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Abstract 
 

In this study, the effects of revenge intention of employees on their performances and 
the mediating role of cognitive ability are investigated. Performance is examined in two sub-
dimensions as task performance and contextual performance. The first main proposition of 
this study is that revenge intention of an employee, by negatively affecting, will diminish the 
individual performance. The statement that higher cognitive ability of an employee will 
partially decrease or completely remove this particular adverse effect is the second main 
proposition of the current study.  

Introduction 

Negative organizational behaviors have been handled in OB literature for a long time. 
Undoubtedly, one of these behaviors is revenge behavior in organizations. An individual in a 
workplace may exhibit revenge behaviors through their organizations, colleagues, 
supervisors, subordinates, customers, rivals, suppliers or subcontractors. The underlying 
factors of this particular behavior are also distinctive. However, a perception of mistreatment 
or injustice is the basic reason underneath avengement. We have an observation that revenge 
intention or revenge purposed behaviors may negatively influence avenger’s performance. 
This person who seeks for revenge may be detached from his/her ongoing job mentally, or 
even physically, and do worse in job performance. In this study, a mediating role of cognitive 
ability is investigated. The theoretical model shows this mediating role of cognitive ability in 
the revenge intention - employee performance relationship. This model is not empirically 
investigated, but theoretically proposed, instead. The model will be tested empirically 
following the constitution of theoretical substructure. 

Performance 

The individual performance is the basis of organizational performance. It has critical 
importance to understand individual behavior [1].  Job performance is the aggregated value to 
the organization of the discrete behavioral episodes that an individual performs over a 
standard interval of time [2,3]. 
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Katz and Kahn (1964) proposed that a well-functioning organization requires three 
types of behavior: (i) organizations must attract and hold people in the organization; (ii) 
ensure that members carry out specific role or job requirement; and (iii) evoke innovative and 
spontaneous behavior that goes beyond role prescriptions [4]. Today, the literature on the 
spontaneous or discretionary behaviors of the employees that are stated in the last category is 
being developed day by day [5]. 

Different abilities, skills and behaviors are required for different works [6]. Due to the 
changing nature of both organizations and jobs call into question the adequacy of narrow 
definitions of employee performance, a more holistic approach should be exhibited to 
individual performance [5]. So performance should be handed as multidimensional [6]. In 
other words, performance is behavioral, episodic, evaluative, and multidimensional [2, 7]. On 
this line of thinking, Borman and Motowidlo developed a multidimensional model of job 
performance [8]. It has been separated into two dimensions called as task performance and 
contextual performance [7].  The distinction between task and contextual performance has 
gained wide acceptance in the literature [9]. 

Task performance reflects how well an individual performs the duties required by the 
job [8].  Task performance was defined as the effectiveness with which job incumbents 
perform activities that contribute to the organization’s technical core [10]. Task performance 
parallels Katz and Kahn’ (1964) category of behaviors that “reliably carries out specific role 
or job requirements” [5]. 

Contextual performance is different from task performance. Contextual performance 
represents a type of behavior that is largely under the motivational control of individuals [10]. 
As Borman and Motowidlo [8] stated, when individuals contribute energy into their work 
roles, they should have higher contextual performance. It relates to an individual’s propensity 
to behave in ways that facilitate the social and psychological context of an organization [11]. 
Contextual behaviors are important because they contribute to organizational effectiveness in 
ways that shape the organizational, social, and psychological context that serves as the 
catalyst for task activities and processes. Contextual behaviors include volunteering to carry 
out task activities that are not formally part of the job and helping and cooperating with others 
in the organization to get tasks accomplished [8]. 

Both behavior types, i.e. task and contextual, are important for achieving long-term 
organizational success [10] and as Kiker and Motowidlo (1999) stated, these behaviors 
contribute to organizational effectiveness, but in different ways [12]. 

Cognitive Ability 

Cognitive ability (g) has been discussed academically for more than a century and used 
as a recruitment tool for over 80 years [13]. As Brand [14] stated, “g is to psychology as 
carbon is to chemistry”, hence there has been numerous studies about g during this period. 
Although it has a long history, cognitive ability is not out of fashion. Furthermore by raising 
importance of cognitive tasks in work environment, g seems to be more popular. 

Carroll [15] defines cognitive task as “any task in which correct or appropriate 
processing of mental information is critical to successful performance” (p.10). And as an 
ability that is related to such tasks, cognitive ability is described as the aptitude to 
comprehend new and intricate ideas, solve problems, adapt novel situations and learn from 
experiences [16]. 

There are lots of studies in literature about the relationship of g and performance. 
Although some researchers criticize the reliability of cognitive ability while predicting 
performance [17], or some others offer not to assess cognitive ability alone, but with other 
features like personality and skills [18,19], vast majority of them still accept g as the best 
predictor of performance [20].   
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The effects of cognitive ability surround not only educational but also occupational 
and social life performances of both individuals and teams. Cognitive ability influences 
individual performance by its two components. First is the capability of acquiring job related 
knowledge, techniques and skills. The other one is about training ability for meeting new 
requirements of current or a new job. Cognitive ability level has a strong significant effect on 
the adaptability of individuals to novel task conditions [21]. Also it is identified that the more 
complex job requirements the more predictive of g for performance [22]. Although majority 
of previous studies about cognitive ability were related to performance, almost none 
investigated the subject, separating task and contextual performance. According to above 
description of g, and previously mentioned definition of task performance, our first 
proposition is about task performance of an employee: 

 
P1: Cognitive ability will be positively related to task performance. 
 
Beside individual task performance, the cognitive ability level of employees, which are 

obtained by tests, can also determine the group performance. Related to the type of tasks, 
sometimes the highest score of employees, sometimes the lowest one and sometimes mean 
score of the group can affect the performance results [16]. Beyond this, cognitive ability also 
significantly affects counterproductive work behaviors. Employees who have a higher degree 
of cognitive ability are less probable to do both organizational and interpersonal 
counterproductive work behaviors [23]. Thus, our second proposition is about contextual 
performance which is effective on social and psychological context of an organization: 

 
P2: Cognitive ability will be positively related to contextual performance. 
 
We assume cognitive ability to be positively related to both performance types, 

however, presumably g will explain task performance better than it will do for contextual 
performance: 

 
P3: The relation of cognitive ability and task performance will be stronger than the 

relation of cognitive ability and contextual performance 

Revenge Intention 

Revenge is defined as the reaction of a person, who is subject to harm, against the 
responsible person, people or organization of the particular harm [24]. This reaction may stay 
in potential stage as a revenge intention or be observed as a damage, injury or punishment on 
the other part [25].  

There may be distinctive reasons of revenge. Most important one is employee’s justice 
and fairness desire. Perceived injustice in organizations may trigger revenge behaviors as a 
restorative justice. Especially goal obstruction, rule violation, and status/power derogation, 
derived from offender, generate injustice perception and bring revenge intention [26]. While 
procedural injustice cause revenge intention against victim’s organization, interpersonal 
injustice, and also abusive supervision, leads to revenge intention against both victim’s 
supervisor and organization [27, 28]. On the other side procedural justice climate negatively 
affects revenge intention of the victim [25]. 

As a situational factor, severity of harm influences the density of revenge intention 
[26]. Also relative and absolute hierarchical status of the victim affects the level of revenge 
intention. When the victim has a relatively lower hierarchical status than the harm-doer, it is 
more possible to suppress his/her revenge intentions [29]. However getting even is easier and 
more probable for the victim who has a relatively superior position than the offender. Because 
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whenever a victim is exposed to harm by a subordinate, he/she will more likely to feel 
insulted and seek for revenge in order to maintain social esteem [25]. On the other hand 
absolute hierarchical status of an employee is negatively related to revenge intention. As a 
result of this, victim people, who lack some symbolic indicators of social recognition, will 
tend to acquire status by exposing revenge behaviors [25]. 

According to its personal and organizational consequences, employees’ revenge 
intention is paid growing attention by researchers. Beyond its personal psychological and 
physiological costs, revenge intention may come out as counterproductive work behaviors in 
organizations [30]. Especially in the lack of regulations to establish a justice perception, 
revenge intention may be negatively related to contextual performance:  

 
P4: Revenge intention will be negatively related to contextual performance. 
 
It is also declared that revenge intention would diminish organizational performance 

[30]. An employee who is ruminating whole day cannot easily concentrate on work, so it will 
be inevitable for him/her to neglect job requirements: 

 
P5: Revenge intention will be negatively related to task performance. 
 
As a result of these propositions revenge intention predicted to be negatively related to 

both performance types, however, since revenge intention is not about core of the job but 
about social processes through the job, presumably it will explain contextual performance 
better than it will do for task performance: 

 
P6: The relation of revenge intention and contextual performance will be stronger 

than the relation of revenge intention and task performance. 
 
Revenge intention regularly appears as a result of daily conflicts in organizational life. 

According to some researchers revenge may be even beneficial for organizations as a tit-for-
tat means to support justice [31]. On the contrary, most others assert that revenge is a 
detrimental behavior in organizations. Because, every single revenge act gives birth to a new, 
counter revenge behavior. Hence, when used as a conflict solution and justice restoration 
method, revenge behavior inevitably causes a revenge paradox in organizations [32]. Also 
people, especially managers, in organizations mainly evaluate revenge as an immoral and 
unprofessional behavior [25]. Furthermore, although victims select revenge option in order to 
get over from the disadvantage of particular injustice and heal their injured feelings, they 
can’t escape from rumination after taking the revenge [33] and fall into some negative 
emotional outcomes such as regret, anger and anxious fear [34].  

Besides, there are some antecedents of revenge intention related to personality of 
revenger. When a person has a low break point, which let him/her show deviant behaviors 
easier, he/she is more prone to getting even. Also having a negative affectivity strengthens the 
probability of revenge [26]. Moreover, revenge intention becomes stronger when the victim is 
angrier [26] and blame attribution level of victim is higher [29, 31]. Another factor that 
influences revenge intention is the perception of victim about offender. Revenge intention of 
victim decreases as likeableness of offender increases [31]. Beyond this, cognitive ability of 
victim may influence revenge intention. Bearing the features of revenge in mind, a person 
with high g level will more probably think the possible negative consequences, mentioned in 
the above paragraph, of revenge intention and hesitate to get revenge. So, due to their 
cognitive abilities, victims are able to defeat revenge intentions and forgive their harm-doers. 
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P7: Cognitive ability will be negatively related to revenge intention. 
 
In the light of above discussions our final proposition is suggested as following: 
 
P8: Cognitive ability will significantly mediate the negative effect of revenge intention 

on task and contextual performance. 

Research Model 

According to all above propositions, the model of our study is shown as following: 
 
Figure 1. Theoretical model of study 
 

 
Employee performance means contextual performance and task performance. 

Conclusion 

The aim of this study was to propose a theoretical framework to show up the 
mediating effect of cognitive ability in revenge intention – performance relationship. 
Basically there are four relationships and effects in this model: (i) possible negative effect of 
revenge intention on employee’s performance; (ii) possible significant relationship between 
revenge intention and cognitive ability; (iii) possible positive effect of cognitive ability on 
employee’s performance; (iv) possible mediating effect of cognitive ability. Consisting of 
these four components, a theoretical model was established through the literature. This model 
enables researchers for further studies to empirically test it. The authors also will test the 
model in their following studies. This study may have a considerable contribution to OB 
literature because the particular dependent and independent variables had never been jointly 
investigated in such a model. In the lights of further researches a positive significant effect of 
cognitive ability on a variable which diminishes performance in organizations may be pointed 
out clearly. 
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