological needs that have to be satisfied in
order to achieve optimal functioning in individuals. Autonomy
refers to the individual’s experience of freedom, volition, and
self-endorsement of choices and action, as well as the absence
of salient external controls (Ryan, 1995). Competence refers to
the individual’s need to express his/her capabilities, to master
his/her environment, and to experience optimal challenges and
positive feedback (Ryan, 1995). Finally, relatedness refers to the
need of belongingness and connectedness to others and the
feeling of being cared of and having significant relationships
(Baumeister and Leary, 1995). In the context of work, research
has linked need satisfaction to various psychological health
indicators such as general well-being, engagement, burnout, and
job satisfaction (Van den Broeck et al., 2016). Furthermore, as
low need satisfaction reduces engagement, it is not surprising
that it has also been associated with lower work performance
(Baard et al., 2004). Moreover, reduced job satisfaction correlates
with higher turnover intentions (Van den Broeck et al., 2016).
Finally, basic need satisfaction was found to be related to deviant
workplace behavior (Lian et al., 2012).

As workplace bullying exposure appears to be one of the
most serious social stressors (Nielsen and Einarsen, 2012), it
has the potential to thwart all three outlined basic psychological
needs (Aquino and Thau, 2009). For example, one form of
workplace bullying exposure manifests itself through excessive
controlling behavior that aims at restricting the target’s freedom,
volition, and self-endorsement of choices and actions (e.g.,
unreasonable deadlines, excessive monitoring of one’s work).
For employees, these negative acts may lead to feelings of
constraint and repression, thereby undermining the need for
autonomy (Trépanier et al., 2016). Furthermore, perpetrators of
workplace bullying may also aim at cutting down the targets
accomplishments (e.g., persistent criticism) or taking the target
“out of the game” (e.g., removing key areas of responsibility).
These kinds of negative behaviors likely thwart employee’s need
for competence (Trépanier et al., 2016). Finally, workplace
bullying behavior may aim at isolating and ostracizing the
bullying target (e.g., being excluded from meetings). These
forms of negative acts may frustrate the affected employee’s
need for relatedness (Trépanier et al., 2013). In summary,
we can hypothesize that compared to psychological contract
violation, frustration of basic needs constitutes a complementary
mechanism through which workplace bullying exposure leads to
detrimental effects on the target’s health, work-related attitudes,
and behavior.

Indeed, decreased basic need satisfaction or increased
need frustration has been found to mediate the association
between workplace bullying exposure and burnout, work
engagement, turnover intentions, psychosomatic complaints,
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and life satisfaction (Trépanier et al., 2013, 2015, 2016; Goodboy
et al., 2020). In SDT, none of the needs is thought to be more
important than the others (Van den Broeck et al., 2016). This led
some scholars to assess basic need satisfaction or frustration with
an overall composite measure rather than each psychological
need separately (e.g., Trépanier et al., 2015). However, a recent
meta-analysis (Van den Broeck et al., 2016) showed that the
different needs incrementally predict differential outcomes.
Therefore, in contrast to recent research, we conceptualize the
needs as three correlated factors, rather than as one factor that
represents an overall need frustration score. Figure 1 presents the
developed model.

Hypotheses 2–4: Frustration of employee’s need for autonomy
(H2), competence (H3), and relatedness (H4) incrementally
mediates the effects of workplace bullying on well-being,
job satisfaction, vigor, subjective work performance, burnout,
workplace deviance, and turnover intentions.

METHODS

Participants and Procedure
To test our hypotheses, we recruited participants via Amazon’s
Mechanical Turk (MTurk; Buhrmester et al., 2011; Crump et al.,
2013) because it offers an opportunity for examining a wider
range of occupations (Keith et al., 2017). Research has shown that
many behavioral occupational health–related associations show
comparable effect sizes as in published benchmarks (e.g., Michel
et al., 2018). We followed recent recommendations to strengthen
validity inferences using MTurk as participant recruiting system
(Cheung et al., 2017; Keith et al., 2017), e.g., prescreening of
the target population, fair payment (i.e., US $0.10 per estimated
minute of participation; Chandler and Shapiro, 2016), and data
screening methods for insufficient effort responding (McGonagle
et al., 2016). For data collection purposes, we used the TurkPrime
platform (Litman et al., 2017) that allows to verify workers’
country location and block individuals trying to participate
more than one time using identical Internet Protocol addresses.
Workers who were employed and reside in the United States
were invited for the prescreening 10-item online survey (named
as demographic survey) and compensated with US $0.102.
We sampled 4,014 respondents (59.3% females, n = 2,378).
Completion rate (percentage of workers who started and finished
the survey) was high (97.5%), whereas bounce rate (percentage
of workers who previewed a survey and did not accept it)
was low (9.3%), indicating a low level of self-selection (Keith
et al., 2017). Two weeks later, we invited those workers who
matched our inclusion criteria (at least part-time employed and
working with supervisors and colleagues: 54.3%, n = 2,179) to
participate in a “working condition survey” (estimated duration
of 12min)3. A total of 1,609 participants (73.8%) took part and

2Participants were given an informed consent form. The survey was conducted
according to the Declaration of Helsinki (i.e., voluntary participation, participants
were free to withdraw their consent at any time throughout the interviews without
negative consequences for them).
3The survey also contained some measures of workplace conditions (see Sischka
et al., 2020c).

were compensated each with US $1.20.4 No forced answering
design was implemented as this has been found to be detrimental
in terms of data quality (Sischka et al., 2020b). We filtered
out workers who indicated that their employment status had
changed between prescreening and the actual survey (e.g., from
employment to unemployment; 0.9%; n = 15). Furthermore,
some respondents were excluded because of missing data (1.7%,
n= 27). Respondent’s median completion time was 11.4 min.

In order to increase data quality, we screened the data
for insufficient effort responding (McGonagle et al., 2016).
Therefore, we included two attention check (i.e., instructed
response) items, used a time screen, and implemented self-report
questions about data quality at the end of the questionnaire. As
time screening instrument, we used the response time indicator
second per item (spi) provided by (Wood, 2017). The four
self-report questions (DeSimone and Harms, 2018) inquiring
respondents to indicate the frequency of answering questions
honestly (reverse-scored), responding without carefully reading
the questions, putting thought into survey responses (reverse-
scored), and using little effort when selecting answers to ensure
data quality. The response format for the self-report questions
ranged from 1 (totally disagree) to 7 (totally agree), with higher
scores indicating potential insufficient effort responding. We
excluded respondents who failed to correctly answer one or both
instructed response items and/or or had an spi< 1 per item block
more than once and/or scored above 3 (disagree somewhat) on
the average self-reported data quality items (19.3%, n = 310)
from further analysis. Thus, the final sample contained 1,257
respondents (57.4% females, n= 722), with ages ranging from 20
to 73 (mean= 37.7, SD= 10.5) and organization tenure ranging
from less than a year to 51 years (mean = 6.3, SD = 6.7). Most
respondents had a permanent work contract (87.1%, n = 1,095).
The majority of respondents were Caucasian (80.8%).

Measures
Workplace Bullying Exposure
We used the nine-item Short-Negative Acts Questionnaire (S-
NAQ; Notelaers et al., 2019) to assess exposure to workplace
bullying. Respondents indicated how frequently they have
been exposed to each of these negative acts (e.g., “Someone
withholding information which affects your performance”) on a
scale from 1 (never) to 5 (always). We did not include a time
frame as some studies questioned the frequently applied 6-month
criterion (see the discussion in Sischka, 2018). Especially it has
been criticized that there is a lack of empirical evidence regarding
the 6-month criterion (Vranjes et al., 2017). Moreover, a study
investigating physiological stress response to workplace bullying
exposure found an association between bullying frequency and
the amount of salivary cortisol, but no association between
bullying duration and amount of salivary cortisol (Hansen et al.,

4Gender, age, and ethnicity had some influence on taking the survey (all other
demographics p > 0.05): Male workers (χ²= 10.534, df = 1, p < 0.01, Cramer’s V
= 0.07), older workers (t = 5.921, df = 2,177, p < 0.001, r = 0.13), and Caucasian,
African American, and Asian workers (χ² = 11.282, df = 5, p < 0.05 Cramer’s
V = 0.07) were more likely to participate in the survey. However, the effect sizes
were rather small; therefore, substantial bias in terms of a systematic dropout is
highly unlikely.
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FIGURE 1 | The proposed model. Solid lines, hypothesized associations; dashed lines, controlled associations.

2011). Furthermore, semi-structured interviews with working
professionals revealed that they regarded the 6-month criterion
as too long and that the targeted employees showed serious stress
reactions within much shorter time frames (e.g., within 1 month;
Vranjes et al., 2017).

Psychological Contract Violation
To measure psychological contract violation, we used the four-
item scale from Robinson and Morrison (2000) (e.g., “I feel
betrayed bymy organization”). The response format ranged from
1 (totally disagree) to 7 (totally agree).

Basic Psychological Need Frustration
We used the Psychological Needs Thwarting Scale (Bartholomew
et al., 2011) that was modified to fit the work context (see also
Trépanier et al., 2016; Olafsen et al., 2017). This scale assesses
the frustration of the need for autonomy (four items; e.g., “I feel
prevented from making choices with regard to the way I do my
work”), competence (four items; e.g., “There are times at work
when I am told things that make me feel incompetent”), and
relatedness (four items; e.g., “At work, I feel other people dislike
me”). All items had a response format ranging from 1 (totally
disagree) to 7 (totally agree).

Well-Being
The five-item WHO-5 Well-Being Index is a well-validated brief
general index of subjective psychological well-being (Topp et al.,
2015; Sischka et al., 2020a) with responses ranging from 1 (at no
time) to 6 (all of the time). A sample item is “Over the past 2
weeks, I have felt cheerful and in good spirits.”

Job Satisfaction
We used the three-item Michigan Organizational Assessment
Questionnaire Job Satisfaction Subscale (Cammann et al., 1983).
A sample item is “All in all I am satisfied with my job.”
The response format ranged from 1 (totally disagree) to 7
(totally agree).

Burnout
We used the seven-item work-related burnout subscale of the
Copenhagen Burnout Inventory (Kristensen et al., 2005). A
sample item is “Do you feel that every working hour is tiring for
you?” The response scale ranged from 1 (never) to 5 (always).

Vigor
The three-item vigor subscale of the Utrecht Work Engagement
Scale (Schaufeli et al., 2006) is characterized by high levels of
energy and the willingness to invest effort in one’s work, even
when it comes to difficulties and problems. Vigor was included
as it represents the direct opposite of the core burnout dimension
of exhaustion (González-Romá et al., 2006) that is assessed with
the Copenhagen Burnout Inventory. Thus, the full continuum of
employee’s energy and mental resilience was captured. A sample
item is “At my work, I feel bursting with energy.” Response
alternatives ranged from 1 (totally disagree) to 7 (totally agree).

Work Performance
Subjective work performance was assessed by two items (Sischka
et al., 2020d), including “How do you rate your overall work
performance compared to your colleagues?” and “How does
your supervisor rate your overall work performance?” Participant
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responded on a seven-point scale ranging from 1 (far below
average) to 7 (far above average).

Workplace Deviance
We used five items of the organizational deviance scale from
Bennett and Robinson (2000) (7-point response scale ranging
from 1 = totally disagree to 7 = totally agree). A sample item
is “Put little effort into your work.”

Turnover Intentions
We used the three-item scale of Sjöberg and Sverke (2000).
A sample item is “I am actively looking for other jobs.”
Participants responded on a seven-point scale ranging from 1
(totally disagree) to 7 (totally agree).

Statistical Analyses
Given that the distribution of indicators has a strong influence
on confirmatory factor analyses (CFAs) and structural equation
modeling (SEM) estimation results, univariate, and multivariate
distributions of the items were analyzed. Subsequently, we
tested the proposed measurement model with CFA in order to
guarantee construct validity. The MLR χ

2-test statistic (Yuan
and Bentler, 2000) and respective fit indices were calculated
as they provide more accurate estimations for items with five
or more answer categories and for distortion from univariate
and multivariate normality (Finney and DiStefano, 2013). We
also implemented the unmeasured latent method construct
procedure in order to check for the existents and extent of
common method variance (CMV) that might be an alternative
explanation for the correlations of our substantive variables
(Williams andMcGonagle, 2016)5. Next, we examined reliability,
(latent) means, standard deviations, and zero-order correlations
between the constructs within CFA. As themost popular measure
of reliability, Cronbach’s α, has some deficiencies (i.e., relying
on assumptions that are very strict and unrealistic), we instead
calculated McDonald’s ω (McDonald et al., 1999) as a measure
of internal consistency that makes fewer and more realistic
assumptions (Dunn et al., 2014). The effects-coding method
was used for scale setting to estimate each construct’s latent
mean and variance in a non-arbitrary metric (Little et al., 2006)
so that the latent constructs have a theoretical range similar
to the manifest items. Furthermore, we conducted analyses
of zero-order correlations to get a first impression of the
associations between constructs utilizing phantom constructs in
order to calculate the covariance between the latent variables in
correlational metric (Little, 2013).

In a next step, we tested a multiple mediator model within
an SEM approach to evaluate the individual influence of feelings

5Therefore, we included three additional CFA models: A model with an additional
method factor (MethodU) to examine whether CMV exists; a model with a method
factor with equal method factor loadings within and freely estimatedmethod factor
loadings between substantive latent constructs (MethodI) to check whether the
extent of CMV varies between substantive constructs. Of those two models, the
model with the better model fit served as the reference model. The third model
was based on this reference model but, additionally, with restricted correlations of
substantive latent constructs from the last model without the inclusion of amethod
factor. Bias in substantive relation is indicated if this model shows a substantial
deterioration in model fit.

of psychological contract violation and basic need frustration
by controlling for possible multicollinearity (MacKinnon et al.,
2012). Point and interval estimators for the standardized indirect
effects were calculated. To obtain the 95% confidence intervals
(CI95), the percentile bootstrap approach was applied (Davison
and Hinkley, 1997) as it has a good coverage probability
for obtaining confidence intervals for the indirect effect in
standardizedmetric (Cheung, 2009) in SEM framework (we drew
10,000 bootstrap samples). R version 3.6.0 (R Core Team, 2019)
was used for data analysis.

RESULTS

Factor Analysis
As subjective work performance contained only two indicators,
their factor loadings were set equal in order to avoid estimation
problems and improper solutions (e.g., Heywood cases). Table 1
shows the CFA results. Other competing measurement models
were tested in order to guarantee that the study’s constructs
were distinct. Table 1 shows that the expected 12-factor solution
fitted the data better than a 10-factor (workplace bullying
exposure, psychological contract violation, frustration autonomy,
frustration competence + frustration relatedness, well-being,
burnout, vigor, job satisfaction+ turnover intentions, workplace
deviance, and work performance), 11-factor (additionally
including turnover intentions), or 13-factor solution (like the
12-factor model but with a second-order factor for basic need
frustration). Adding a method factor (MethodU) to the 12-
factor model further increased model fit. Restricting the method
factor loadings to be equal within substantive latent constructs
(MethodI) decreased the model fit. Thus, we used MethodU as
reference model. Within this model, we fixed factor correlations
of the substantive latent constructs to values from model 5
(Method-R) with the result of increased model fit. Therefore, one
might conclude that although some CMV exists, it exerted no
substantial influence on the substantive interrelations. Thus, we
continued the analyses with 12 latent factors.

Descriptives, Correlations, and Reliabilities
Table 2 shows the latent means, standard deviations, and
intercorrelations between the study variables and internal
consistencies. The correlation analyses offered a first insight
into the hypothesized relationships among the constructs. As
expected, workplace bullying exposure was highly correlated
with feelings of psychological contract violation and frustration
of basic needs, especially regarding need for relatedness.
Furthermore, workplace bullying exposure was negatively
correlated with well-being, job satisfaction, vigor, and work
performance. In contrast, workplace bullying exposure was
positively correlated with burnout, workplace deviance, and
turnover intentions. Finally, feelings of psychological contract
violation and frustration of autonomy, competence, and
relatedness were negatively associated with well-being, job
satisfaction, vigor, and subjective work performance. Positive
relations were found between feelings of psychological contract
violation and burnout, workplace deviance, and turnover
intentions. Notably, feelings of psychological contract violation
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TABLE 1 | Fit statistics for different measurement models.

# Model χ² df P RMSEA [CI90] CFI TLI SRMR AIC BIC

1. Single factor 19,776.664 1,326 0.000 0.105 [0.104–0.106] 0.545 0.527 0.101 197,195 197,735

2. 9 Factors 6,075.430 1,290 0.000 0.054 [0.053–0.056] 0.882 0.874 0.053 179,798 180,523

3. 10 Factors 5,846.983 1,281 0.000 0.053 [0.052–0.054] 0.887 0.879 0.054 179,530 180,301

4. 11 Factors 5,344.883 1,271 0.000 0.050 [0.049–0.052] 0.899 0.891 0.053 178,927 179,749

5. 12 Factors 5,023.273 1,260 0.000 0.049 [0.047–0.050] 0.907 0.898 0.052 178,541 179,419

6. 13 Factorsa 5,146.961 1,278 0.000 0.049 [0.048–0.050] 0.904 0.897 0.053 178,657 179,443

7. 12 Factors (MethodU) 4,173.173 1,195 0.000 0.045 [0.043–0.046] 0.926 0.915 0.035 177,602 178,814

8. 12 Factors (MethodI ) 4,730.047 1,236 0.000 0.047 [0.046–0.049] 0.914 0.904 0.051 178,147 179,149

9. 12 Factors (Method-R) 3,997.284 1,261 0.000 0.042 [0.040–0.043] 0.932 0.926 0.041 177,233 178,106

MLR estimator; RMSEA [CI90], root mean squared error of root mean squared error of approximation with 90% confidence intervals; CFI, comparative fit index; TLI, Tucker–Lewis index;

SRMR, standardized root mean square residual; AIC, Akaike information criterion; BIC, Bayesian information criterion.
aBasic need frustration as second-order factor. MethodU , 12 factors + inclusion of method factor; MethodI, 12 factors + inclusion of method factor with equal method factor loadings

within and freely estimatedmethod factor loadings between substantive latent constructs; Method-R, 12 factors+ inclusion of method factor but with restricted correlations of substantive

latent constructs from model 5.

and any indicator of basic need frustration were substantially
positively associated.

Multiple Mediation Analysis
In order to identify the independent contributions and the
most powerful mediators for the explanation of the different
outcomes, we tested a model that included all mediators
concurrently6. Figure 2 shows the specified structural model. All
outcome variables were included in this model with correlated
error terms. This model showed an acceptable fit to the data
[χ² = 5,023.273, df = 1,260, p <0.001, root mean squared
error of approximation (RMSEA) [CI90] = 0.049 [.047;0.050],
standardized root mean square residual (SRMR) = 0.051,
comparative fit index (CFI) = 0.907, Tucker–Lewis index (TLI)
= 0.898]. As the inspection of the correlational analysis already
suggested, the variance inflation factors (VIF) indicated that the
mediators were multicollinear (VIFviolation = 1.88, VIFautonomy

= 3.93, VIFcompetence = 5.37, VIFrelatedness = 4.53). However, the
variance inflation factors fell below the suggested cutoff value for
extreme multivariate collinearity of VIF > 10 (Kline, 2016), thus
allowing for estimation of the effects of all these variables. For
well-being, psychological contract violation and frustration of
relatedness served as substantial mediators (Figure 3). Regarding
job satisfaction, burnout and vigor, psychological contract
violation, and frustration of autonomy mediated the paths
between workplace bullying and these outcomes. For vigor,
however, frustration of relatedness was the strongest mediator.
Frustration of competence was the only significant predictor
of work performance. Furthermore, for workplace deviance,
only the frustration of autonomy had a significant mediation
effect. Regarding turnover intentions, psychological contract
violation, and frustration of autonomy turned out to significantly
mediate the relation between workplace bullying exposure and
this outcome variable.

6In a first step, we tested psychological contract violation and frustration of basic
needs (i.e., frustration of autonomy, competence, and relatedness) in separate
mediation models. See the Electronic Supplement for these results.

DISCUSSION

The present study provides detailed insights into the
psychological mechanisms underlying differential effects
of workplace bullying exposure on a number of variables
that capture health, work-related attitudes, and workplace
behavior (i.e., well-being, job satisfaction, burnout, vigor,
work performance, workplace deviance, turnover intentions).
Multiple mediation analyses allowed an assessment of the
specific mediating effect of each variable tested, conditional on
the presence of other mediators in the model.

Based on this method, different mediators were identified
indicating psychological mechanisms that link workplace
bullying exposure and its negative consequences. We replicated
previous findings that feelings of psychological contract violation
denote a psychological mechanism that contributes to the link
between workplace bullying exposure and work engagement
(Rai and Agarwal, 2017), as well as the link between workplace
bullying exposure and turnover intentions (Salin and Notelaers,
2017). However, as Salin and Notelaers (2017) suggested,
other processes also affect turnover intentions. In addition to
psychological contract violation, frustration of the need for
autonomy was also found to mediate the effect of workplace
bullying on turnover intentions. Similarly, frustrating both
the need for autonomy and relatedness mediated the relation
between bullying and vigor. Therefore, the present findings are
also consistent with previous studies on workplace bullying
exposure and basic psychological needs (Trépanier et al., 2013,
2015, 2016). At the same time, we also extended these studies
by simultaneously testing both psychological mechanisms.
Therefore, we were able to calculate the individual effect of
each mediator net of the others. Furthermore, we showed
that feelings of psychological contract violation also play an
important role as mediator between bullying exposure and both
job satisfaction and burnout. We also explored the link between
bullying and subjective work performance and found that
frustrating competence appears to be even more important (i.e.,
detrimental) than feelings of psychological contract violation.
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TABLE 2 | Latent means, standard deviations, intercorrelations, and reliabilities.

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

1. Workplace

bullying

1.69 0.65 0.90

[0.89 to 0.91]

2. Psychological

contract

violation

2.28 1.52 0.62 0.95

[0.58 to 0.67] [0.95 to 0.96]

3. Frustration:

autonomy

3.57 1.29 0.62 0.62 0.83

[0.57 to 0.67] [0.58 to 0.67] [0.81 to 0.85]

4. Frustration:

competence

2.92 1.43 0.70 0.63 0.85 0.88

[0.66 to 0.75] [0.58 to 0.68] [0.81 to 0.89] [0.86 to 0.89]

5. Frustration:

relatedness

2.77 1.23 0.80 0.67 0.80 0.86 0.83

[0.76 to 0.84] [0.62 to 0.71] [0.76 to 0.84] [0.82 to 0.90] [0.81 to 0.85]

6. Well-being 3.74 1.05 −0.38 −0.49 −0.50 −0.50 −0.52 0.91

[−0.44 to −0.32] [−0.54 to −0.44] [−0.56 to −0.45] [−0.55 to −0.45] [−0.57 to −0.47] [0.90 to 0.92]

7. Job satisfaction 4.97 1.57 −0.47 −0.74 −0.62 −0.59 −0.59 0.65 0.94

[−0.52 to −0.41] [−0.77 to −0.70] [−0.67 to −0.57] [−0.64 to −0.55] [−0.64 to −0.54] [0.61 to 0.69] [0.93 to 0.95]

8. Burnout 3.14 0.86 0.54 0.60 0.62 0.61 0.58 −0.63 −0.70 0.92

[0.49 to 0.59] [0.56 to 0.65] [0.57 to 0.67] [0.57 to 0.66] [0.53 to 0.63] [−0.68 to −0.59] [−0.74 to −0.67] [0.91 to 0.93]

9. Vigor 3.77 1.49 −0.37 −0.51 −0.52 −0.52 −0.54 0.76 0.75 −0.71 0.91

[−0.43 to −0.32] [−0.55 to −0.46] [−0.58 to −0.47] [−0.57 to −0.47] [−0.59 to −0.49] [0.72 to 0.79] [0.72 to 0.78] [−0.75 to −0.67] [0.90 to 0.92]

10. Work

performance

5.28 0.85 −0.16 −0.20 −0.30 −0.39 −0.31 0.32 0.29 −0.19 0.35 0.79

[−0.23 to −0.09] [−0.27 to −0.13] [−0.36 to −0.23] [−0.46 to −0.33] [−0.38 to −0.24] [0.26 to 0.38] [0.22 to 0.36] [−0.26 to −0.12] [0.29 to 0.41] [0.75 to 0.82]

11. Workplace

deviance

1.79 0.62 0.26 0.29 0.39 0.38 0.36 −0.35 −0.38 0.39 −0.50 −0.29 0.82

[0.20 to 0.33] [0.22 to 0.35] [0.33 to 0.45] [0.32 to 0.45] [0.30 to 0.43] [−0.41 to −0.29] [−0.44 to −0.32] [0.33 to 0.44] [−0.55 to −0.44] [−0.36 to −0.22] [0.80 to 0.83]

12. Turnover

intentions

3.59 1.68 0.41 0.62 0.55 0.51 0.51 −0.49 −0.82 0.59 −0.61 −0.16 0.33 0.87

[0.36 to 0.46] [0.57 to 0.66] [0.49 to 0.60] [0.46 to 0.56] [0.46 to 0.55] [−0.54 to −0.44] [−0.85 to −0.80] [0.55 to 0.64] [−0.66 to −0.57] [−0.23 to −0.09] [0.27 to 0.39] [0.85 to 0.88]

Coefficients display zero-order correlations and in parentheses CI95; internal consistencies (McDonald’s ω) in the main diagonal (bold face, CI95 in parentheses).
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FIGURE 2 | Psychological contract violation and basic need frustrations as mediators between workspace bullying and outcomes. Standardized effects. Covariance

among independent variables, item-level structure of the constructs, error terms, and correlations between error terms of dependent variables are not shown, for

simplicity and clarity. CI95 based on 10,000 bootstrap samples calculated with percentile bootstrap approach; R2
Psychological contract violation =0.39; R

2
Frustration autonomy =0.39;

R2
Frustration Competence =0.50; R

2
Frustration Relatedness =0.64.

FIGURE 3 | Psychological contract violation and basic need frustrations as mediators between workspace bullying and outcomes: Parameters. For paths related to

“a” see Figure 2. CI95 based on 10,000 bootstrap approach; R2
well−being = 0.33; R2

job satisfaction = 0.59; R2
burnout = 0.447; R2

vigor = 0.36; R2
work performance = 0.19;

R2
workplace deviance = 0.17; R2

turnover intentions = 0.42.

Theoretical Implications
The results of the present study showed that being on
the receiving end of constant negative behavior violates the
expectations of a safe work environment where one expects
to be treated with respect and dignity. In line with affective
events theory (Weiss and Cropanzano, 1996), feelings of contract

violation are associated with lower levels of well-being and
higher levels of burnout, as permanent negative emotions have
an impact on employees’ psychological health. Furthermore,
concomitant with social exchange theory that emphasizes the
importance of reciprocity to understand the evaluation of one’s
relation with other parties (Cropanzano and Mitchell, 2005),
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feelings of contract violation render the job less valuable to the
employee. Consequences are lower job satisfaction, lower vigor,
and higher turnover intentions.

Regarding the explanatory contributions of each basic need,
and in line with a recent review and meta-analysis of SDT (Van
den Broeck et al., 2016), autonomy is the strongest predictor
for job satisfaction, burnout, and turnover intentions, whereas
competence appears to be the most important factor for work
performance. In contrast to the meta-analysis, relatedness, but
not competence and autonomy, is the strongest predictor for
well-being and vigor. However, in opposition to most previous
studies referring to SDT, we directly studied need frustration
in contrast to need satisfaction, as this is a more direct test
of our hypothesis regarding the mediating process of SDT in
the context of workplace bullying. As Vansteenkiste and Ryan
(2013) pointed out, need frustration may relate more robustly to
malfunctioning than low need satisfaction. Therefore, different
patterns may occur when one studies need frustration compared
to need satisfaction. In contrast to the meta-analysis by Van den
Broeck et al. (2016), the present study found that relatedness
is more important for well-being and vigor than competence
and autonomy. This may be due to the fact that frustration
of relatedness may display feelings of ostracism and isolation
and therefore may have a stronger relation to well-being. In
contrast, low satisfaction of relatedness (at work) can be easily
compensated with relationships outside of the work context (i.e.,
family, friends). In this regard, low need satisfaction may be just
the absence of work-related friendships. This is also supported
by Trépanier et al. (2016), who simultaneously studied the
longitudinal influence of basic need satisfaction and frustration.
While frustration of relatedness was linked with decreased life
satisfaction 1 year later, relatedness satisfaction was not. The
need for belongingness is a fundamental human need that, if
unfulfilled, may have detrimental effects when a certain threshold
is reached (Baumeister and Leary, 1995).

The results of the present study also revealed that feelings
of psychological contract violation and frustration of basic
needs each accounted for unique variation in well-being,
job satisfaction, burnout, vigor, and turnover intentions, thus
pointing to the individual contribution of both psychological
mechanisms. However, when controlled for frustration of basic
needs, feelings of psychological contract violation were no longer
related to work performance. Therefore, feelings of psychological
contract violation seem only spuriously correlated with work
performance, which may be explained by the association of
frustration of competence and work performance. Furthermore,
when controlled for frustration of basic needs, feelings of
psychological contract violation were also no longer related to
workplace deviance.

Practical Implications
Effective interventions depend on specific knowledge about “the
mechanisms that can explain the detrimental effects of bullying”
(Nielsen and Einarsen, 2018, p. 79). Thus, the results of this
study may offer pertinent implications for practitioners on all
levels of preventive measures. The current findings can guide
possible theory-based primary-, secondary-, and tertiary-stage

interventions on organizational as well as individual levels that
aim to prevent, reverse, or buffer the negative progression
of the bullying incident; help the target to cope with the
situation; and restore their health and trust in the organization
(Zapf and Vartia, 2020).

Primary-stage intervention might focus on potential risk
factors of workplace bullying, for instance, on leadership,
organizational climate, and the work environment. Employers
can train their supervisors to adopt a leadership style that
takes employees’ individual basic needs into consideration,
for instance, with a transformational leadership style (Hetland
et al., 2011) that has been shown to be associated with
lower levels of workplace bullying exposure (Nielsen, 2013).
Moreover, an ethical infrastructure—formal and informal
systems in an organization that facilitate ethical and inhibit
unethical behavior—has been shown to be related to successful
handling of workplace bullying incidents (Einarsen et al., 2017).
Organizations may also redesign certain job characteristics to
prevent bullying incidents as certain characteristics (e.g., higher
job demands, lower job autonomy) are associated with higher
workplace bullying exposure (Li et al., 2019).

Secondary-stage interventions aim to prevent the escalation
of conflicts that might ultimately trigger bullying incidents (Zapf
and Vartia, 2020). Workplace bullying in its early stages might be
counteracted with various organizational conflict management
procedures (e.g., counseling, moderation, mediation). These
measures might disrupt the effect of bullying exposure on
psychological contract violation if they are perceived as fair and
impartial (Zapf and Vartia, 2020).

Finally, helping employees to deal effectively with the bullying
incident (e.g., complaints procedures, conflict arbitration,
support in finding counseling or therapy, stress management
training) should buffer the negative effect of workplace bullying
exposure (tertiary-stage intervention; Zapf and Vartia, 2020) and
reduce their experienced frustration of basic needs, preserving
their well-being, vigor, and work performance, and, eventually,
prevent burnout. These interventions might restore employee’s
feeling of trust in the organization and prevent or reduce
feelings of psychological contract violation. On the other hand,
“just wait and see” without taking action is likely to have
detrimental consequences. Without organizational measures
that aim at preventing workplace bullying or with measures
that do not function adequately, the target may ultimately
blame the organization for their situation. This attribution
process may increase feelings of psychological contract violation,
resulting in lower job satisfaction and even turnover intentions.
Therefore, the employees should experience that someone in
the organization takes care of their situation and will take
appropriate steps against workplace bullying.

LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH

Some limitations of the present study need to be considered
that provide directions for future research. First, our data are
correlational, thus lacking time precedence, and the predicted
mediations were only theory-driven (e.g., Trépanier et al., 2013;
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Salin and Notelaers, 2017). Any causal assumptions cannot
be drawn. Note, however, that the tested model is consistent
with empirical results of experimental (Kakarika et al., 2017)
and longitudinal studies on psychological contract breach and
violation (e.g., Bordia et al., 2008) and longitudinal studies
on basic psychological needs (e.g., Trépanier et al., 2016).
Particularly, Trépanier et al. (2016) have already shown the
longitudinal effects of workplace bullying exposure on basic
need frustration. Nevertheless, future research should apply
longitudinal designs that will also provide information on the
development of the different effects over time. Second, an
additional limitation is the mono-method design, as only self-
reported measures were employed. Although we have statistically
controlled for CMV, we cannot fully rule out the possibility that
this may have led to an overrating of the effects (Podsakoff
et al., 2012). However, Conway and Lance (2010) stated that
under certain conditions, self-report can be acceptable or even
necessary, especially when there is evidence of construct validity,
a lack of overlap in items for different constructs, and when
tested for CMV. In the present study, the CFAs revealed that
the proposed 12-factor model showed the best fit to the data.
This substantiates the construct validity and the absence of larger
amounts of item overlapping as respondents were reasonably able
to conceptually distinguish between constructs. Furthermore,
many constructs such as psychological contract violation, basic
need frustration, or job satisfaction are necessarily subjective,
which renders self-reports appropriate and even necessary
(Conway and Lance, 2010). In contrast, this is not necessarily
the case for the measures of work motivation, work performance,
and workplace deviance that may suffer from greater influence by
social desirability. Therefore, analyses for these outcome variables
need to be seen more critically. Future research should utilize
multiple, preferably behavioral data sources. Third, a lack of
generalizability of the findings may result from the convenience
sample in the MTurk approach. However, compared to other
convenient sampling strategies, MTurk has the advantage of
providing easy access to a more heterogeneous employment
population. Therefore, findings are not just limited to only
one type of industry. This makes MTurk ideal for testing
organizational theories expected to be broadly applicable across
different organizational settings (Cheung et al., 2017) as it is the
case in the present study. Nevertheless, future studies should
test the proposed model in other working populations and with
other samples. Fourth, multicollinearity between predictors or
mediators (as was found in the present study) has the potential
to inflate type II error rates (Grewal et al., 2004). However, given
the high reliability of our measures (ω between 0.79 and 0.95)
and the large sample size that counter multicollinearity effects
(Grewal et al., 2004), we are confident that our estimates are
sufficiently accurate. Fifth, because of time and space constraints,
only the short version (S-NAQ) of the negative acts questionnaire
was used. Future studies might utilize the long version of this
questionnaire (Einarsen et al., 2009) to capture a wider range of
negative acts at work. Nevertheless, the S-NAQ has been shown
to have high construct validity (Notelaers et al., 2019). A final
limitation concerns our sample that consisted of predominantly
Caucasian participants.

Future studies might seek to investigate possible moderation
effects between workplace bullying exposure and psychological
contract violation, as well as between workplace bullying
exposure and frustration of basic needs. The target’s perception
and attribution of the bullying incidents have an impact on
the emotional experience (Oh and Farh, 2017) and thus on
perceived psychological contract breach and feelings of violation.
Especially, when the target attributes the bullying exposure
to himself/herself, he/she should not perceive a psychological
contract violation. However, the attribution process might be
influenced by the microcontextual characteristics of the negative
acts (Nishina and Bellmore, 2010). For instance, more subtle
bullying behavior might be less likely perceived as bullying
behavior and will rather lead to confusion (Samnani et al.,
2013) and to self-attribution of the target (Bowling and Beehr,
2006). Furthermore, situations with many perpetrators and
passive bystanders may also be more likely to elicit self-
attribution (Nishina, 2012). Moderators between workplace
bullying exposure and frustration of basic needs may include
individual dispositions of the targets. For instance, hardiness
describes “a person’s predisposition to be resistant to the
harmful effects of stressors and effectively adapt and cope
with a demanding environment” (Eschleman et al., 2010, p.
277). Hardy people believe that they are able to control
experienced events, perceive difficult situations as challenges
rather than threats, and are self-committed (Delahaij et al.,
2010). Indeed, Reknes et al. (2018) found that hardiness was
a strong moderator between the workplace bullying exposure
and mental health association, in that hardy employees did
not experience increased levels of anxiety with increased
bullying exposure.

Future studies might also research possible conditional effects
that buffer or exacerbate the effects of psychological contract
violation and basic need frustration on different outcomes.
Feelings of psychological contract violationmight lead to revenge
cognitions that might translate into lower work performance and
deviant behavior, especially when self-control of the respective
person is low (Bordia et al., 2008). The negative behavioral
reaction of an employee (e.g., lower work performance, more
deviant behavior) who experiences feelings of psychological
contract violation and in turn revenge cognitions might also
be moderated by fear toward the perpetrator (Marcus-Newhall
et al., 2000). Moreover, traditional SDT scholars (e.g., Deci
and Ryan, 2000) have seen needs as innate and universal, thus
focusing their research on need satisfaction or frustration rather
than individual’s need strength (Van den Broeck et al., 2016).
However, this view has been challenged (e.g., Van Assche et al.,
2018). Therefore, one could hypothesize that the mediation effect
of basic need frustration that links workplace bullying with
several detrimental outcomes might be moderated by individual
need strength.

CONCLUSION

The present study furthers the understanding of psychological
mechanisms that underlie the relation between workplace
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bullying exposure and its effects on health, work-related attitude,
and behavior. Based on psychological contract theory and
SDT, different mediators (i.e., psychological contract violation,
frustration of autonomy, competence, relatedness) were
identified as important contributing psychological mechanisms.
Negative behaviors such as workplace bullying exposure
violate the expectations of a safe work environment where
one is treated with respect and dignity. As a consequence
of these violations of psychological contract and basic
needs, negative consequences may occur on the side of
the employees.

DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

The raw data supporting the conclusions of this article will be
made available by the authors, without undue reservation.

ETHICS STATEMENT

Ethical review and approval was not required for the study on
human participants in accordance with the local legislation
and institutional requirements. The patients/participants
provided their written informed consent to participate in
this study.

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

PS, AM, AS, and GS wrote this manuscript. PS and GS were
responsible for research design and ideas and developing the
questionnaire. GS, AM, and AS were responsible for research
revision. PS was responsible for collecting and analyzing the
data. All authors contributed to the article and approved the
submitted version.

FUNDING

This research was supported by a grant from the Luxembourg
Chamber of Labor.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

The content of this manuscript has been partly published as part
of the thesis of PS (Sischka, 2018).

SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

The Supplementary Material for this article can be found
online at: https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fpsyg.
2021.627968/full#supplementary-material

REFERENCES

Aquino, K., and Thau, S. (2009). Workplace victimization: aggression
from the target’s perspective. Annu. Rev. Psychol. 60, 717–741.
doi: 10.1146/annurev.psych.60.110707.163703

Baard, P. P., Deci, E. L., and Ryan, R. M. (2004). Intrinsic need satisfaction: a
motivational basis of performance and weil-being in two work settings 1. J.
Appl. Soc. Psychol. 34, 2045–2068. doi: 10.1111/j.1559-1816.2004.tb02690.x

Bal, P. M., Chiaburu, D. S., and Jansen, P. G. (2010). Psychological contract breach
and work performance: is social exchange a buffer or an intensifier? J. Manag.

Psychol. 25, 252–273. doi: 10.1108/02683941011023730
Bartholomew, K. J., Ntoumanis, N., Ryan, R. M., and Thøgersen-Ntoumani,

C. (2011). Psychological need thwarting in the sport context: assessing
the darker side of athletic experience. J. Sport Exerc. Psychol. 33, 75–102.
doi: 10.1123/jsep.33.1.75

Baumeister, R. F., and Leary, M. R. (1995). The need to belong: desire for
interpersonal attachments as a fundamental human motivation. Psychol. Bull.
117, 497–529. doi: 10.1037//0033-2909.117.3.497

Bennett, R. J., and Robinson, S. L. (2000). Development of a measure of
workplace deviance. J. Appl. Psychol. 85, 349–360. doi: 10.1037//0021-9010.85.
3.349

Bordia, P., Restubog, S. L. D., and Tang, R. L. (2008). When employees
strike back: investigating mediating mechanisms between psychological
contract breach and workplace deviance. J. Appl. Psychol. 93, 1104–1117.
doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.93.5.1104

Bowling, N. A., and Beehr, T. A. (2006). Workplace harassment from the
victim’s perspective: a theoretical model and meta-analysis. J. Appl. Psychol. 91,
998–1012. doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.91.5.998

Buhrmester, M., Kwang, T., and Gosling, S. D. (2011). Amazon’s Mechanical Turk:
a new source of inexpensive, yet high-quality, data? Perspect. Psychol. Sci. 6, 3–5.
doi: 10.1177/1745691610393980

Cammann, C., Fichman, M., Jenkins, G. D., and Klesh, J. (1983). “Michigan
organizational assessment questionnaire,” in Assessing Organizational Change:

A Guide to Methods, Measures, and Practices, eds S. E. Seashore, E. E.
Lawler, P. H. Mirvis, and C. Cammann (New York, NY: Wiley-Interscience),
71–138.

Cassar, V., and Buttigieg, S. C. (2015). Psychological contract breach,
organizational justice and emotional well-being. Person. Rev. 44, 217–235.
doi: 10.1108/PR-04-2013-0061

Chandler, J., and Shapiro, D. (2016). Conducting clinical research using
crowdsourced convenience samples. Annu. Rev. Clin. Psychol. 12, 53–81.
doi: 10.1146/annurev-clinpsy-021815-093623

Cheung, J. H., Burns, D. K., Sinclair, R. R., and Sliter, M. (2017).
Amazon Mechanical Turk in organizational psychology: an evaluation
and practical recommendations. J. Bus. Psychol. 32, 347–361.
doi: 10.1007/s10869-016-9458-5

Cheung, M. W. (2009). Comparison of methods for constructing confidence
intervals of standardized indirect effects. Behav. Res. Methods 41, 425–438.
doi: 10.3758/brm.41.2.425

Conway, J. M., and Lance, C. E. (2010).What reviewers should expect from authors
regarding common method bias in organizational research. J. Bus. Psychol. 25,
325–334. doi: 10.1007/s10869-010-9181-6

Cropanzano, R., and Mitchell, M. S. (2005). Social exchange
theory: an interdisciplinary review. J. Manag. 31, 874–900.
doi: 10.1177/0149206305279602

Crump, M. J. C., McDonnell, J. V., and Gureckis, T. M. (2013). Evaluating
Amazon’sMechanical Turk as a tool for experimental behavioral research. PLoS
ONE 8:e57410. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0057410

Davison, A. C., and Hinkley, D. V. (1997). Bootstrap Methods and Their

Application. Cambridge, MA: Cambridge University Press.
Deci, E. L., and Ryan, R. M. (2000). The “what” and “why” of goal pursuits:

human needs and the self-determination of behavior. Psychol. Inq. 11, 227–268.
doi: 10.1207/s15327965pli1104_01

Dehue, F., Bolman, C., Völlink, T., and Pouwelse, M. (2012). Coping with
bullying at work and health related problems. Int. J. Stress Manag. 19, 175–197.
doi: 10.1037/a0028969

Delahaij, R., Gaillard, A. W., and van Dam, K. (2010). Hardiness and the response
to stressful situations: investigating mediating processes. Pers. Individ. Dif. 49,
386–390. doi: 10.1016/j.paid.2010.04.002

DeSimone, J. A., and Harms, P. D. (2018). Dirty data: the effects of screening
respondents who provide low-quality data in survey research. J. Bus. Psychol.
33, 559–577. doi: 10.1007/s10869-017-9514-9

Frontiers in Psychology | www.frontiersin.org 12 April 2021 | Volume 12 | Article 627968

https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.627968/full#supplementary-material
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.60.110707.163703
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2004.tb02690.x
https://doi.org/10.1108/02683941011023730
https://doi.org/10.1123/jsep.33.1.75
https://doi.org/10.1037//0033-2909.117.3.497
https://doi.org/10.1037//0021-9010.85.3.349
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.93.5.1104
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.91.5.998
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691610393980
https://doi.org/10.1108/PR-04-2013-0061
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-clinpsy-021815-093623
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-016-9458-5
https://doi.org/10.3758/brm.41.2.425
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-010-9181-6
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206305279602
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0057410
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327965pli1104_01
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0028969
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2010.04.002
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-017-9514-9
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology
https://www.frontiersin.org
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology#articles


Sischka et al. Workplace Bullying and Psychological Mechanisms

Dunn, T. J., Baguley, T., and Brunsden, V. (2014). From alpha to omega: a practical
solution to the pervasive problem of internal consistency estimation. Br. J.
Psychol. 105, 399–412. doi: 10.1111/bjop.12046

Einarsen, K., Mykletun, R., Einarsen, S. V., Skogstad, A., and Salin, D. (2017).
Ethical infrastructure and successful handling of workplace bullying. Nord. J.
Work. Life Stud. 7, 37–53. doi: 10.18291/njwls.v7i1.81395

Einarsen, S., Hoel, H., and Notelaers, G. (2009). Measuring exposure to
bullying and harassment at work: validity, factor structure and psychometric
properties of the Negative Acts Questionnaire-Revised. Work Stress 23, 24–44.
doi: 10.1080/02678370902815673

Einarsen, S., and Skogstad. (1996). Bullying at work: epidemiological findings in
public and private organizations. Eur. J. Work Organ. Psychol. 5, 185–201.
doi: 10.1080/13594329608414854

Eschleman, K. J., Bowling, N. A., and Alarcon, G. M. (2010). A meta-
analytic examination of hardiness. Int. J. Stress Manag. 17, 277–307.
doi: 10.1037/a0020476

Finney, S. J., and DiStefano, C. (2013). “Nonnormal and categorial data in
structural equation modeling,” in Structural Equation Modeling – a Second

Course, 2nd Edn, eds G. R. Hancock and R. O. Mueller (Charlotte, NC:
Information Age Publishing), 439–492.

González-Romá, V., Schaufeli, W. B., Bakker, A. B., and Lloret, S. (2006). Burnout
and work engagement: independent factors or opposite poles? J. Vocat. Behav.
68, 165–174. doi: 10.1016/j.jvb.2005.01.003

Goodboy, A. K., Martin, M. M., and Bolkan, S. (2020). Workplace bullying and
work engagement: a self-determination model. J. Interpers. Viol. 35, 4686–4708.
doi: 10.1177/0886260517717492

Grewal, R., Cote, J. A., and Baumgartner, H. (2004). Multicollinearity and
measurement error in structural equation models: implications for theory
testing.Market. Sci. 23, 519–529. doi: 10.1287/mksc.1040.0070

Hansen, Å. M., Hogh, A., and Persson, R. (2011). Frequency of bullying at
work, physiological response, and mental health. J. Psychosom. Res. 70, 19–27.
doi: 10.1016/j.jpsychores.2010.05.010

Hetland, H., Hetland, J., Andreassen, C. S., Pallesen, S., and Notelaers, G. (2011).
Leadership and fulfillment of the three basic psychological needs at work.
Career Dev. Int. 16, 507–523. doi: 10.1108/13620431111168903

Kakarika, M., González-Gómez, H. V., and Dimitriades, Z. (2017). That wasn’t our
deal: a psychological contract perspective on employee responses to bullying. J.
Vocat. Behav. 100, 43–55. doi: 10.1016/j.jvb.2017.02.005

Keith, M. G., Tay, L., and Harms, P. D. (2017). Systems perspective of Amazon
Mechanical Turk for organizational research: review and recommendations.
Front. Psychol. 8:1359. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2017.01359

Kline, R. B. (2016). Principles and Practice of Structural Equation Modeling, 4th
Edn. New York, NY: Guilford Press.

Kristensen, T. S., Borritz, M., Villadsen, E., and Christensen, K. B. (2005). The
Copenhagen Burnout Inventory: a new tool for the assessment of burnout.
Work Stress 19, 192–207. doi: 10.1080/02678370500297720

Li, Y., Chen, P. Y., Tuckey, M. R., McLinton, S. S., and Dollard, M. F.
(2019). Prevention through job design: identifying high-risk job characteristics
associated with workplace bullying. J. Occup. Health Psychol. 24, 297–306.
doi: 10.1037/ocp0000133

Lian, H., Ferris, D. L., and Brown, D. J. (2012). Does taking the good with the
badmake things worse? How abusive supervision and leader-member exchange
interact to impact need satisfaction and organizational deviance. Organ. Behav.
Hum. Decis. Process. 117, 41–52. doi: 10.1016/j.obhdp.2011.10.003

Litman, L., Robinson, J., and Abberbock, T. (2017). TurkPrime.com: a versatile
crowdsourcing data acquisition platform for the behavioral sciences. Behav.
Res. Methods 49, 433–442. doi: 10.3758/s13428-016-0727-z

Little, T. D. (2013). Longitudinal Structural Equation Modeling. New York,
NY:Guilford Press.

Little, T. D., Slegers, D. W., and Card, N. A. (2006). A non-arbitrary method
of identifying and scaling latent variables in SEM and MACS models. Struct.
Equat. Model. 13, 59–72. doi: 10.1207/s15328007sem1301_3

MacKinnon, D. P., Coxe, S., and Baraldi, A. N. (2012). Guidelines for the
investigation of mediating variables in business research. J. Bus. Psychol. 27,
1–14. doi: 10.1007/s10869-011-9248-z

Marcus-Newhall, A., Pedersen,W. C., Carlson,M., andMiller, N. (2000). Displaced
aggression is alive and well: a meta-analytic review. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 78,
670–689. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.78.4.670

McDonald, R. P. (1999). Test Theory: A Unified Treatment. Lawrence Erlbaum
Associates Publishers.

McGonagle, A. K., Huang, J. L., and Walsh, B. M. (2016). Insufficient effort
survey responding: an under-appreciated problem in work and organisational
health psychology research. Appl. Psychol. 65, 287–321. doi: 10.1111/apps.
12058

Michel, J. S., O’Neill, S. K., Hartman, P., and Lorys, A. (2018). Amazon’s
Mechanical Turk as a viable source for organizational and occupational health
research. Occup. Health Sci. 2, 83–98. doi: 10.1007/s41542-017-0009-x

Nielsen, M. B. (2013). Bullying in work groups: the impact of leadership. Scand. J.
Psychol. 54, 127–136. doi: 10.1111/sjop.12011

Nielsen, M. B., and Einarsen, S. (2012). Outcomes of exposure to
workplace bullying: a meta-analytic review. Work Stress 26, 309–332.
doi: 10.1080/02678373.2012.734709

Nielsen, M. B., and Einarsen, S. V. (2018). What we know, what we do not know,
and what we should and could have known about workplace bullying: an
overview of the literature and agenda for future research.Aggress. Violent Behav.
42, 71–83. doi: 10.1016/j.avb.2018.06.007

Nishina, A. (2012). Microcontextual characteristics of peer victimization
experiences and adolescents’ daily well-being. J. Youth Adolesc. 41, 191–201.
doi: 10.1007/s10964-011-9669-z

Nishina, A., and Bellmore, A. (2010). When might peer aggression, victimization,
and conflict have its largest impact? Microcontextual considerations. J. Early
Adolesc. 30, 5–26. doi: 10.1177/0272431609350928

Notelaers, G., Hoel, H., van der Heijden, B., and Einarsen, S. (2019).
Measuring bullying at work with the Short-Negative Acts Questionnaire:
identification of targets and criterion validity. Work Stress 33, 58–75.
doi: 10.1080/02678373.2018.1457736

Oh, J. K., and Farh, C. I. (2017). An emotional process theory of how subordinates
appraise, experience, and respond to abusive supervision over time. Acad.
Manag. Rev. 42, 207–232. doi: 10.5465/amr.2014.0347

Olafsen, A. H., Niemiec, C. P., Halvari, H., Deci, E. L., and Williams,
G. C. (2017). On the dark side of work: a longitudinal analysis using
self-determination theory. Eur. J. Work Organ. Psychol. 26, 275–285.
doi: 10.1080/1359432x.2016.1257611

Parzefall, M. R., and Salin, D. M. (2010). Perceptions of and reactions to
workplace bullying: a social exchange perspective. Hum. Relat. 63, 761–780.
doi: 10.1177/0018726709345043

Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., and Podsakoff, N. P. (2012). Sources of method
bias in social science research and recommendations on how to control it. Ann.
Rev. Psychol. 63, 539–569. doi: 10.1146/annurev-psych-120710-100452

R Core Team (2019). R: A Language and Environment for Statistical Computing.
Vienna: R Foundation for Statistical Computing.

Rai, A., and Agarwal, U. A. (2017). Linking workplace bullying and work
engagement: the mediating role of psychological contract violation.
South Asian J. Hum. Resour. Manag. 4, 42–71. doi: 10.1177/23220937177
04732

Rai, A., and Agarwal, U. A. (2018). A review of literature on mediators and
moderators of workplace bullying: agenda for future research.Manag. Res. Rev.

41, 822–859. doi: 10.1108/mrr-05-2016-0111
Raja, U., Javed, Y., and Abbas, M. (2018). A time lagged study of burnout as

a mediator in the relationship between workplace bullying and work–family
conflict. Int. J. Stress Manag. 25, 377–390. doi: 10.1037/str0000080

Reknes, I., Harris, A., and Einarsen, S. (2018). The role of hardiness
in the bullying–mental health relationship. Occup. Med. 68, 64–66.
doi: 10.1093/occmed/kqx183

Robbins, J. M., Ford, M. T., and Tetrick, L. E. (2012). Perceived unfairness and
employee health: a meta-analytic integration. J. Appl. Psychol. 97, 235–272.
doi: 10.1037/a0025408

Robinson, S. L., and Morrison, E. W. (2000). The development of psychological
contract breach and violation: a longitudinal study. J. Organ. Behav. 21,
525–546. doi: 10.1002/1099-1379(200008)21:5<525::aid-job40>3.0.co;2-t

Rodríguez-Muñoz, A., Moreno-Jiménez, B., and Sanz-Vergel, A. I. (2015).
Reciprocal relations between workplace bullying, anxiety, and vigor:
a two-wave longitudinal study. Anxiety Stress Coping 28, 514–530.
doi: 10.1080/10615806.2015.1016003

Rousseau, D. M. (1995). Psychological Contracts in Organizations: Understanding

Written and Unwritten Agreements. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Frontiers in Psychology | www.frontiersin.org 13 April 2021 | Volume 12 | Article 627968

https://doi.org/10.1111/bjop.12046
https://doi.org/10.18291/njwls.v7i1.81395
https://doi.org/10.1080/02678370902815673
https://doi.org/10.1080/13594329608414854
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0020476
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2005.01.003
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260517717492
https://doi.org/10.1287/mksc.1040.0070
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpsychores.2010.05.010
https://doi.org/10.1108/13620431111168903
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2017.02.005
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.01359
https://doi.org/10.1080/02678370500297720
https://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000133
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2011.10.003
https://doi.org/10.3758/s13428-016-0727-z
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15328007sem1301_3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-011-9248-z
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.78.4.670
https://doi.org/10.1111/apps.12058
https://doi.org/10.1007/s41542-017-0009-x
https://doi.org/10.1111/sjop.12011
https://doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2012.734709
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2018.06.007
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-011-9669-z
https://doi.org/10.1177/0272431609350928
https://doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2018.1457736
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2014.0347
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432x.2016.1257611
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726709345043
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-120710-100452
https://doi.org/10.1177/2322093717704732
https://doi.org/10.1108/mrr-05-2016-0111
https://doi.org/10.1037/str0000080
https://doi.org/10.1093/occmed/kqx183
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0025408
https://doi.org/10.1002/1099-1379(200008)21:5$<$525::aid-job40$>$3.0.co;2-t
https://doi.org/10.1080/10615806.2015.1016003
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology
https://www.frontiersin.org
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology#articles


Sischka et al. Workplace Bullying and Psychological Mechanisms

Rousseau, D. M. (2001). Schema, promise and mutuality: the building blocks
of the psychological contract. J. Occup. Organ. Psychol. 74, 511–541.
doi: 10.1348/096317901167505

Ryan, R. M. (1995). Psychological needs and the facilitation of integrative
processes. J. Pers. 63, 397–427. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-6494.1995.tb00501.x

Salin, D., and Notelaers, G. (2017). The effect of exposure to bullying
on turnover intentions: the role of perceived psychological contract
violation and benevolent behaviour. Work Stress. 31, 355–374.
doi: 10.1080/02678373.2017.1330780

Samnani, A. K., Singh, P., and Ezzedeen, S. (2013). Workplace bullying and
employee performance: an attributional model.Organ. Psychol. Rev. 3, 337–359.
doi: 10.1177/2041386613475370

Schaufeli, W. B., Bakker, A. B., and Salanova, M. (2006). The measurement of work
engagement with a short questionnaire a cross-national study. Educ. Psychol.
Meas. 66, 701–716. doi: 10.1177/0013164405282471

Sischka, P. E. (2018). Workplace Bullying: Validation of a Measurement and

the Role of Competition, Passive Avoidant Leadership Style, Psychological

Contract Violation and Basic Need Frustration. Dissertation thesis, University
of Luxembourg, Esch-sur-Alzette.

Sischka, P. E., Costa, A. P., Steffgen, G., and Schmidt, A. F. (2020a). The WHO-5
Well-Being Index – validation based on item response theory and the analysis
of measurement invariance across 35 countries. J. Affect. Disord. Rep. 1:100020.
doi: 10.1016/j.jadr.2020.100020

Sischka, P. E., Décieux, J. P., Mergener, A., Neufang, K. M., and Schmidt, A.
F. (2020b). The impact of forced answering and reactance on answering
behavior in online surveys. Soc. Sci. Comput. Rev. 2020:089443932090706.
doi: 10.1177/0894439320907067

Sischka, P. E., Schmidt, A. F., and Steffgen, G. (2020c). The effect of competition
and passive avoidant leadership style on the occurrence of workplace bullying.
Person. Rev. 50, 535–559. doi: 10.1108/PR-09-2019-0469

Sischka, P. E., Schmidt, A. F., and Steffgen, G. (2020d). Further
evidence for criterion validity and measurement invariance of the
Luxembourg Workplace Mobbing Scale. Eur. J. Psychol. Assess. 36, 32–43.
doi: 10.1027/1015-5759/a000483

Sjöberg, A., and Sverke, M. (2000). The interactive effect of job involvement
and organizational commitment on job turnover revisited: a note on
the mediating role of turnover intention. Scand. J. Psychol. 41, 247–252.
doi: 10.1111/1467-9450.00194

Steffgen, G., Sischka, P., Schmidt, A. F., Kohl, D., and Happ, C. (2019). The
Luxembourg Workplace Mobbing Scale: psychometric properties of a short
instrument in three different languages. Eur. J. Psychol. Assess. 35, 164–171.
doi: 10.1027/1015-5759/a000381

Topp, C. W., Østergaard, S. D., Søndergaard, S., and Bech, P. (2015). The WHO-5
well-being index: a systematic review of the literature. Psychother. Psychosom.

84, 167–176. doi: 10.1159/000376585
Trépanier, S. G., Fernet, C., and Austin, S. (2013). Workplace bullying and

psychological health at work: the mediating role of satisfaction of needs
for autonomy, competence and relatedness. Work Stress 27, 123–140.
doi: 10.1080/02678373.2013.782158

Trépanier, S. G., Fernet, C., and Austin, S. (2015). A longitudinal investigation of
workplace bullying, basic need satisfaction, and employee functioning. J. Occup.
Health Psychol. 20, 105–116. doi: 10.1037/a0037726

Trépanier, S. G., Fernet, C., and Austin, S. (2016). Longitudinal relationships
between workplace bullying, basic psychological needs, and employee
functioning: a simultaneous investigation of psychological need

satisfaction and frustration. Eur. J. Work Organ. Psychol. 25, 690–706.
doi: 10.1080/1359432X.2015.1132200

Tuckey,M. R., Searle, B., Boyd, C.M.,Winefield, A. H., andWinefield, H. R. (2015).
Hindrances are not threats: advancing the multidimensionality of work stress.
J. Occup. Health Psychol. 20, 131–147. doi: 10.1037/a0038280

Van Assche, J., van der Kaap-Deeder, J., Audenaert, E., De Schryver, M., and
Vansteenkiste, M. (2018). Are the benefits of autonomy satisfaction and the
costs of autonomy frustration dependent on individuals’ autonomy strength?.
J. Pers. 86, 1017–1036. doi: 10.1111/jopy.12372

Van den Broeck, A., Ferris, D. L., Chang, C. H., and Rosen, C. C. (2016). A review
of self-determination theory’s basic psychological needs at work. J. Manage. 42,
1195–1229. doi: 10.1177/0149206316632058

Vansteenkiste, M., and Ryan, R. M. (2013). On psychological growth and
vulnerability: basic psychological need satisfaction and need frustration
as a unifying principle. J. Psychother. Integr. 23, 263–280. doi: 10.1037/
a0032359

Vranjes, I., Vanhoorne, S., Baillien, E., and De Witte, H. (2017). “A question
of time: testing the validity of the six-month operationalization of the
duration criterion of workplace bullying,” in Workshop Aggression, Date:

2017/11/23–2017/11/25 (Limassol).
Weiss, H. M., and Cropanzano, R. (1996). “Affective events theory: a theoretical

discussion of the structure, causes and consequences of affective experiences at
work,” in, Research in Organizational Behavior: An Annual Series of Analytical

Essays and Critical Reviews, Vol. 18, eds B. M. Staw and L. L. Cummings
(Greenwich: JAI Press), 1–74.

Williams, L. J., and McGonagle, A. K. (2016). Four research designs and a
comprehensive analysis strategy for investigating common method variance
with self-report measures using latent variables. J. Bus. Psychol. 31, 339–359.
doi: 10.1007/s10869-015-9422-9

Wood, D., Harms, P. D., Lowman, G. H., and DeSimone, J. A. (2017).
Response speed and response consistency as mutually validating indicators
of data quality in online samples. Soc. Psychol. Pers. Sci. 8, 454–464.
doi: 10.1177/1948550617703168

Yuan, K. H., and Bentler, P. M. (2000). Three likelihood-based methods for
mean and covariance structure analysis with nonnormal missing data. Sociol.
Methodol. 30, 165–200. doi: 10.1111/0081-1750.00078

Zapf, D., and Vartia, M. (2020). “Prevention and treatment of workplace bullying:
an overview,” in Bullying and Harassment in the Workplace. Theory, Research

and Practice, 3nd Edn. eds S. V. Einarsen, H. Hoel, D. Zapf, and C. L. Cooper
(Boca Raton, FL: CRC Press), 457–495.

Zhao, H. A. O., Wayne, S. J., Glibkowski, B. C., and Bravo, J. (2007). The impact of
psychological contract breach on work-related outcomes: a meta-analysis. Pers.
Psychol. 60, 647–680. doi: 10.3724/sp.j.1042.2012.01296

Conflict of Interest: The authors declare that the research was conducted in the
absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be construed as a
potential conflict of interest.

Copyright © 2021 Sischka, Melzer, Schmidt and Steffgen. This is an open-access

article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (CC

BY). The use, distribution or reproduction in other forums is permitted, provided

the original author(s) and the copyright owner(s) are credited and that the original

publication in this journal is cited, in accordance with accepted academic practice.

No use, distribution or reproduction is permitted which does not comply with these

terms.

Frontiers in Psychology | www.frontiersin.org 14 April 2021 | Volume 12 | Article 627968

https://doi.org/10.1348/096317901167505
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6494.1995.tb00501.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2017.1330780
https://doi.org/10.1177/2041386613475370
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013164405282471
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jadr.2020.100020
https://doi.org/10.1177/0894439320907067
https://doi.org/10.1108/PR-09-2019-0469
https://doi.org/10.1027/1015-5759/a000483
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9450.00194
https://doi.org/10.1027/1015-5759/a000381
https://doi.org/10.1159/000376585
https://doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2013.782158
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0037726
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2015.1132200
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0038280
https://doi.org/10.1111/jopy.12372
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206316632058
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0032359
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-015-9422-9
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550617703168
https://doi.org/10.1111/0081-1750.00078
https://doi.org/10.3724/sp.j.1042.2012.01296
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology
https://www.frontiersin.org
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology#articles

	Psychological Contract Violation or Basic Need Frustration? Psychological Mechanisms Behind the Effects of Workplace Bullying
	Introduction
	Workplace Bullying and the Psychological Contract
	Workplace Bullying and Basic Psychological Needs

	Methods
	Participants and Procedure
	Measures
	Workplace Bullying Exposure
	Psychological Contract Violation
	Basic Psychological Need Frustration
	Well-Being
	Job Satisfaction
	Burnout
	Vigor
	Work Performance
	Workplace Deviance
	Turnover Intentions

	Statistical Analyses

	Results
	Factor Analysis
	Descriptives, Correlations, and Reliabilities
	Multiple Mediation Analysis

	Discussion
	Theoretical Implications
	Practical Implications

	Limitations and Future Research
	Conclusion
	Data Availability Statement
	Ethics Statement
	Author Contributions
	Funding
	Acknowledgments
	Supplementary Material
	References


