
Developing a General Scale for Testing the Amount  
of the Individual’s Susceptibility 

to Performance Contagion

DOI: 10.15804/tner.2016.45.3.01

Abstract
Performance contagion is an environmental infl uential factor that leads to 
change in the performance of a person who is susceptible to contagion. For the 
purpose of constructing a conceptual model of employees’ susceptibility to job 
performance contagion, a general scale for testing the amount of the individu-
al’s susceptibility to performance contagion was developed in the present study. 
Th is scale was used in developing a questionnaire. Th en the questionnaire was 
distributed to the 187 non-teaching staff  of the Science and Research branch of 
Islamic Azad University and its validity, reliability, construct- related evidence 
and content- related evidence were studied.

Keywords: contagion, job performance, performance contagion, susceptibility to 
performance contagion

Introduction

Contagion has been defi ned as the proliferation of similar attitudes, aff ect, and 
behavior among members of a group. Th is process occurs unintentionally, with 
similar attitudes, aff ect and behaviors being passed from one individual to the 
next, oft en spontaneously and without conscious awareness (Levy & Nail, 1993). 
Social contagion is diff erent from obedience, compliance, or other forms of social 
learning, since in social contagion individuals may also converge but because of 
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the social infl uence attempts of others. Various studies have been conducted in 
this fi eld.

Table 1 presents the main studies in the contagion fi eld that have a usable 
approach in organizational studies.

Table 1. The main studies in the contagion field

Area of studySubject of studyAuthors
Behavioral contagionContagion in customer servingPugh (2001), Barger 

& Grandy (2006)
Emotional contagionFacial expressions, physical posturing, moods 

and emotions (determining the relationships 
among emotional susceptibility and personality, 
experience and gender)

Hatfi eld, Cacioppo & 
Rapson (1992, 1994)

Goal contagion- Be-
havioral contagion

Goal per suiting (determining the relationship 
between individual characteristics)

Aarts, Golwizer & 
Hassin (2004)

Attitude contagiona. the eff ect of the mood of the sender on the 
mood of the receiver
b. the relationship between the aff ect of the 
receiver and sender

Howard & Gengler 
(2001)

Behavioral contagionBehavioral mimicryChartrand & Bargh 
(1999)

Behavioral contagionTh e impact of changes in a leader’s mood on his 
or her group members’ mood

Sy et al. (2005)

Behavioral contagiona. presence of emotional convergence over time 
in existing romantic and roommate relation-
ships
b. relationship between gender and relation 
power (status) and convergence
c. benefi ts of similarity

Anderson et al. 
(2003)

Behavioral contagionTop – down contagion by using a real-world 
military sample of US army

Savell, Teague & 
Tremble Jr (1995)

Attitude- Behavioral 
contagion

Relationship between a supervisor’s perception 
of procedural justice on OCB

Tepper & Tylor 
(2003)

Emotional contagionRelationship between power and status position 
and emotion contagion

Snodgrass et al. 
(1992)

Emotional/Behavioral 
contagion

Th e impact of a leader’s mood on his or her 
subordinates

Connelly et al. 
(2002)

Goal contagionGoal contagion and its relationship with per-
sonal characteristics and job rank

Loersch et al. (2011)

Emotional/Behavioral 
contagion

Job performance contagionAhmadi & Mirsep-
pasi (2010)
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Performance Contagion

Th e assumption of theory and research on contagion is that the feelings and 
behavior of a member may infl uence (or be infl uenced by) the performance of 
other members of an organization. Th is phenomenon has been interpreted as 
performance contagion and it is one of the environmental factors that infl uence an 
individual’s performance and ultimately the performance of the overall organization. 
Performance contagion is an individual’s emotional-behavioral reaction to the per-
formance of a person or a group in close contact with him or her that leads to a kind 
of relatively unconscious, automatic conformity (Ahmadi & Mirseppasi, 2010).

Th erefore, performance contagion is an environmental infl uential factor that 
leads to change in the performance of a person who is susceptible to contagion. In 
fact, the result of performance contagion can be recognized in the performance of 
the individual who is susceptible to this phenomenon.

It was necessary to defi ne and develop a scale for measuring the amount of 
one’s susceptibility in order to develop the performance contagion construct as 
well as to identify its infl uential factors. Th us, one of the objectives of the present 
study was to defi ne and develop a qualitative scale for measuring the amount of 
a person’s susceptibility.

Developing this scale as a scientifi c and practical step can be helpful in the 
present study as well as other studies related to this phenomenon.

Th e researchers tried to develop a qualitative scale in the form of questionnaire 
in order to determine the amount a person’s susceptibility to job performance con-
tagion. Various performance scales (Campbell et al., 1993; Borman & Motowidlo, 
1993; Welbourne et al., 1998; Johnson, 2003; Borman et al., 2001; Podsakoff  et al., 
2000: Pulakos et al., 2000; Morrison & Phelps, 1999; Parker et al., 2006; Frese & Fay, 
2001) had been studied so as to develop this questionnaire.

Finally, among these scales, a role-based performance scale (Welbourne et al., 
1998) was used to develop the study scale due to its generality and comprehen-
siveness.

Role-Based Performance Scale (RBPS)

Welbourne’s role-based performance scale included fi ve groups of job perfor-
mance roles: job holder role, career role, organization member role, innovator 
role and team member role. Each of these groups has its own sub-scales. Figure 1 
shows this scale.
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Scale of Susceptibility to Performance Contagion

Th ere was a need to classify individuals by their susceptibility to job perfor-
mance contagion in order to explain this phenomenon as well as to test hypotheses. 
In turn, this classifi cation created a need for developing a susceptibility measure-
ment scale. We used this scale to classify individuals according to their amount 
of susceptibility as well as to investigate the relationship between the amount of 
susceptibility and variables such as gender, personality, job performance, education 
level, job rank, perception of job security, and other personal or environmental 
variables.

Diff erent performance scales had been studied in order to develop the study 
questionnaire and the role-based performance scale (Welbourne, 1998) was used 
to develop the research scale due to its comprehensiveness and the generality of 
its sub-scales. Using the mentioned scale, the sub-scales of performance contagion 
were developed. Figure 2 shows these elements. In our questionnaire two questions 
were raised for each sub-scale of performance contagion (One question for testing 
negative performance contagion and another one for positive performance con-
tagion). Table 2 gives further information about the study questionnaire. It should 

Quantity  of work

Quality of work

Work accuracy

CC us tomer s ervice
(internal and

ex ternal)

Achieving one’s 
personal career goals

Developing useful 
skills for one’s job

Professional growth

Looking for 
professional  

opportunities 

C oming up with
new ideas

New ideas 
implementation

Using optimal ways of 
doing work

Creating better 
procedures and ways 

of accomplishing 
one’s work

Working as a team or 
group member

Sharing information 
with other team  

members or working 
group

Making effort to 
achieve team success

Responding to the 
needs of other 

members of team or 
working group

Helping colleagues 
beyond one’s job 

description

Making effort toward
organization interests

Making effort toward
organization
development

Assistingin improving 
organization current 

status 

Job holder role
(acting according to 

one’s job 
descriptipon) 

Career role (gaining 
necessary skills for 
promotion in the 

organization)

Innovator (creativity 
and innovation in 

one’s work and the 
whole organization)

Team member
(collaboration with 
other employees to 
achieve organization 

success)

Organization 
member role 

(feeling of 
responsibility 

toward organization)

Figure 1. Role-based performance scale (Welbourne, 1998)



21Developing a General Scale for Testing the Amount…

be mentioned that in order to develop the study questionnaire, we consulted and 
interviewed experts in the human resource fi eld as well as industry managers. 
In order to evaluate the validity of the study questionnaire, it was presented to 
fi ft een experts who are university teachers and human resource managers and 
have experience in the performance management fi eld and are familiar with 
behavioral contagion. Fourteen experts confi rmed the questionnaire aft er some 
minor changes.

Figure 2. Performance contagion sub-scales according to Welbourne’s role-based perfor-
mance scale

Elements of Performance 
Contagion

Work quality 
contagion Work quantity 

contagion

Work accuracy 
contagion

Contagion of 
effort  to  learn 

new things 
about one’s 

work

Contagion of 
customer 

service

Contagion of  
effort  toward
job promotion

Contagion of 
seizing work 

opportunities

Goal attainment 
contagion

GCreativity 
contagion

Contagion of 
implementation 

of new ideas 

Using new  
methods 
contagion

Team work 
contagion

Contagion of 
making effort to 

achieve team 
success

Contagion of 
helping 

colleagues

f

Contagion of 
feeling of 

sympathy for 
organization
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Table 2. Questions of the questionnaire according to sub-scales and items

Scale Sub-scale Items Question number

Suscepti-
bility

Positive sus-
ceptibility

Job performance 3,8,10,16,42
Career performance 11,14,28,29
Innovative performance 18, 22, 23
Team performance 38, 35
Organizational performance 37, 31

Negative sus-
ceptibility

Job performance 5, 12, 13, 41, 43
Career performance 20, 23, 27, 19
Innovative performance 15, 30, 34
Team performance 36, 32
Organizational performance 40, 39

Job security perception 17
Th e amount of awareness of other employees’ performance 21
Gender Demographic questions
Personality Personality questionnaire 

(MBTI)
Job experience Demographic questions
Job rank Demographic questions

Methodology

Th e target population of the study was the non-teaching staff  of the Tehran 
Science and Research branch of Islamic Azad University. Th e method of sampling 
was random-stratifi ed. Th erefore, respondents were chosen randomly and in a pro-
portionate manner regarding the number of the employees of each unit. Cochran’s 
(1977) formula was used to calculate the sample. By putting 351 as population, the 
sample equals 183. Th e questionnaires were distributed in units according to the 
frequency percentage in the population. At this stage, information of the units and 
employees was collected via administrative management. Data were collected with 
the use of a self-report questionnaire. A total number of 204 questionnaires was 
distributed, but 187 usable questionnaires were returned and analyzed. Among the 
respondents, 102 were male and 85 were female and 45 had management posts. 
Regarding the education level, 34 respondents had a high school diploma, 120 had 
bachelor’s degree, 26 had a a master’s degree and 7 had PhD. 120 respondents had 
between 1 to 10 years of work experience and 48 had 10 years or more of work 
experience.
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Table 3. Population and sample on the basis of units

Number 
of collecteded 
questionnaires

Number 
of distributeded 
questionnaires

SamplePopulationUnits

48514791Student aff air unit
23232242Educational unit
912815Cultural unit

555854103Administrative and 
Financial unit

41454282Project and IT unit
810712Construct unit
3536Management

187204183351Total

Validity and Reliability Test

In order to develop the study questionnaire, we consulted and conducted inter-
views with human resource experts as well as industry managers. Aft er preparing 
the primary version of the questionnaire, the test of content validity was given to 15 
experts. Th e experts are university teachers as well as human resource managers that 
have executive experience in the performance management fi eld and are familiar 
with behavioral contagion. Th e model fi t was estimated by executing confi rmatory 
and exploratory factor analyses. Reliability was established by means of Cronbach’s 
alpha and the value was .76, which shows that the reliability of the scale is acceptable.

Results of Confi rmatory Factor Analyses and Determining the Model Fit

Th e model fi t was determined by conducting confi rmatory factor analyses. Th e 
analyses were made by LISREL. Table 4 shows the results.

Table 4. Indicators of the model fit

ResultTh e fi t statistics

154.15X²
395Degree of freedom (df)
zeroRoot mean square error of approximation (RMSEA)
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ResultTh e fi t statistics

.17Root mean square residual (RMR)

.95Normed fi t index (NFI)
1.09Not normed fi t index (NNFI)
1.00Comparative fi t index (CFI)
.56Goodness of fi t index (GFI)

1.08Incremental index of fi t (IFI)
0.48Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index (AGFI)

Th e fi rst indicator of model fi t is X². X² tests the assumption that the mentioned 
model is in harmony with co-variation among the studied variables. Smaller values 
show more fi tness of the model. Th e ratio of X² to the degree of freedom is .39 and 
it is in accordance with the criteria suggested by Bayer (1989) and Bentler (1993), 
according to which the appropriate value is smaller than 2. Th erefore, we came 
to the conclusion that the test confi rms the model fi tness. Th e root mean square 
error of approximation (RMSEA) is zero and its upper bound is smaller than .05 
and if we compared it with .008 suggested by Browne and Cudeck (1989, 1993) 
as the largest accepted value, we would conclude that the model fi t is acceptable. 
Another indicator is the root mean square residual (RMR), which in this model 
equals .17, which is small and indicates a small amount of error and acceptability 
of the model fi t.

As fi nding a model with good fi tness does not show that this model is the 
only satisfactory one and there are various indicators of the model fi t, it should 
be tested simultaneously by multi-indicators. According to the above table, the 
normed fi t index (NFI), not normed fi t index (NNFI), comparative fi t index (CFI) 
and incremental index of fi t (IFI) equal at least .87 and more, which shows the 
model fi tness.

Conclusion

Th e presented study sought to enrich our understanding of performance con-
tagion by identifying and proposing a conceptual model. And in order to accom-
plish this objective, a general scale for determining the amount of susceptibility 
to performance contagion was developed. Th e mentioned scale was utilized to 
develop the study questionnaires. We distributed the questionnaires among 187 
non-teaching staff  of Tehran Science and Research branch of Islamic Azad Univer-
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sity and ran reliability as well as content and construct validity tests. Th e results of 
these tests ensured that the model fi t was acceptable. By this scale, we can classify 
individuals according to the amount of susceptibility and examine the relationship 
between the amount of susceptibility and variables such as gender, personality, 
job experience, education level, job category, job security perception, and other 
personal or environmental variables. Moreover, by the studying performance 
contagion model (Ahmadi & Mirseppasi, 2010), the role of the mentioned scale 
as the basis for other studies becomes more clear.

Limitations

We feel that we should point out certain limitations of this work, in describing 
these limitations we suggest directions for future inquiry. First, the study includes 
a specifi c location (Tehran Science and Research branch of Islamic Azad Uni-
versity) only and using a sample in a single institution could not warrant the 
generalizability of the fi ndings. Future research should study this phenomenon 
in diff erent institutions and diff erent geographical areas. Second, the data were 
collected with the use of self-report measures causing concern about possible 
mono-method bias, so future research eff orts should incorporate alternative 
designs. Finally, the study is based on cross-sectional data and we examined the 
employees’ susceptibility to performance contagion only in one point in time. 
Th erefore, future research eff orts need to consider using longitudinal data as well 
as focusing on multi-source data.
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