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Abstract 

It is well established that the victims of workplace ostracism (WO) engage 

in fewer organizational citizenship behaviors (OCB) and more counterproductive workplace 

behaviors (CWB). However, significant gaps remain in our knowledge of why these relationships 

exist. To advance current comprehension of intermediary processes within this domain, we 

investigate the leading conceptual account, belongingness theory, alongside two theoretically 

compelling alternatives: social exchange and self-regulatory resources. Drawing on meta-

analytic structural equation modeling (MASEM) and data generated from 160 samples, we 

investigate two possible mediational models: (a) a competitive model that directly pits the three 

mechanisms against one another, and (b) a sequential integrative model that combines them. 

Overall, our findings indicate that even though belongingness is a key mediating process, social 

exchange and resource mechanisms are critical and complement it. Furthermore, our results 

suggest the nature of the explanatory mechanisms is nuanced and depends not only on the 

outcome under investigation (i.e., OCB versus CWB), but also the mediational model tested (i.e., 

competitive mediation versus sequential mediation). Secondarily, in our study, we control for 

other forms of mistreatment, such as workplace incivility, and demonstrate that the effect of WO 

is incremental and independent of other forms of mistreatment. Findings are discussed in terms 

of how they advance WO theory as well as our understanding of why WO relates to CWB and 

OCB. 

Keywords:  

Workplace ostracism; discretionary behaviors; belonging; resources; exchange; meta-analysis. 
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Introduction 

Workplace ostracism (WO) is a form of mistreatment where individuals are ignored and 

excluded by their colleagues, resulting in feelings of being unwanted and unworthy of social 

attention (Ferris et al., 2008; Robinson & Schabram, 2017). Rather than behave in ways that 

facilitate their social acceptance however, victims of WO more typically do the opposite (Bolino, 

1999; DeWall et al., 2011; Pletzer et al., 2019). Prior research has shown that WO victims 

engage in fewer organizational citizenship behaviors (OCB), which benefit organizations and 

people (Organ, 1997; Organ et al., 2006), and more counterproductive workplace behaviors 

(CWB), which harm organizations and people (Marcus et al., 2016). For instance, WO victims 

frequently avoid volunteering for projects, engage in fewer helping behaviors, spread gossip, and 

display aggressive behavior. Although previous meta-analytic studies have established that WO 

is significantly related to OCB (ρ = -.23, Bedi, 2020; ρ = -.24, Howard et al., 2020; ρ = -.26, Li et 

al., 2021) and CWB (ρ = .54, Bedi, 2020; ρ = .45, Howard et al., 2020), why these relationships 

exist remain unclear.  

            My primary aim was to move beyond the question of whether such associations exist and 

to tackle the more fundamental scientific question of why they exist (Bacharach, 1989; Mathieu 

et al., 2008). To do so, I contrast the dominant conceptual account in the WO literature, 

belongingness theory (Baumeister & Leary, 1995), with two alternative theoretical explanations: 

self-regulatory resources (Baumeister & Vohs, 2007) and social exchange (Blau, 1964; Emerson, 

1976). Belongingness theory suggests that the impact of WO on OCB and CWB stems from a 

victim’s thwarted sense of belonging (e.g., Baumeister & Leary, 1995; Williams, 1997). In 

contrast, self-regulatory resource theory proposes that these relationships arise because WO 

reduces victim’s self-regulatory resources (e.g., Leung et al., 2013) while social-exchange theory 
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suggests that the relationships are mediated by reciprocity and reductions in felt obligation (e.g., 

Balliet & Ferris, 2013). Although belongingness theory is the most frequently invoked 

explanation of WO (Ferris et al., 2017), strong theoretical rationale and a handful of primary 

investigations point to self-regulatory resources and social exchange as plausible alternatives 

(e.g., Leung et al., 2011; Wu et al., 2016; Yan et al., 2014). However, despite sound arguments, 

there is limited direct evidence to support any of these three mechanisms. Additionally, it 

remains unclear how they might combine (or whether they do) to impact discretionary behavior. 

In the current paper I sought answers to fundamental gaps in our understanding of these 

intermediary processes: Do self-regulatory resource and social exchange mechanisms 

complement the historically dominant belonging perspective, or do they displace it? Do all three 

mechanisms operate similarly across outcomes or does it depend on the outcome? What is the 

relative strength of each mechanism?   

In addition to my primary objectives, I also examine WO while simultaneously 

considering other forms of workplace mistreatment, such as incivility, which are often observed 

alongside it (Ferris et al., 2017; Howard et al., 2020; Robinson et al., 2013). Previous work has 

shown significant overlap between these constructs (e.g., Howard et al., 2020: WO and Incivility 

ρ = .64 and WO and other forms of mistreatment ρ = .69) and similarities in their nomological 

networks (Ferris et al., 2017; Schilpzand et al., 2016). Given the conceptual and operational 

parallels between workplace mistreatment constructs like WO and incivility, these findings are 

not surprising (Andersson & Pearson, 1999; Ferris et al., 2017). Although arguments supporting 

WO’s ontological distinctiveness (Ferris et al., 2017) and incremental validity have been 

advanced (e.g., Howard et al., 2020; O’Reilly et al., 2015), other data cast doubt as to whether 

this is universally the case (e.g., Martin & Hine, 2005). If continued research attention on WO is 
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warranted, it is important to demonstrate that it is not simply new wine in an old bottle, which I 

sought to do within the context of WO’s relationship with OCB and CWB. Relatedly, because 

WO, incivility, and other forms of mistreatment have evolved independently, it is unclear 

whether the intermediary processes for these various constructs overlap or are unique. As but one 

example, while belongingness theory is the most frequently invoked explanation of WO, it has 

garnered little interest from incivility researchers (Ferris et al., 2017) or those investigating other 

forms of mistreatment (Yang et al., 2020). Thus, to further advance WO research, I sought 

answers to the following questions: Does WO incrementally predict OCB and CWB beyond 

incivility and other forms of mistreatment? Are the mediational mechanisms similar or unique 

across these mistreatment constructs within the context of discretionary behavior?  

To arrive at robust answers to these fundamental theoretical questions and avoid potential 

methodological pitfalls of primary studies, I leveraged the advantages of meta-analytic structural 

equation modelling (MASEM; Becker, 1992; Shadish & Sweeney, 1991; Viswesvaran & Ones, 

1995). While the conclusions of primary investigations are limited by research design, 

operationalizations, sample size, power, and measurement error (Leavitt et al., 2010; Schmidt, 

1992), MASEM capitalizes on the entire literature by relying on meta-analyses to obtain the best 

estimate of each relationship, creating a single meta-analytic correlation matrix, and analyzing 

the matrix using structural equation modelling (SEM) (Cheung & Chan, 2005). In combining the 

strengths of meta-analysis with SEM, MASEM allows researchers to utilize latent variables to 

correct for unreliability and estimate indirect and direct effects of individual mediational 

mechanisms while simultaneously considering alternative explanations (Cheung & Chan, 2005). 

The insights derived from MASEM are particularly useful when evaluating the explanatory 

power of alternative theoretical mechanisms and in uncovering potential theoretical gaps (Bergh 
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et al., 2016). As such, MASEM is an ideal empirical approach for addressing my research 

questions and advancing WO theory as it relates to OCB and CWB.   

Our work makes several key contributions to the current literature. First, in line with a 

strong inference approach (Platt, 1964), I sought to concurrently assess alternative theoretical 

mechanisms that might explain the relationship between WO and discretionary behaviors. 

Although studies that add novel conceptual mechanisms enrich theoretical conversations, the 

unnecessary inclusion of intermediary processes undermines parsimony and impedes scientific 

and practical progress (Edwards, 2010; Pfeffer, 1993). To date, our understanding of WO, OCB, 

and CWB is hampered by a siloed research approach in which only a single perspective is 

considered at a time. Such an approach is overly simplistic and creates ambiguity as to whether 

the addition of new intermediary perspectives adds anything novel beyond a single theory. 

Moreover, if it is true that multiple intermediary processes are necessary, considering each in 

isolation results in model misspecification and questionable conclusions. In redressing this issue 

using MASEM by simultaneously considering alternative mechanisms as well as the potential 

overlap amongst these mechanisms, my study advances the state of the science. I identify 

potential boundaries on each theoretical mechanism and shift the conversation towards those 

intermediary processes that matter most as well as when they matter (Leavitt et al., 2010). In 

determining the relative merit and interrelationship amongst these mechanisms, my study 

advances the field towards a more precise understanding of underlying processes, which in turn 

is necessary when making applied recommendations to practitioners and managers (Williams & 

MacKinnon, 2008) 

Second, in examining WO alongside incivility and other forms of mistreatment, I address 

ongoing worries regarding WO’s redundancy with other mistreatment constructs. There is a 
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longstanding debate as to whether it is (Tepper & Henle, 2011) or is not (Hershcovis, 2011) 

beneficial to investigate individual forms of mistreatment. Concerns here center around 

unnecessary construct proliferation, which, among other problems, threatens the development of 

useful theories and impedes cumulative knowledge generation (Le et al., 2010). Examining WO, 

incivility, and other forms of mistreatment on conceptual, operational, and empirical grounds 

highlights a realistic possibility that it is redundant with other mistreatment constructs. As such, 

it is not surprising that calls have been made for researchers to conduct comparative studies that 

simultaneously consider WO with incivility (Ferris et al., 2017) and other forms of mistreatment 

(Howard et al., 2020). While not intended to settle this debate, in concurrently modeling WO, 

incivility, and other forms of mistreatment, my findings do inform it. In this respect, evidence for 

incremental validity bolsters the claim that WO is conceptually (Ferris et al., 2016) and 

empirically unique and, thus, worthy of independent consideration (Howard et al., 2020). 

WO and Belongingness 

Research on ostracism and exclusion has grown exponentially over the past 25 years, 

encompassing both basic psychological and organizational studies (Williams, 2007a; Ferris et al., 

2017; Robinson et al., 2013). This interest has paved the way for systematic investigations of 

WO, which has predominantly been examined from a victim-focused perspective (Howard et al., 

2020) and defined as “the extent to which an individual perceives that he or she is ignored or 

excluded by others at work” (Ferris et al., 2008, p. 1348). Approached in this manner, WO is 

subjective and characterized by the omission of positive attention, reflecting the absence of 

normative positive social interactions in the workplace rather than the commission of negative 

attention (Ferris et al., 2017; Robinson et al., 2017). Notably, although ostracism can in extreme 

instances be obvious and severe (e.g., banishment), more typically WO lacks clear intent on the 
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part of a perpetrator (e.g., avoiding eye contact), which renders victims uncertain as to both why 

and whether it has occurred (Williams, 1997; Robinson et al., 2013).  

 Conceptually, WO can be differentiated from workplace mistreatment and incivility, two 

concepts with which it shares theoretical and operational overlap (Ferris et al., 2017; Robinson et 

al., 2013). Mistreatment is defined as “any interpersonal situation in which an employee initiates 

counter-normative negative actions or desists normative positive actions towards an employee” 

(p. 3, Howard et al., 2020), while incivility refers to low intensity social interactions that violate 

workplace norms of respect but are performed with ambiguous intent (Andersson & Pearson, 

1999; Blau & Andersson, 2005). Following upon prior work, I consider their interrelationships as 

nested (Ferris et al., 2017; Howard et al., 2020; Robinson et al., 2013). At the broadest level, 

incivility and WO are related forms of mistreatment that share overlapping features. Both WO 

and incivility are relatively common and encompass low intensity negative counternormative 

behaviors that are ambiguous in their intent to harm (Schipzand et al., 2016). This distinguishes 

them from more rare, intense, and less ambiguous forms of mistreatment, such as physical 

assault, explicit racism, and abusive supervision (Ferris et al., 2017). At an operational level, 

most incivility measures incorporate ostracism, but not all forms of incivility involve ostracism 

and ostracism is typically conceptualized as a distinct form of incivility. Notably, while incivility 

entails the commission of overtly rude and disrespectful actions, such as belittling comments or 

insults, WO is solely characterized by subtle displays of rudeness that omit social interaction, 

such as being excluded from social events (Ferris et al., 2013; Robinson et al., 2013). Omitting 

social interactions arguably makes WO more insidious and more harmful to its victims who feel 

isolated and powerless to prevent it (Ferris et al., 2017).  

 Indeed, ostracism is universally regarded as an aversive and painful experience for 
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victims regardless of context or individual differences (Williams & Nida, 2011). Neuroscientific 

findings have established that ostracism quickly and automatically triggers neural brain 

signatures associated with physical pain (Eisenberger et al., 2003) and gives rise to intense 

negative emotional states such as anger, sadness, anxiety, and feelings of worthlessness 

(Williams, 2009). In fact, seemingly mild and innocuous forms of ostracism, such as being 

excluded during a virtual ball-toss game, causes significant psychological discomfort and 

sadness (Hartgerink et al., 2015; Zadro et al., 2004).  

Theoretically, ostracism impacts victims because it thwarts fundamental human 

motivations that regulate group living (Ferris et al., 2017; Williams, 2009), posing a threat to 

reproductive and survival success according to evolutionary logic (Leary et al., 2013). 

Specifically, ostracism thwarts humans from fulfilling their fundamental need to belong. Defined 

as an innate, universal motivation to develop and maintain some minimum number of stable, 

caring, positive interpersonal relationships and interactions with others (Leary et al., 2013), the 

need to belong evolved to regulate and facilitate group inclusion and social connection 

(Baumeister & Leary, 1995). This need drives humans to seek inclusion and foster a sense of 

belongingness by developing enduring relationships with others. Driven by the need to belong, 

humans spend a substantial portion of their daily lives interacting, forming bonds, and 

maintaining relationships with other human beings (Leary et al., 2013). However, ostracism 

thwarts this fundamental need (Baumeister & Leary, 1995) because it separates the victim from 

the social group (Williams, 2009), prevents social interactions and connections (Einarsen & 

Mikkelsen, 2003), and hinders the formation of positive interpersonal relationships (Williams, 

2009). Not surprisingly, ostracism diminishes a victim’s sense of belonging and creates feelings 

that one does not fit in (Lambert et al., 2013).  
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Discretionary Behaviors and WO 

Discretionary behaviors, defined as voluntary actions that extend beyond formal job 

descriptions or organizational policies (Yu et al., 2023), consist of two broad forms: OCB and 

CWB. OCB are employee behaviors that are not explicitly acknowledged by the formal reward 

system, but in the aggregate, promotes the organization’s effective functioning (Organ, 1988). 

This encompasses many positive workplace behaviors including, but not limited to, helping 

(Organ et al., 2006), organizational loyalty (Organ, 1988), and voice (LePine & Van Dyne, 

1998). In contrast, CWB are employee behaviors that violate the legitimate interests of the 

organization or does harm to the organization and/or its stakeholders (Marcus et al., 2016). Like 

OCB, CWB is an umbrella term that encompasses several workplace behaviors but unlike OCB, 

CWB are negative actions, such as harassment (Bowling & Beehr, 2006), unethical behavior 

(Umphress et al., 2010), workplace aggression (Hershcovis et al., 2007), and workplace deviance 

(Robinson & Bennett, 1995). Despite both being discretionary behaviors, they differ 

fundamentally. While CWB violates organizational and societal norms governing appropriate 

employee conduct (Robinson & Bennett, 1995), OCB adheres to informal norms governing 

appropriate employee behavior (Williams & Anderson, 1991). Empirical research supports their 

distinction, with meta-analyses finding a moderate negative correlation between the two (ρ = -

.32; Dalal, 2005), suggesting they are distinct, orthogonal forms of discretionary behavior.  

Research demonstrates the contrasting impact of OCB and CWB on other employees and 

the organization. For instance, evidence indicates that receiving OCB is associated with positive 

outcomes, including experiencing more positive affective states (Lyons & Scott, 2012), trust 

(Halbesleben & Wheeler, 2015), and higher well-being (Mathieu et al., 2019). Moreover, OCB 

extends significant benefits to organizations, including increased productivity, efficiency, 
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customer satisfaction, and reduced operational costs as well as employee turnover (Podsakoff et 

al., 2009). Conversely, CWB is linked to adverse outcomes for recipients and the organization. 

For example, receiving CWB is associated with experiencing negative emotions (Lyons & Scott, 

2012; Scott & Judge, 2013) and diminished well-being (Robinson et al., 2014). For 

organizations, CWB is associated with higher turnover, as well as lower productivity, customer 

satisfaction, and profit (Carpenter et al., 2021). Given the detrimental consequences of CWB and 

benefits of OCB, CWB is widely discouraged while OCB is encouraged within organizations. 

Due to the impact of OCB and CWB, and their discretionary nature (Organ & Ryan, 

1995), observers pay careful attention to these actions and consider them when forming 

perceptions of coworkers (Hall et al., 2009). The beneficial outcomes linked to OCB sway 

coworkers to view OCB actors in a positive light. OCB not only makes other people’s jobs easier 

(Podsakoff et al., 1993) but fosters good relationships with others (Turner & Connelly, 2021) and 

demonstrates commitment to the organization and group’s success. Consequently, employees 

engaging in OCB are viewed as good citizens (Bolino, 1999; Bolino et al., 2006; Grant & Mayer, 

2009) and are well-liked by their peers (Turner & Connelly, 2021) and supervisors (Bolino et al., 

2006). This positive perception results in favorable treatment (Deckop et al., 2003), higher 

performance evaluations, and more rewards (Podsakoff et al., 2009). In contrast, individuals who 

engage in CWB are perceived poorly due to the harm they inflict. Performing CWB damages 

interpersonal relationships (Robinson et al., 2014) and hinders organizational success (Carpenter 

et al., 2021). As a result, CWB actors are viewed as bad apples (Dunlop & Lee, 2004) and are 

generally disliked (Robinson et al., 2014). This unfavorable perception results in lower 

performance evaluations (Choi et al., 2019), negative emotional reactions (Weiss & Cropanzano 

1996), as well as an escalating cycle of revenge, retaliation, and negative workplace behavior 
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(Hung et al., 2009; Robinson et al., 2014). Given this, it is surprising that WO victims respond 

by reducing their OCB (ρ = -.23, Bedi, 2020; ρ = -.24, Howard et al., 2020; ρ = -.26, Li et al., 

2021) and increasing their CWB (ρ = .54, Bedi, 2020; ρ = .45, Howard et al., 2020), as such a 

pattern of behavior likely further hinders their integration into the social fabric of the 

organization (Fiset et al., 2017). I suggest that such a pattern demands understanding of the 

intermediary explanatory mechanisms–a topic I turn to next.  

Mechanisms Linking WO and Discretionary Behaviors 

In the present paper, I consider three possible intermediary mechanisms. First, despite 

WO and belongingness being conceptually closely intertwined and belongingness serving as the 

dominant theoretical lens within the broader WO literature, surprisingly little research has 

examined its role within the context of WO and discretionary behavior (e.g., Fatima et al., 2017; 

Ferris et al., 2008; O’Reilly et al., 2015; Peng & Zeng, 2017; Wu et al., 2018). Hence, in the 

current paper I sought to establish belongingness as a key mechanism. Beyond belongingness, I 

propose two additional mechanisms: social exchange and self-regulatory resources. Below, I 

elaborate on the conceptual rationale for each of these three mechanisms.  

The Dominant Perspective: Belongingness 

As highlighted previously, humans possess a fundamental need to belong which induces 

them to both seek out and maintain high quality, lasting interpersonal relationships with others 

(Baumeister & Leary, 1995). In line with this, individuals wish not only to maintain their status 

and position within groups, but also to feel secure and actively participate in group life (Lind & 

Tyler, 1988). Unsurprisingly, acts of social acceptance and relational valuation signal to an 

individual that they are important, valued, and accepted group members while acts of social 

rejection conversely signal the opposite and evoke intense negative feelings of relational 
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devaluation, isolation, and social rejection (Leary et al., 1995). Given the evolutionary survival 

value of maintaining social inclusion, intrapsychic mechanisms have evolved to track and 

monitor levels of social acceptance/rejection, which in line with the literature I refer to here as 

one’s sense of belonging (Leary et al., 1995). Theories such as sociometer theory (Leary et al., 

1995) and hierometer theory (Mahadevan et al., 2019), for instance, suggest that self-esteem 

serves this function, signaling to social actors their social value, status, and position within social 

networks. Indeed, past research shows that real or imagined rejection by others lowers self-

esteem while acceptance enhances it (Leary & Baumeister, 2000). Pertinent to the current paper, 

it has been previously shown that ostracism not only negatively impacts sense of belonging, but 

also established intrapsychic markers of it, such as self-esteem (Williams & Nida, 2011). 

Beyond influencing sense of belonging, direct and indirect evidence has also established 

that WO decreases prosocial behavior (Twenge et al., 2007) and increases antisocial behavior 

(Twenge et al., 2001). Numerous individual laboratory studies, for instance, have documented 

that victims of ostracism engage in aggressive actions against perpetrators; forcing them to 

consume hot sauce, exposing them to uncomfortable sound blasts, and providing harmful ratings 

of their employability for a research position to name a few (Twenge et al., 2001; Williams et al., 

2002). Meta-analytic summaries of this literature indicate that social rejection potentiates 

aggressive, antisocial behavior and attenuates prosocial behavior (Quarmley et al., 2022) and as 

previously noted, direct examinations of discretionary work behavior reveal a negative 

relationship between WO and OCB and a positive relationship with CWB (Bedi, 2020; Howard 

et al., 2020; Li et al., 2021). Most commonly these findings are understood as originating from 

the fact that by its very nature ostracism thwarts a fundamental need to belong, which itself is 

carefully tracked and registered by victims (i.e., sense of belonging or self-esteem).   
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When one’s sense of belonging is diminished, victim’s experience the self and their 

identity as under attack and concomitantly experience intense emotional distress, frustration, and 

anger (Leary et al., 2006; Leary et al., 1998). This intense emotional agitation and hostility 

energizes destructive desires (Frijda, 2007) and motivates behavior that might alleviate these 

aversive feelings. Indeed, individuals anticipate (Knutson, 2004) and feel pleasure (De Quervain 

et al., 2004) at the prospect of harming perpetrators of thwarted belonging and frequently do so 

to validate the self (Baumeister et al., 1996). Beyond this, a diminished sense of belonging 

reorients the self to that of a peripheral outgroup member with limited enthusiasm to benefit or 

contribute to the group or its members (De Cremer & Van Knippenberg, 2002; Den Hartog et al., 

2007). On the contrary, individuals who experience a sense of belonging, form deep bonds, 

identify with the group, and view themselves as central, valued group members (Greco et al., 

2022). These identification processes assimilate individual identity into group identity, which 

given the inherent desire to maintain a positive self-image (Greco et al., 2022) and minimize 

damage to it (Cichocka et al., 2016; Golec de Zavala et al., 2013), leads individuals to act in 

ways that simultaneously elevate and protect the group and its members as well as limit harm to 

them (Tajfel & Turner, 1979). Indeed, such individuals would be expected to protect group 

members from harm (Bernhard et al., 2006; Everett et al., 2015), and display positive prosocial 

treatment towards them (Tajfel, 1970), such as by cooperating (Balliet et al., 2014) and engaging 

in various forms of prosocial behavior (Everett et al., 2015). Based on this logic I suggest that 

belongingness should mediate the relationship between WO and discretionary workplace 

behaviors (i.e., CWB and OCB).  

Hypothesis 1. Belongingness will mediate (a) the relationship between WO and OCB and  

(b) the relationship between WO and CWB.  
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Two Alternative Mediational Mechanisms 

Although belongingness is the dominant theoretical narrative explaining WO, I propose 

two additional plausible alternatives, neither of which has received as much consideration within 

the WO literature: self-regulatory resources and social exchange. Considering these perspectives 

is crucial because they address the intrapersonal and interpersonal processes triggered by WO. 

Specifically, while the self-regulatory resources perspective focuses on employees’ internal 

capacity for coping with WO, the social exchange perspective focuses on employees’ reciprocal 

interpersonal relationships. These intrapersonal and interpersonal processes are fundamental 

components that drive human behavior. Below, I outline my rationale for each of these 

alternative mechanisms. 

Self-Regulatory Resources. One alternative mechanism that can account for the 

relationship between WO and discretionary workplace behaviors are self-regulatory resources, 

which are humans supply of energy or strength available for modifying one’s affect, cognition, 

or behavior to align with a goal (Baumeister & Vohs, 2007; Baumeister et al., 1998). This 

perspective argues that individuals draw upon their resources, such as energy, attention, and self-

control capacity (Deng et al., 2018; Rosen et al., 2016) to self-regulate (Baumeister & Vohs, 

2007). Acts of self-regulation involve exerting self-control, such as resisting temptations, 

inhibiting impulses, and performing goal consistent behavior (Baumeister et al., 2006; Johnson et 

al., 2018; Muraven & Baumeister, 2000; Schmeichel & Baumeister, 2004), which consumes the 

self-regulatory resources people draw upon. These resources are limited as humans possess a 

finite capacity for cognitive and emotional processing. Consequently, engaging in self-

regulation–a resource-consuming activity, leads to depletion (Baumeister et al., 1998) marked by 

an inability to concentrate, a perceived lack of self-control, and a reduced ability for volitional 
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action (Hagger et al., 2010). In turn, depleted individuals tend to struggle to perform resource-

demanding behavior (Baumeister et al., 1998; Johnson et al., 2018; Muraven & Baumeister, 

2000; Vohs et al., 2005).  

Research suggests that work-related stressors, such as job demands (e.g., workload, role 

conflict) and negative workplace events (e.g., mistreatment), deplete self-regulatory resources as 

employees expend significant emotional and cognitive energy to process and cope with these 

stressors (Hockey, 1997; Lesener et al., 2019; Reknes et al., 2019; Xu et al., 2015). Drawing 

upon this logic, I propose that WO drains employees’ self-regulatory resources (Baumeister et 

al., 2002; Baumeister et al., 2005). Individuals who experience ostracism experience sadness and 

anger (Chow et al., 2008; Williams, 2007b), triggering emotional distress. Indeed, research has 

found WO to be more distressing than harassment (O’Reilly et al., 2015). More problematic, the 

distress and pain caused by WO is ambiguous and consumes cognitive and emotional energy. 

Specifically, ostracized employees engage in sensemaking, dwelling on the uncertainties 

surrounding the event, questioning its occurrence, contemplating the intentions behind the 

ostracizer(s)’ actions, and interpreting its implications (Ferris et al., 2008; Robinson et al., 2013). 

I argue that this effortful processing drains WO victims’ self-regulatory resources (Steele et al., 

2015; Williams, 2007a; Williams, 2007b; Williams, 2009; Wu et al., 2012).  

 In turn, victims of WO will have a diminished capacity to perform OCB and refrain from 

CWB. Research indicates that performing prosocial behaviors (Lockwood et al., 2017; Osgood 

& Muraven, 2015) and inhibiting counternormative impulses (Strucke & Baumeister, 2006) 

requires self-regulatory resources. OCB is time-consuming (Van Dyne, Cummings, & McLean, 

1995) and requires self-control to initiate and sustain it (de Boer, Van Hooft, & Bakker, 2015), 

thus demanding additional resources beyond those expended on formal job requirements (Rapp, 
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Bachrach, & Rapp, 2013)–resources that employees may not possess. Refraining from CWB also 

requires employees to exert self-control to stop themselves from engaging in CWB (de Boer, 

Van Hooft, & Bakker, 2015), demanding emotional and cognitive resources to resist temptations 

and inhibit impulses. However, due to resource depletion, victims of WO will lack the necessary 

resources to initiate and maintain OCB as well as inhibit CWB. Thus, consistent with past 

research (e.g., Chung, 2018; Riaz et al., 2019; Wu et al., 2016; Zhang et al., 2017), I expect self-

regulatory resources to mediate the relationship between WO and OCB and CWB. More 

precisely, I hypothesize that WO will deplete resources, which in turn will result in a reduction in 

OCB and increase in CWB. 

Hypothesis 2. Resources will mediate (a) the relationship between WO and OCB and (b) 

the relationship between WO and CWB.  

Social Exchange. A second alternative perspective that I propose mediates the 

relationship between WO and discretionary behaviors is social exchange. Broadly, social 

exchange involves a series of interdependent interactions that produces obligations (Blau, 1964; 

Emerson, 1976). These obligations are created by obeying “rules” of exchange in social 

relationships (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005), namely the norm of reciprocity (Gouldner, 1960), 

which states that a person should reciprocate in kind what another person has provided. 

Consequently, people tend to reciprocate good-with-good (i.e., positive reciprocation) and bad-

with-bad (i.e., negative reciprocation) (Gouldner, 1960). Through positive reciprocation, 

individuals within organizations develop social exchange relationships characterized by mutual 

trust, loyalty, and commitment, while negative reciprocation harms social exchange 

relationships, lowering trust, commitment, and exchange quality between parties (Cropanzano & 

Mitchell, 2005). These social exchange relationships have been studied across a variety of 



 

 

16 

 

 

literatures, including the trust, perceived organizational support, exchange quality (e.g., leader 

member exchange; LMX), and organizational commitment literatures (Colquitt et al., 2013).  

Drawing on social exchange theory, I propose WO can lower the quality of social 

exchange relationships and diminish feelings of support, trust, and commitment. When an 

employee is ostracized, the intentions of the ostracizer are often ambiguous (Ferris et al., 2008). 

Consequently, victims of WO are frequently suspicious of the perpetrators’ motives, questioning 

whether their intentions were to cause harm (Liu, 2019). In turn, victims often become wary and 

untrusting of the ostracizer. Moreover, being ostracized cuts the employee off from mutually 

beneficial exchanges with others, such as help and assistance, which are necessary for an 

employee to feel supported (Ferris et al., 2008) and perceive that the organization and its 

members care about their well-being and contributions (Eisenberger et al., 1986). Further, in 

limiting one’s interactions with other employees, victims of WO will be restricted in their 

opportunity to develop high quality social exchange relationships (Chung, 2020; Green & Uhl-

Bien, 1995). Indeed, victims of WO may resent their coworkers and the organization for the 

mistreatment (Howard et al., 2020) and detach themselves from their organization (Zheng et al., 

2016) and thereby invest little effort in developing social exchange relationships in the 

workplace. 

In turn, WO victims will likely reciprocate in kind by reducing or refusing to perform 

OCB, or engaging in CWB (Robinson et al., 2014). Because WO causes harm to the victim, an 

imbalance to the exchange relationship can be created if the mistreatment is not reciprocated 

(Cropanzano et al., 2017). Such an imbalance can cause distress (van dem Knesebeck & Siegrist, 

2003), thereby motivating individuals to alleviate this imbalance (Bies & Tripp, 2001) by 

causing harm to the perpetrators of the ostracism. Specifically, to repay the negative treatment 
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and balance the exchange, victims of WO may engage in CWB, or reduce OCB, as CWB 

directly harms (e.g., theft, sabotage), and reducing OCB indirectly harms (e.g., lower 

productivity; Podsakoff et al., 2009), other employees and the organization. Repaying the 

negative treatment can right a perceived harm and restore equity (Bies & Tripp, 2001; Greco et 

al., 2019) and victims may feel satisfaction and enjoyment from retaliating (Knutson, 2004; 

Tripp et al., 2002). Therefore, consistent with the important but limited literature adopting this 

perspective (e.g., Wu et al., 2016), I expect social exchange will explain why victims of WO 

perform less OCB and more CWB. In particular, I hypothesize that: 

Hypothesis 3. Exchange will mediate (a) the relationship between WO and OCB and (b)  

the relationship between WO and CWB.  

Two Models for the Mediating Effects 

Simultaneous Competing Mechanism Model 

 Thus far, I have suggested that although belongingness is the dominant perspective, 

resources and exchange offer conceptually plausible and compelling alternatives. However, 

whether exchange and resources perspectives mediate beyond belongingness, as well as their 

relative importance, remains uncertain. As highlighted previously, theoretically, each mechanism 

emerges from a different theoretical paradigm and are commonly viewed as representing distinct, 

independent, psychological processes. Belongingness theory emphasizes the need for social 

connection and inclusion and draws upon need fulfillment, social exchange theory focuses on 

reciprocal relationships and exchanges, and the self-regulatory resource perspective highlights 

the limited capacity for self-control and cognitive processing. Based on their conceptual 

distinctiveness, I suggest that resources and exchange should explain the association between 

WO and discretionary behaviors above and beyond belongingness. However, given past work 
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suggests that belongingness is the dominant intermediary process underlying WO, I suggest that 

it should be the strongest explanatory account. Specifically, I hypothesize that:  

Hypothesis 4: (a) Belongingness, (b) resources and (c) exchange will uniquely explain the 

relationship between WO and OCB in a competing mechanism model. 

Hypothesis 5: a) Belongingness, (b) resources and (c) exchange will uniquely explain the  

relationship between WO and CWB in a competing mechanism model. 

Hypothesis 6: Belongingness will serve as the strongest explanation of (a) the relationship 

between WO and OCB, and (b) the relationship between WO and CWB.  

Sequential Mediation Model 

While simultaneously pitting competing mechanisms can reveal the unique role of each 

mediator, it is theoretically feasible that the three mechanisms combine to explain the effect of 

WO. In this respect, I suggest that the indirect effect of WO on discretionary behavior via 

belongingness might itself be mediated by social exchange and self-regulatory resources (i.e., 

sequential mediation). By its very nature ostracism thwarts belonging and laboratory studies 

manipulating belonging frequently do so by manipulating ostracism. As such, it seems 

theoretically reasonable to consider belongingness as the most proximal consequence of WO. 

Moreover, as previously highlighted, sense of belonging should affect trust, loyalty, and 

mutually beneficial social interactions (Baumeister & Leary, 1995), which foster social exchange 

relationships. Employees feeling a diminished sense of belonging due to WO will experience low 

trust and loyalty towards the workgroup that mistreated them, they may detach themselves from 

the workgroup and organization (c.f., Baumeister & Leary, 1995), actions that likely undermine 

the development of social exchange relationships. Moreover, the diminished feelings of 

belonging caused by WO produces anxiety and distress (Baumeister & Leary, 1995), which, 
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drawing on my previous logic, should deplete regulatory resources. Given the above I suggest 

that rather than simply serving as independent competing mechanisms, it is intuitively plausible 

that the three mechanisms can be integrated into a sequential mediation framework. Thus, I 

propose a serial indirect effect between WO and discretionary behaviors.  

Hypothesis 7: There will be a serial indirect effect of WO on OCB via (a) belongingness 

and then resources and (b) belongingness and then exchange.  

Hypothesis 8: There will be a serial indirect effect of WO on CWB via (a) belongingness 

and then resources and (b) belongingness and then exchange. 

Controlling for Other Mistreatment Constructs 

 WO is often contrasted with workplace incivility (Ferris et al., 2017) and other 

mistreatment constructs (Howard et al., 2020). As mentioned previously, WO is often regarded 

as a specific type of workplace incivility (Ferris et al., 2017; Howard et al., 2020), but WO only 

involves the absence of positive behavior while incivility also includes the presence of negative 

behavior, such as making demeaning remarks. Both WO and workplace incivility are forms of 

workplace mistreatment, with WO and incivility falling under the low-intensity subtle end of the 

mistreatment spectrum while more direct intense forms–such as sexual harassment and physical 

assault–stand at the opposite extreme (Ferris et al., 2017). These distinctions position WO as 

similar yet distinct from both workplace incivility and other forms of mistreatment. To examine 

the unique influence of WO, I examined its impact controlling for experienced incivility as well 

as other forms of mistreatment. Based on prior theoretical work (e.g., Ferris et al., 2017) and 

empirical findings (e.g., Howard et al., 2020) that suggest that WO is a unique form of 

mistreatment, I anticipated that these controls would not impact on my findings.  
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Method 

Literature Search 

We conducted a comprehensive search for primary studies on February 10, 2020 using 

Scopus, PsycINFO, Web of Science, and ABI/Inform Global databases. Keywords included 

ostraci*, rejection, exclusion, social exclusion, alienation, marginalization, and shunning, each of 

which was paired with a workplace-related keyword, such as work*, coworker, leader*, manag*, 

supervis*, subordinate, organization*, and employe*. I also searched for articles that cited Ferris 

et al.’s (2008) article introducing the WO scale to the literature, as well as articles that were 

included in recently published meta-analyses (i.e., Bedi, 2020; Howard et al. 2020). To obtain 

unpublished data, I searched ProQuest’s Dissertation and Theses with the phrase “workplace 

ostracism”. The search yielded 9342 records. In total, 6526 records remained after removing 

duplicates. Following this, the author and a trained coder screened out articles that did not 

mention WO in the abstract or title (n = 4621) to ensure that the coded studies were written on 

the topic of WO. 

While WO was the primary focus of my meta-analysis, my analyses required me to 

assess additional effects that were not fully addressed by using WO as the focus of my search.  

Consequently, I had to conduct an additional search to estimate the relationship between 

belongingness and mistreatment. The search was conducted on April 7, 2021, using ABI/Inform 

Global databases and Proquest’s Dissertation and Theses with the phrase, “belonging” paired 

with a mistreatment-related word (i.e., “abusive supervision”, “incivility”, “bullying”, 

“discrimination”, “harassment”, “interpersonal conflict, “aggression”). The search yielded 411 

records, with 381 remaining after removing duplicates. The author and a trained coder screened 

out articles that did not mention belongingness or mistreatment in the title or abstract (n = 168) 
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to ensure the coded studies were on the topic of belonginess and mistreatment.  

Criteria for Inclusion 

The remaining 2118 articles were assessed for eligibility. Studies were included if the 

article was written in English, the participants were employed, and the study reported or 

contained enough information to calculate a zero-order correlation between my variables of 

interest. In total, 134 papers (162 studies) met these criteria and were included (see Figure 1).  
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Figure 1. Flow Chart of Literature Search, Screening, and Eligibility Assessment 
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Coding 

The author and a trained coder created a coding manual that outlined the 

inclusion/exclusion criteria (i.e., criteria for inclusion described above and variable information 

described in the next subsection). Afterwards, the author and the trained coder randomly selected 

ten articles, coded each article independently using the coding manual, and then met to discuss 

the codes extracted to ensure common understanding of the manual. Then the author and the 

trained coder independently coded the remaining articles. The effect size, sample size, and 

reliabilities were recorded. Studies that reported a correlation between WO and a variable of 

interest at the aggregated (e.g., OCB comprised of OCBI and OCBO) or subfacet level (e.g., 

OCB-I) were recorded. If the same variable was assessed at different timepoints, we recorded the 

correlation in the temporal order consistent with the models (e.g., WO at Time 1 and OCB at 

Time 2). The ICC(2) was .94, p < .001, suggesting excellent interrater reliability (Bliese, 2000). 

We resolved any disagreements through discussion. 

Variables 

Predictor. WO is the extent to which an employee perceives they are excluded or ignored 

by other organizational members (Ferris et al., 2008). Studies measuring WO were coded. For 

studies that investigated a similar construct (e.g., workplace bullying), the measure was reviewed 

and compared with the definition of WO to determine inclusion. For example, studies that 

investigated workplace bullying as measured via the Negative Acts Questionnaire-Revised 

(Einarsen et al., 2009) were excluded because less than 15% of the items captured WO, but 

studies that measured linguistic ostracism (i.e., ostracism due to not speaking or understanding 

the same language as other organizational members) were included as it is a subfield of WO 

(Ferris et al., 2017). Furthermore, because employees can be ostracized from any organizational 
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member (Ferris et al., 2008), studies that investigated a specific source of ostracism (e.g., 

supervisor ostracism) were coded. Studies that measured anticipated levels of WO were not 

included, such as how much ostracism employees expect they will experience in the future.  

Control Variables. Workplace incivility is low intensity social interactions that violate 

workplace norms of respect but have ambiguous intent (Andersson & Pearson, 1999; Blau & 

Andersson, 2005); studies that measured workplace incivility were coded. Other forms of 

mistreatment included any other mistreatment construct, such as abusive supervision, 

harassment, and physical aggression.  

Outcomes. OCB is employee behaviors that contribute to the effective functioning of 

organizations and facilitate the social and psychological environment within the organization 

(Organ, 1997; Organ et al., 2006). Studies that measured subfacets of OCB (e.g., OCB-O, 

altruism) and OCB at the aggregate level were coded, but studies measuring OCB intentions 

were not. CWB refers to any volitional employee behavior that violates the legitimate interests of 

the organization or does harm to the organization and/or its stakeholders (Gruys & Sackett, 2003; 

Marcus et al., 2016). Studies that measured CWB at the subfacet (e.g., interpersonal deviance, 

CWB-O, social undermining) or aggregated level (e.g., CWB, workplace deviance) were coded.  

Mediators. Employee’s belongingness was defined as the extent to which they feel 

connected, have formed high quality and lasting relationships with others, and consider 

themselves a member of a group (Baumeister & Leary, 1995). Studies that measured 

satisfaction/thwarted belongingness needs were coded, as well as studies that measured self-

esteem because belongingness is tracked by self-esteem (Leary, 2005; Leary, 2012; Leary & 

Baumeister, 2000; Leary et al., 1995). Self-regulatory resources are the supply of energy or 

strength available for modifying one’s affect, cognition, or behavior to facilitate goal attainment 
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(Baumeister & Vohs, 2007; Baumeister et al., 1998). Studies that measured self-regulatory 

resources, such as emotional exhaustion, burnout, sleep, well-being, and energy were coded. 

Social exchange involves interdependent interactions that produces obligations (Blau, 1964; 

Emerson, 1976) and high-quality interpersonal relationships characterized by mutual trust, 

loyalty, and commitment (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005). Studies that measured indicators of 

social exchange relationships were coded (Colquitt et al., 2013), including support, leader-

member exchange, and organizational commitment.  

Data Analysis 

We adopted a random-effects model (Hunter & Schmidt, 2004) to calculate the meta- 

analytic estimates, correcting for sampling and measurement error. I corrected each effect size 

individually for unreliability in the predictor and criterion measures using reliability information 

reported by each study (i.e., Cronbach’s alpha). For studies with missing reliabilities1 (k = 7 for 

WO, k = 3 for resources, k = 4 for exchange, and k = 4 for OCB), I inputted the average 

reliability for that construct; average ⍺ was .89 for WO, .74 for resources, .83 for exchange, and 

.79 for OCB, which were based on 148, 70, 65, and 41 independent samples that had reliability 

information, respectively. If a study reported multiple correlations for the same relationship, such 

as the correlation between WO and two types of OCB (e.g., OCBI, OCBO), I calculated an 

equally-weighted composite correlation and the composite’s reliability (see Hunter & Schmidt, 

2004 for formulas). Using these newly calculated effect sizes and reliabilities allowed me to 

ensure the samples were independent in the final estimates of the “true” correlations.  

Using MASEM, I tested all the theoretical perspectives in a single model, which allowed 

 
1 Note, studies measuring CWB, incivility, or other mistreatment constructs did not have missing 

reliability information. 
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me to consider their intercorrelations. Considering the intercorrelations allowed me to isolate the 

unique effect of each mechanism, allowing me to test Hypotheses 4 through 6. I computed a 

pooled meta-analytic correlation matrix that included all the variables of interest that was 

analyzed using MPlus 8.4 (see Table 1). The correlation matrix was used to estimate the path 

coefficients in the model. As each meta- analytic estimate utilized a different sample size, I used 

the harmonic mean of all relationships in the correlation matrix when testing the path model 

(Viswesvaran & Ones, 1995).  
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Results 

Table 1 shows the meta-analytic correlation matrix. I found a significant positive 

correlation between WO and CWB (ρ = .46, k = 61, 95% CI [.39, .53]), and significant negative 

correlations between WO and OCB (ρ = -.26, k = 38, 95% CI [-.32, -.21]), and CWB and OCB 

(ρ = -.44, k = 19, 95% CI [-.51, -.36]). WO had a significant positive correlation with incivility (ρ 

= .66, k = 11, 95% CI [.53, .80]) and other mistreatment (ρ = .68, k = 29, 95% CI [.60, .77]). I 

also found significant positive correlations between belongingness and social exchange (ρ = .50, 

k = 8, 95% CI [.37, .62]), belongingness and self-regulatory resources (ρ = .51, k = 5, 95% CI 

[.43, .59]), and exchange and resources (ρ = .45, k = 20, 95% CI [.31, .60]). These findings align 

with other meta-analyses reporting the correlation between WO and OCB (ρ = -.23, Bedi, 2020; 

ρ = -.24, Howard et al., 2020; ρ = -.26, Li et al., 2021), WO and CWB (ρ = .54, Bedi, 2020; ρ = 

.45, Howard et al., 2020),WO and incivility (ρ = -.64, Howard et al., 2020), WO and other 

mistreatment (ρ = -.69, Howard et al., 2020), OCB and CWB (ρ = -.51, Colquitt et al., 2013; ρ = 

-.32, Dalal, 2005), and resources and exchange (ρ = .43, Liang et al., 2022). 
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Table 1. Meta-Analytic Correlation Matrix 

 Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

1. Workplace ostracism         

 k (N)         

 𝑟 (SDr)         

  (SD) 
        

 95% CI         

 80% CV         

2. Incivility         

 k (N) 11 (2103)        

 𝑟 (SDr) .58 (.16)        

  (SD) .66 (.22)        

 95% CI [.53, .80]        

 80% CV [.38, .94]        

3. Other Mistreatment         

 k (N) 29 (10202) 6 (1403)       

 𝑟 (SDr) .60 (.22) .62 (.13)       

  (SD) .68 (.23) .81 (.17)       

 95% CI [.60, .77] [.67, .96]       

 80% CV [.38, .98] [.59, 1.03]       

4. Belongingness         

 k (N) 9 (4598) 3 (1023) 3 (2481)      

 𝑟 (SDr) -.39 (.28) -.36 (.13) -.37 (.07)      

  (SD) -.44 (.34) -.44 (.22) -.42 (.09)      

 95% CI [-.67, -.22] [-.71, -.18] [-.53, -.31]      

 80% CV [-.88, -.01] [-.73, -.16] [-.53, -.31]      
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5. Resources         

 k (N) 61 (15249) 8 (1538) 12 (4327) 5 (2457)     

 𝑟 (SDr) -.35 (.15) -.41 (.05) -.38 (.13) .44 (.06)     

  (SD) -.42 (.18) -.49 (.07) -.46 (.18) .51 (.08)     

 95% CI [-.47, -.37] [-.56, -.42] [-.57, -.36] [.43, .59]     

 80% CV [-.65, -.19] [-.58, -.40] [-.70, -.23] [.41, .62]     

6.  Exchange         

 k (N) 55 (14323) 6 (1460) 12 (5017) 8 (2760) 20 (5680)    

 𝑟 (SDr) -.32 (.19) -.37 (.20) -.33 (.18) .41 (.13) .36 (.25)    

  (SD) -.37 (.20) -.44 (.25) -.40 (.24) .50 (.17) .45 (.32)    

 95% CI [-.43, -.32] [-.65, -.23]  [-.54, -.26] [.37, .62] [.31, .60]    

 80% CV [-.63, -.12] [-.76, -.11] [-.71, -.09] [.16, .83] [.04, .86]    

7.  OCB         

 k (N) 38 (9997) 2 (464) 5 (962) 5 (1959) 14 (3774) 17 (4089)   

 𝑟 (SDr) -.22 (.14) -.20 (.10) -.22 (.12) .33 (.13) .26 (.15) .26 (.12)   

  (SD) -.26 (.16) -.23 (.14) -.27 (.10) .43 (.19) .32 (.18) .32 (.14)   

 95% CI [-.32, -.21] [-.45, -.01] [-.38, -.16] [.26, .61] [.22, .42] [.25, .40]   

 80% CV [-.47, -.06] [-.41, -.04] [-.40, -.14] [.19, .68] [.09, .56] [.14, .50]   

8. CWB         

 k (N) 61 (16312) 7 (1857) 16 (5080) 5 (1518) 20 (4427) 20 (5750) 19 (3914)  

 𝑟 (SDr) .38 (.22) .47 (.13) .32 (.31) -.25 (.22) -.36 (.22) -.24 (.14) -.37 (.15)  

  (SD) .46 (.27) .57 (.15) .37 (.41) -.30 (.28) -.43 (.31) -.28 (.20) -.44 (.15)  

 95% CI [.39, .53] [.45, .69] [.17, .58] [-.56, -.05] [-.57, -.29] [-.38, -.19] [-.51, -.36]  

 80% CV [.12, .80] [.38, .76] [-.15, .90] [-.66, .05] [-.83, -.03] [-.56, -.03] [-.63, -.24]  

Note. k = number of independent samples; N = sample size; 𝑟 = sample size-weighted mean uncorrected correlation; SDr = standard 

deviation of uncorrected correlation;   = mean correlation corrected for sampling error and unreliability in predictor and criterion; 

SD = standard deviation of corrected correlation; CI = confidence interval; CV = credibility interval.
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Next, I entered WO, incivility, other mistreatment, and discretionary behaviors with each 

mediator into their own separate models to test how well each mediator explains the relationship 

between WO and discretionary behavior without accounting for the shared variance between 

mediators using MASEM (Hypotheses 1 through 3). The harmonic Ns for models with 

belongingness, self-regulatory resources, and exchange relationships as mediators were 1786, 

2121, and 2141, respectively, and the path models are presented in Figure 2.  

Hypothesis 1 predicted that belongingness will mediate (a) the effect of WO on OCB and 

(b) the effect of WO on CWB. I found that controlling for other mistreatment constructs, WO 

had a significant negative effect on belonging (b = -.24, 95% CI [-.30, -.19]), and belonging had 

a significant positive effect on OCB (b = .39, 95% CI [.34, .43]) and a significant negative effect 

on CWB (b = -.05, 95% CI [-.09, -.01]). Belongingness significantly mediated the effect of WO 

on OCB (b = -.09, 95% CI [-.12, -.07]) and CWB (b = .01, 95% CI [.01, .02]), which supports 

Hypothesis 1a and 1b. Hypothesis 2 predicted that resources will mediate (a) the effect of WO on 

OCB and (b) the effect of WO on CWB. WO had a significant negative effect on resources (b = -

.14, 95% CI [-.19, -.09]), and resources had a significant positive effect on OCB (b = .25, 95% 

CI [.20, .29]) and a significant negative effect on CWB (b = -.20, 95% CI [-.24, -.17]). Resource 

significantly mediated the effect of WO on OCB (b = -.03, 95% CI [-.05, -.02]) and CWB (b 

= .03, 95% CI [.02, .04]), which supports Hypotheses 2a and 2b. Hypothesis 3 predicted that 

exchange will mediate (a) the effect of WO on OCB and (b) the effect of WO on CWB. There 

was a significant negative relationship between WO and exchange (b = -.12, 95% CI [-.18, -

.07]), and exchange had a significant positive effect on OCB (b = .25, 95% CI [.21, .30]) but the 

effect of exchange on CWB was not significant (b = -.03, 95% CI [-.07, .01]). Thus, exchange 

significantly mediated the effect of WO on OCB (b = -.03, 95% CI [-.05, -.02]), but not on CWB 
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(b = .01, 95% CI [-.01, .01]). Thus, Hypotheses 3a was supported but 3b was not. Together, these 

findings suggest that for the most part, each mechanism independently explains the relationship 

between WO and discretionary behavior. However, it is important to note that the direct effect of 

WO on OCB and CWB largely remained significant across these various analyses, which 

suggests that multiple mechanisms may be at play. Next, I modelled multiple mechanisms in a 

competing mechanism model and following this, I tested my proposed serial mediation model.   
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Figure 2. Explaining WO-Discretionary Behaviors with Mediators in Separate Models 

 

 
Note. Belonging mediation model harmonic N = 1786; exchange mediation model harmonic N = 

2121; and resources mediation model harmonic N = 2141. Results are unstandardized.  
***p < .001, **p < .01, *p < .05. 
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Two Models for the Mediating Effects 

Competing Mechanism Model 

We sought to test the extent to which the various mechanisms mediated the effect of WO 

when examined simultaneously in a single model. I entered WO, incivility, mistreatment, all 

mediators, and discretionary behaviors into one model using MASEM with a harmonic N of 

2303 (see Figure 3), which allowed me to test Hypotheses 4 through 6.  

Hypothesis 4a and Hypothesis 5a predicted that belongingness will uniquely explain the 

relationship between WO and OCB and the relationship between WO and CWB in a competing 

mechanism model, respectively. I found that after controlling for other mistreatment constructs, 

WO had a significant negative effect on belonging (b = -.24, 95% CI [-.29, -.19]), belonging had 

a significant positive effect on OCB (b = .31, 95% CI [.27, .35]) but the effect of belonging on 

CWB was not significant (b = .02, 95% CI [-.02, .06]). Thus, the indirect effect of WO on OCB 

via belongingness was significant (b = -.08, 95% CI [-.09, -.06]), but belongingness did not 

significantly mediate the relationship between WO and CWB (b = -.01, 95% CI [-.01, .01]), 

which supports Hypothesis 4a but not Hypothesis 5a.  

Hypothesis 4b and Hypothesis 5b predicted that resources will uniquely explain the 

relationship between WO and OCB and the relationship between WO and CWB in a competing 

mechanism model, respectively. After controlling for other mistreatment constructs, I found a 

significant negative effect of WO on resources (b = -.14, 95% CI [-.19, -.09]), a significant 

positive effect of resources on OCB (b = .10, 95% CI [.06, .14]) and a significant negative effect 

of resources on CWB (b = -.22, 95% CI [-.25, -.18]). Resources mediated the effect of WO on 

OCB (b = -.02, 95% CI [-.02, -.01]) and the effect of WO on CWB (b = .03, 95% CI [.02, .04]).  

which supports Hypothesis 4b and 5b.  
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Hypothesis 4c and Hypothesis 5c predicted that exchange will uniquely explain the 

relationship between WO and OCB and the relationship between WO and CWB in a competing 

mechanism model, respectively. After controlling for other mistreatment constructs, I found the 

negative effect of WO on exchange was significant (b = -.12, 95% CI [-.17, -.07]), exchange had 

a significant positive effect on OCB (b = .11, 95% CI [.07, .15]) but the effect of exchange on 

CWB was not significant (b = .02, 95% CI [-.02, .06]). Thus, exchange significantly mediated 

the impact of WO on OCB (b = -.01, 95% CI [-.02, -.01]), but not the impact of WO on CWB (b 

= -.02, 95% CI [-.01, .01]), supporting Hypothesis 4c but not 5c.  

These results indicate that with all mediators entered in the same model, all three 

mechanisms uniquely explained the relationship between WO and OCB. Thus, social exchange 

and self-regulatory resources explained the relationship between WO and OCB above and 

beyond belongingness. However, for CWB, only self-regulatory resources significantly 

explained the relationship between WO and CWB, and belongingness did not operate as a 

significant mediator. These results suggest that whether both social exchange and resources offer 

unique explanations above and beyond belongingness, and whether belongingness serves as a 

significant explanation, depends on the form of discretionary behavior. These findings 

underscore the importance of considering multiple perspectives in the same model, as 

perspectives that previously explained the relationship between WO and discretionary behaviors 

may be no longer significant after accounting for their shared variance with other perspectives.  

Next, I sought to test Hypothesis 6, which predicted that belongingness would serve as the 

strongest explanation of (a) the relationship between WO and OCB, and (b) the relationship 

between WO and CWB. To test this hypothesis, I compared the three indirect effects to identify 

the strongest mechanism. For OCB, I found that the indirect effect of WO on OCB via 
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belongingness was significantly different from the indirect effect via resources (IE difference = -

.06, 95% CI [-.08, -.04]) and exchange (IE difference = -.06, 95% CI [-.08, -.05]), but the indirect 

effect via resources was not significantly different than the indirect effect via exchange (IE 

difference = .00, 95% CI [-.01, .01]). These difference tests, along with the magnitude of the 

indirect effects (see Figure 3), suggest that belonging provided the strongest explanation of the 

relationship between WO and OCB, followed by both resources and exchange tied as second. 

Thus, Hypothesis 6a was supported. A similar analysis was not conducted for CWB because only 

self-regulatory resources explained the relationship between WO and CWB, suggesting that 

Hypothesis 6b was not supported.  

Figure 3. Competing Mechanism Model 

 

Note. Harmonic N = 2303. Results are unstandardized.  
***p < .001, **p < .01, *p < .05. 
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Serial Mediation Model 

Next, I sought to test the serial mediation model. I regressed OCB and CWB on social 

exchange and self-regulatory resources, then regressed social exchange and self-regulatory 

resources on belongingness, and then belongingness on WO, incivility and other mistreatment 

using a harmonic N of 2303 and testing Hypothesis 7 and 8 (see Figure 4). Hypothesis 7 

predicted there would be a serial indirect effect of WO on OCB via (a) belongingness and then 

resources and (b) belongingness and then exchange. Controlling for other mistreatment 

constructs, I found the indirect effect of WO on OCB was significantly mediated by 

belongingness and resources (b = -.01, 95% CI [-.02, -.01]) and by belongingness and exchange 

quality (b = -.01, 95% CI [-.02, -.01]), which supports Hypothesis 7a and 7b. Hypothesis 8 

predicted there would be a serial indirect effect of WO on CWB via (a) belongingness and then 

resources and (b) belongingness and then exchange. Controlling for other mistreatment 

constructs, I found the indirect effect of WO on CWB was significantly mediated by 

belongingness and resources (b = .03, 95% CI [.02, .03]), but not belongingness and exchange (b 

= -.01, 95% CI [-.01, .01]), which supports Hypothesis 8a but not 8b. 
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Figure 4. Serial Mediation Model 

  

 

Note. Harmonic N of 2303. Results are unstandardized.   
***p < .001, **p < .01, *p < .05. 

 

 

Table 2 shows a summary of whether my hypotheses were supported.  
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Table 2. Summary of Hypothesis Testing 

 

Hypothesis Supported? 

1a: Belongingness will mediate the effect of WO on OCB  Supported 

1b: Belongingness will mediate the effect of WO on CWB  Supported 

2a: Resources will mediate the effect of WO on OCB  Supported 

2b: Resources will mediate the effect of WO on CWB Supported 

3a: Exchange will mediate the effect of WO on OCB  Supported 

3b: Exchange will mediate the effect of WO on CWB Not supported 

4a: Belongingness will uniquely explain the effect of WO on OCB Supported 

4b: Resources will uniquely explain the effect of WO on OCB Supported 

4c: Exchange will uniquely explain the effect of WO on OCB Supported 

5a: Belongingness will uniquely explain the effect of WO on CWB  Not supported 

5b: Resources will uniquely explain the effect of WO on CWB  Supported 

5c: Exchange will uniquely explain the effect of WO on CWB Not supported 

6a: Belonging will be the strongest explanation of the WO-OCB link  Supported 

6b: Belonging will be the strongest explanation of WO-CWB link  Not supported 

7a: Belonging and resources will serially mediate the WO-OCB link  Supported 

7b: Belonging and exchange will serially mediate the WO-OCB link  Supported 

8a: Belonging and resources will serially mediate the WO-CWB link  Supported 

8b: Belonging and exchange will serially mediate the WO-CWB link  Not supported 

 

Supplemental Analyses 

 We conducted several supplemental analyses to highlight the similarities and differences 

between WO and other forms of mistreatment, as well as to demonstrate the robustness of my 

findings. In Appendix A, I show how the relative importance of the mediators is similar and 

differs for other mistreatment constructs. Appendix B tests the target of the discretionary 

behavior as a moderator of the indirect effects. The remaining analyses in Appendix C through E 

show my focal findings are largely robust. Specifically, I demonstrate my results are largely 
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robust when I test the mediating effects separately for OCB and CWB, removing mistreatment 

controls (Appendix C). Additionally, I show my results are largely consistent when I do not 

control for other mistreatment constructs in the single mechanism, competing mechanism, and 

serial mediation models (Appendix D). Also, given that the number of studies used to estimate of 

rho for the relationship between experienced incivility and OCB did not meet the recommended 

minimum of 2, I inputted an estimate of rho for this relationship from the published literature, 

and again, my results did not change (Appendix E).  
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Discussion 

Recent meta-analyses indicate that victims of WO tend to perform fewer OCB and more 

CWB (Bedi, 2020; Howard et al., 2020; Li et al., 2021). Paradoxically, rather than act in ways to 

improve their inclusion in the workplace, victims of WO act in a manner that will likely further 

harm their social acceptance. As such, I investigated the reasons why WO relates to discretionary 

workplace behaviors. One dominant perspective has permeated the WO literature–the 

belongingness hypothesis, which has been examined as a mediating mechanism for various 

outcomes of WO in two meta-analyses (Bedi, 2020; Li et al., 2021). However, there are at least 

two other compelling perspectives that can explain the link between WO and discretionary 

behaviors–self-regulatory resources and social exchange. Although each perspective is grounded 

in sound theory, very few primary studies have examined these relationships and in the rare 

instances in which these relationships have been examined, only a single intermediary process 

has been modeled. Consequently, it is unclear whether the various intermediary processes 

uniquely explain the impact of WO on OCB and CWB, and which perspective yields the most 

promising explanation. Answering these questions advances our understanding of why WO 

relates to OCB and CWB, and offers insight into the most promising targets of interventions 

aimed at eliminating these patterns of behaviors.  

To address these issues, I employed MASEM to test all perspectives simultaneously in a 

competing mechanism model, allowing me to reveal the unique explanatory power of each 

perspective with great statistical power. Consistent with published meta-analyses (e.g., Bedi, 

2020; Howard et al. 2020), I found WO to be positively related to OCB, but negatively related to 

CWB, which suggests that employees who perceive themselves to be excluded or ignored by 

other organizational members tend to engage in less helping behaviors that would benefit the 
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organization and/or its members and they tend to engage in more destructive behaviors that harm 

the organization and/or its members. Belonging, self-regulatory resources, and social exchange 

were all significant mediators of the relationship between WO and OCB, with belonging 

providing the strongest explanation. In contrast, only self-regulatory resources explained the 

relationship between WO and CWB. Thus, the reason victims of WO perform more CWB can be 

largely attributed to their self-regulatory resources, whereas the reason victims perform more 

OCB can be largely attributed to their level of belongingness.  

We also considered the possibility of serial mediation whereby WO lowers employee’s 

belongingness and the impact of belongingness on discretionary behaviors operates through self-

regulatory resources and social exchange. In doing so, I reveal how the perspectives work 

together in a chain-like manner, providing a nuanced understanding of the process linking WO 

and discretionary behaviors. I found that belongingness and resources serially mediated the 

impact of WO on both OCB and CWB. Moreover, belongingness and social exchange serially 

mediated the impact of WO on OCB but not on CWB. These findings suggest that the reason 

belongingness explains the relationship between WO and OCB is that belongingness impacts 

both social exchange and self-regulatory resources, while the reason why belongingness explains 

the relationship between WO and CWB is that belongingness impacts self-regulatory resources 

rather than social exchange. The conclusions drawn from the serial mediation model differ from 

those of the competing mechanism model, particularly regarding the importance of 

belongingness in explaining the WO-CWB relationship. While the competing mechanism model 

suggests that belongingness does not matter in explaining this relationship, the serial mediation 

model reveals that belongingness does matter and that it plays an indirect role.  

Theoretical and Practical Implications 
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There are several theoretical implications of the present research. First, while 

belongingness has been the dominant perspective adopted in the WO literature, my findings 

suggest there are at least two other perspectives worthy of research attention–namely, self-

regulatory resources and social exchange. In my competing mechanism model, all three 

mechanisms uniquely explained the relationship between WO and OCB, with belongingness 

providing the strongest explanation. However, belongingness did not significantly mediate the 

WO-CWB relationship, which was instead explained by self-regulatory resources. Controlling 

for resources in the competing mechanism model likely diminished the mediating role of 

belongingness–a more distal variable–and concealed the process linking belongingness to CWB. 

Indeed, from my serial mediation model, I found belongingness operated through resources to 

explain the relationship between WO and CWB. These results suggest that the dominant 

perspective remains pivotal for explaining the impact of WO on OCB but for the effect of WO 

on CWB, the dominant perspective plays a more indirect role. Thus, WO does not influence all 

outcomes through the same mechanisms and for certain outcomes, belongingness does not offer 

a direct explanation. This highlights the importance of considering other perspectives beyond 

belongingness in the WO literature.  

Second, although almost all indirect effects were significant when each mechanism was 

tested in their own separate models, my findings suggest that there may be some conceptual 

overlap between the mechanisms to the point of redundancy. I found self-regulatory resources 

was the only significant mediator that consistently explained the relationship between WO and 

CWB across the models I tested while social exchange provided a nonsignificant and sometimes 

weak explanation. These findings suggest that social exchange potentially overlaps with self-

regulatory resources to the point of redundancy when explaining the WO-CWB relationship. 
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However, this potential redundancy in social exchange was not observed when explaining the 

impact of WO on OCB. For the relationship between WO and OCB, all three perspectives served 

as significant mediators in a competing mechanism model, suggesting they offered unique 

explanations. These findings suggest that social exchange may at times be an influential 

perspective, but it may be less important in explaining certain outcomes, particularly negative 

workplace behaviors, at least in the context of WO. 

Third, my test of the serial mediation highlights that the process linking WO and 

discretionary behaviors may occur in a sequential, chain-like manner. In this proposed sequence, 

WO leads to a proximal consequence, belongingness, which subsequently impacts social 

exchange and self-regulatory resources, and in turn, discretionary behaviors. However, it is 

essential to note that no statistical evidence of the superiority or inferiority of this model over to 

the competing mediation model can be presented because that the two models are nonnested. 

Therefore, the question of which model offers a more accurate representation of the process 

linking WO and discretionary behaviors remains open for debate. At the very least, the 

competing mediation model permitted the assessment of each perspective’s unique explanatory 

power by positioning them as equally compelling, while the serial mediation model provided a 

more nuanced understanding of where the three mechanisms may operate to explain the 

relationship between WO and discretionary behaviors. However, it is crucial to determine which 

of these models offers the more accurate depiction of the process linking WO and discretionary 

behavior. If the competing model is more accurate, it upends a fundamental assumption 

regarding the central importance of belonging in explaining WO, whereas if the serial mediation 

model is more accurate, it simply generates a more nuanced understanding of how belonging 

operates in this context. Future research is needed to disentangle these two possibilities. 
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Fourth, my findings suggest that WO is related yet distinct from other mistreatment 

constructs, including experienced incivility. For example, I found each mistreatment construct’s 

unique path showed the same pattern of significant results as WO. This suggests that WO and 

other mistreatment constructs have similar processes through which they impact discretionary 

behaviors and thus, WO and other forms of mistreatment are related. However, I also present 

evidence suggesting that WO is distinct from other forms of mistreatment, as the significant 

paths linking WO to discretionary behaviors largely remained significant after controlling for 

other forms of mistreatment. Moreover, the relative importance of each perspective slightly 

differed depending on the form of mistreatment. Together, my research indicates that the 

different forms of mistreatment are related but they are not redundant. These findings add to 

discussions of WO as related yet distinct from other forms of mistreatment. Conceptually, 

scholars have argued that like other forms of mistreatment, WO can cause harm, but WO is 

distinct in that it involves getting no social attention, whereas other forms of mistreatment, such 

as incivility and abusive supervision, involve getting negative social attention. Thus, WO and 

other forms of mistreatment has been treated as unique constructs. Likewise, my findings suggest 

WO cannot be treated as the same as experienced incivility or other forms of mistreatment. 

Instead, WO needs its own separate literature. 

Fifth, my findings suggest that OCB and CWB are distinct constructs, as I not only found 

a moderate correlation between OCB and CWB (ρ = .43), but I also found the process through 

which WO relates to discretionary behaviors differed depending on the type of discretionary 

behavior. These findings add to the scholarly debate regarding whether OCB and CWB are 

opposite ends of the same continuum or whether they are orthogonal constructs (Dalal, 2005; 

Henderson et al., 2020; Lee & Allen, 2002). Specifically, my findings lean towards the latter 
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position, suggesting that OCB and CWB are distinct. Thus, based on my findings, I advise 

researchers to consider OCB and CWB to be orthogonal constructs. 

Sixth, although I considered three perspectives in explaining the relationship between 

WO and discretionary workplace behaviors, for the most part, the direct effect of WO on 

discretionary behaviors remained significant. This suggests that my model linking WO on 

discretionary behaviors is likely incomplete. There may be an alternative mechanism that 

accounts for unique variance in explaining the relationship between WO and discretionary 

behaviors. Thus, future research should consider and incorporate alternative mechanisms that 

may explain why victims of WO perform less OCB and more CWB, in addition to 

belongingness, self-regulatory resources, and social exchange. I propose a couple of potential 

mechanisms in the section below. It is my hope that this work will stimulate further research on 

the link between WO and discretionary workplace behaviors, building a more comprehensive 

understanding of the mechanisms at play.  

Practically, my findings reveal a variety of negative consequences associated with 

experiencing WO. Thus, it is imperative that workplaces try to diminish the prevalence of WO. 

Leaders play a pivotal role in this endeavor. For example, supervisors can perform ostracism 

interventionary behaviors, such as seeking harmony or resolving interpersonal conflict between 

employees, which can improve positive social relationships and thereby reduce WO (Fiset & 

Boies, 2018). Other research has found that spiritual leadership (Ali et al., 2020), through the 

demonstration of altruistic values and behaviors (e.g., job support), can increase employees’ 

feelings of being valued and respected, ultimately reducing employees’ ostracizing behaviors. 

Beyond the actions taken by supervisors, employees themselves are crucial for curtailing WO. 

For instance, practicing mindfulness can reduce the tendency to ostracize others by increasing 
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attention and awareness of the needs of others, especially mitigating unintentional forms of 

ostracism that often occurs without the instigators’ awareness of their surrounding environment 

(Ramsey & Jones, 2015). From the victim’s end, offering to perform favors for others, a form of 

ingratiation, can enhance one’s popularity and subsequently reduce the likelihood of being 

ostracized (Wu et al., 2021). Thus, there are numerous ways in which employees, including both 

ostracizers and victims themselves, and their supervisors, can reduce the occurrence of WO. 

However, myself and other researchers alike, recognize that it may not be possible to 

fully prevent WO from occurring, as WO can be accidental (Ma et al., 2022; Robinson et al., 

2013). Thus, managers should be aware of the detrimental impact of WO and try to reduce its 

impact. Based on my findings, particular attention should be paid towards victims’ self-

regulatory resources because it largely explains why victims of WO perform less CWB, while 

also focusing on belongingness and social exchange, alongside self-regulatory resources, as they 

can explain why victims of ostracism perform less OCB. 

Given that belongingness served as the strongest explanation of the WO-OCB link, 

managers concerned about mitigating WO’s impact on OCB should focus on victims’ 

belongingness. This could involve recommending therapy or designing interventions aimed at 

enhancing employees’ sense of belonging. For example, research has demonstrated the role of 

company musical events (e.g., live classical music) in fostering a sense of belongingness in 

employees, as music provides a bonding opportunity among employees (Güsewell et al., 2022). 

Other research (Gao et al., 2022) suggest that implementing activity-based workspaces, which 

integrate open-plan offices and flexible seating arrangements, can enhance employees' sense of 

belongingness, as these workspaces allow for more communication, collaboration, and social 

interaction between employees. Moreover, a number of experimental studies using the Cyberball 
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paradigm to induce ostracism has shown the benefits associated with a variety of interventions 

following ostracism. For example, focused breathing, a form of mindfulness training (Molet et 

al., 2013), has been shown to increase ostracized victims’ belonging need satisfaction because 

focused breathing allows thoughts and emotions to flow in and out without becoming entangled 

in them, resulting in a state of calmness and acceptance. Other Cyberball studies (Tamplin-

Wilson et al., 2019) reveal the benefits of playing certain video games, such Grow Your Chi 

(which involves clicking on smiling faces and one’s own name while avoiding frowns and other 

names) or FreeRice (a word-definition matching game where each correct match results in a real 

portion of rice donated to people in need). Playing these games directs attention towards positive 

social information rather than negative social information, which has been shown to target victim 

of WOs’ self-esteem and thus, their level of belonging. By enhancing employees’ sense of 

belonging, the detrimental effect of ostracism on OCB can be minimized.  

Managers should also be aware of the detrimental impact of WO on the relationship 

between the victim and other employees. Although social exchange did not significantly explain 

the relationship between WO and CWB nor was it the strongest mechanism that explained the 

relationship between WO and OCB, it still mediated the latter relationship, controlling for the 

strongest explanation. These findings suggest that managers interested in increasing OCB among 

victims of WO should implement interventions aimed at enhancing social exchange among 

ostracism victims. As an example of an intervention, research (Mok & De Cremer, 2015) has 

shown that activating thoughts of money in ostracized individuals, such as imagining counting a 

stack of cash and then listing its attributes, reinforces the notion that spending money (e.g., 

buying gifts for coworkers) can build positive interpersonal relationships. Gratitude interventions 

may also be promising, as receiving help with a task can elicit feelings of gratitude and in turn, 



 

 

48 

 

 

increase relationship building behaviors towards the helper (Bartlett et al., 2010). By activating 

thoughts of money or eliciting gratitude, victims of WO may exhibit more positive relationship-

oriented behaviors, which may protect against decreases in social exchange and thus foster OCB. 

It is also crucial to target victim of WO’s self-regulatory resources because it 

significantly explained the negative relationship between WO and OCB. Moreover, resources 

emerged as the strongest explanation that mediated the relationship between WO and CWB, and 

it explained why the dominant perspective in the WO literature relates to CWB. Thus, managers 

should be aware of these effects and consider interventions. For example, promoting self-

compassion can diminish the effect of WO on resource depletion, as viewing WO as a universal 

human experience rather than a personal attack, an aspect of self-compassion (Neff, 2003), 

minimizes the perceived individual importance of WO, thereby reducing psychological strain 

(Ma et al., 2022). Moreover, fostering a future time orientation, characterized by emphasizing 

and valuing future goals, can motivate victims to recognize the potential harm WO poses to their 

future goal attainment and proactively take action to replenish their diminished self-regulatory 

resources (Qian et al., 2019). A future time orientation can also encourage them to prioritize 

reinclusion as a goal, ultimately driving engagement in prosocial behaviors to increase their 

chances of reinclusion in the workplace (Haldorai et al., 2022). Additionally, nature exposure 

research (Poon et al., 2016) has found that compared to victims of WO shown urban pictures 

(e.g., buildings, apartment), victims of WO shown photos of nature scenes (e.g., lake, forest) 

exhibited less aggressive responses (e.g., assigned less hot sauce to a person who hated spicy 

food), as nature exposure can help victims restore depleted self-regulatory resources, positively 

impacting their well-being and helping them cope with stress. Implementing these resource-

targeting interventions can help mitigate the impact of WO on discretionary behaviors. 
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Limitations and Future Research Directions 

As with all research, my work should be interpreted in light of its limitations. First, I 

opted to employ MASEM in my research because it can test multiple perspectives 

simultaneously with great statistical power and I was interested in how WO unfolds in the “real 

world”. However, each theoretical perspective claims causality, so my findings should be 

interpreted with caution because, like other meta-analyses, causality cannot be confidently 

claimed due to the nature of field data. Whenever possible, I preserved the temporal order 

outlined by each theoretical perspective when coding articles. I recognize it is possible that 

engaging in discretionary workplace behavior impacts employees’ belongingness, self-regulatory 

resources, and social exchange, which in turn, impacts the likelihood of being ostracized, 

Additionally, the relationships may be observed due to the influence of third variables not 

included in my models (i.e., spuriousness). Thus, to supplement my findings, future research 

should employ an experimental design to test causality and rule out third variables or a cross-

lagged longitudinal design to uncover directional influences.  

A second limitation of the present research is that the direct effect of WO on 

discretionary behaviors largely remained significant, suggesting my models may be incomplete. 

Thus, future research should consider other mechanisms. One avenue for future research is to 

adopt an affective lens. Previous research suggests that due to the pain associated with 

experiencing WO, victims may feel negative emotions (Howard et al., 2020), such as sadness 

and anger (Chow et al., 2008). In turn, victims may dwell on their negative treatment and 

emotions, and form negative perceptions of their coworkers, making victims less inclined to help 

their coworkers or contribute positively to the organization (Brown et al., 2005; Geiger et al., 

2019), instead seeking retaliation to relieve negative emotions (c.f., Liang et al., 2022). 
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Moreover, because WO is distressing, WO can decrease positive emotions (Gerber & Wheeler 

WO; Howard et al., 2020; Williams, 2007a). In turn, positive affective states can increase 

favorable perceptions of others, and thereby increase desire to help (Williams & Shiaw, 1999) 

and reduce desire to harm. Thus, feeling more negative affect and less positive affect may 

explain why victims of WO perform more CWB and less OCB. Another perspective is social 

learning theory, which suggests that WO can teach victims that it is acceptable to mistreat others, 

which reinforces norms endorsing negative workplace behaviors, such as aggressive norms (c.f., 

Restubog et al., 2011). Consequently, victims of WO may model the negative behavior of other 

organizational members by engaging in more CWB. Moreover, given that victims of WO tend to 

receive few to no supportive behaviors from their coworkers and the organization (Howard et al., 

2020), victims may perceive weak OCB norms or low levels of OCB within the organization 

(Ferris et al., 2008). In turn, victims may imitate the absence of supportive behaviors and 

consequently exhibit less OCB. Thus, future research should consider affective and social 

learning to understand the relationship between WO and discretionary behaviors.  

As with several published MASEMs, another limitation of my research is that some 

estimates of rho in the matrix were based on a small number of independent samples (i.e., k). 

Although a minimum of two samples is required to calculate rho, it is recommended to have at 

least three samples to obtain a more accurate estimate, with the underlying assumption that the 

more samples the better. Only one estimate of rho suffered from this–namely, the rho for the 

relationship between experienced incivility and OCB. To address this limitation, I conducted a 

supplemental analysis (see Appendix E, Figures 20 and 21). For this analysis, I inputted an 

estimate of rho for the relationship between incivility and OCB from a recently published meta-

analysis (ρ = -.10, k = 7, N = 1,831; Han et al., 2021), which is a common practice for MASEM 
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papers (e.g., Chiaburu et al., 2022). Then I reran my analysis with experienced incivility and 

other mistreatment as control variables. Importantly, none of my substantive conclusions 

changed. While this provides some confidence in the stability of my findings as the number of 

samples increases, whether it is appropriate to input existing meta-analytic estimates is, to my 

knowledge, still an unanswered question, as scholars may have different inclusion/exclusion 

criteria. For this reason, I opted not to do so for my main analyses, but I find reassurance in my 

findings as they remained consistent through this additional analysis.  

A fourth limitation of my research is that I only explored one moderator of the 

relationship between WO and discretionary behaviors – namely, the target of the discretionary 

behavior. However, there are likely other moderators of the mediating effects that are worthy of 

research attention. One potential moderator is culture. For example, a recently published meta-

analysis (Li et al., 2021) found that WO’s relationships with belongingness, emotional 

exhaustion, and deviance were stronger in individualistic cultures, while WO’s relationships with 

organizational identification and OCB were stronger in collectivist cultures, and culture did not 

moderate the relationship between WO and organizational commitment. These results provide 

initial evidence suggesting that indirect effect of WO on CWB via self-regulatory resources 

(based on emotional exhaustion findings) may be stronger in individualistic cultures, whereas the 

indirect effect of WO on OCB via social exchange may perhaps be stronger in collectivist 

cultures – a strong emphasis on perhaps as this inference is based on their findings with both 

organizational identification and organizational commitment. However, emotional exhaustion 

and organization identification (and organizational commitment) are only a tiny snippet of the 

many constructs that capture self-regulatory resources and social exchange, respectively. Thus, 

more research is needed to test these relationships more comprehensively.  
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Conclusion 

“Pain can be alleviated by morphine but the pain of social ostracism cannot be taken 

away” – Derek Jarman. My research reiterates this quote by revealing the undeniable amount of 

pain that not only ostracized employees experience, but also the impact on other employees and 

the organization. Specifically, using MASEM, I examined why victims of WO are more likely to 

engage in discretionary behaviors that harm the organization and its members, as well as why 

they are less likely to perform discretionary behaviors that benefit the organization and its 

members. I pitted two alterative perspectives– self-regulatory resources and social exchange–

against the dominant perspective in a competing mechanism model, and together with the 

dominant perspective in a chain-like manner to explain the impact of WO on OCB and CWB. 

My findings offer support for all three perspectives, with the dominant perspective operating as 

the strongest for explaining the WO-OCB, but it did not provide a significant direct explanation 

of the WO-CWB link. More research is needed to fully understand the effects of WO.   
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Appendices 

Appendix A: Relative Importance of Mechanisms for Mistreatment Constructs 

WO and other forms of mistreatment are classified as negative workplace experiences, 

which as shown in Figures 3 and 4, seems to have similar processes through which they affect 

discretionary behaviors. However, scholars have widely discussed their unique properties, 

arguing that they are somewhat distinct. For the most part, we found their unique paths are 

significant (exceptions were the indirect effects on CWB via exchange and belongingness), 

which suggests that the different mistreatment constructs are not redundant. As a further test of 

their uniqueness, we decided to test the relative importance of each mechanism in explaining the 

relationships between all of the mistreatment constructs and discretionary workplace behaviors.  

Starting with CWB, and with all predictors and outcomes entered in the same model,  

the relationship between incivility and CWB was mediated by resources (b = .06, 95% CI [.05, 

.08]) but not belongingness (b = -.01, 95% CI [-.01, .01]) nor exchange (b = -.01, 95% CI [-.02, 

.01]). For the other mistreatment constructs, we found the relationship between other forms of 

mistreatment and CWB was mediated by resources (b = .03, 95% CI [.01, .04]) but not 

belongingness (b = -.01, 95% CI [-.01, .01]) nor exchange (b = -.01, 95% CI [-.01, .01]). These 

findings are consistent with what we found with WO as the predictor. A test of the relative 

importance of each perspective was not conducted because only self-regulatory resources 

explained the relationship between all of the mistreatment constructs and CWB. 

Similar to WO, we found the indirect effect of workplace incivility on OCB via 

belongingness (b = -.07, 95% CI [-.09, -.04]), exchange (b = -.03, 95% CI [-.05, -.02]), and 

resources (b = -.03, 95% CI [-.04, -.02]) were significant. A test of the difference of these 

indirect effects found the indirect effect of workplace incivility on OCB via belongingness was 
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significantly different from the indirect effect via exchange (IE difference = -.03, 95% CI [-.06, -

.01]) and resources (IE difference = -.04, 95% CI [-.06, -.01]), while the indirect effect via 

resources was not significantly different than the indirect effect via exchange (IE difference = -

.01, 95% CI [-.02, .02]). These difference tests, along with the magnitude of the indirect effects 

suggest that belonging provides a stronger explanation of the relationship between workplace 

incivility and OCB compared to both social exchange and self-regulatory resources, while self-

regulatory resources and social exchange may possess similar explanatory power.  

In contrast, for other mistreatment constructs, we found the indirect effect of other 

mistreatment on OCB via belongingness (b = -.03, 95% CI [-.05, -.01]) and resources (b = -.01, 

95% CI [-.02, -.01]) were significant, but via exchange was not (b = -.01, 95% CI [-.02, .00]); 

however, the indirect effect of other mistreatment constructs on OCB via belongingness was not 

significantly different from the indirect effect via resources (IE difference = -.01, 95% CI [-.04, 

.01]) and exchange (IE difference = -.02, 95% CI [-.04, .01]), and the indirect effect via 

resources was not significantly different than the indirect effect via exchange (IE difference = -

.01, 95% CI [-.02, .01]). Thus, belongingness and resources likely provided marginally 

significant explanations of the relationship between other mistreatment constructs and OCB 

because although they were statistically significant mediators, they were not significantly 

different from each other and the nonsignificant mediating effect of exchange. Overall, these 

findings highlight both the similarities and differences between mistreatment constructs.  

  



 

 

96 

 

 

Appendix B: Predicting Individually- and Organizational-Focused Discretionary Behaviors 

While scholars have commonly conceptualized OCB and CWB as two broad overall 

constructs, scholars have also defined OCB and CWB and in terms of their targets, namely, their 

subdimensions. Both OCB and CWB can be directed towards other employees within the 

organization or the organization itself, which represents the two subdimensions of these 

behaviors. Specifically, OCB includes actions that benefit other employees (OCB-I), like helping 

coworkers with their work, and actions that benefit the broader organization (OCB-O), such as 

displaying organizational pride (Williams & Anderson, 1991). Similarly, CWB encompasses 

behaviors that harm other employees (CWB-I), such as bullying coworkers, and actions that 

harm the broader organization (CWB-O), such as stealing from the organization (Bennett & 

Robinson, 2000).  

Given that discretionary behaviors can be directed towards individuals or towards the 

broader organization, we explored the idea that the target of the discretionary behavior may 

moderate the mediating effects. Specifically, the mediating effects might be stronger for 

discretionary behaviors directed towards individuals compared to discretionary behaviors 

directed towards the organization. On the basis of social exchange, experiencing WO may afford 

little opportunities to build quality relationships with other employees. This may lead victims of 

WO to reciprocate with more negative behaviors towards individuals who mistreat them (CWBI) 

than towards the organization (CWBO), and they may feel less obligation to perform positive 

behaviors towards those from whom they receive negative treatment (OCBI) compared to 

engaging in positive behaviors towards the organization (OCBO). From a self-regulatory 

resources perspective, it may be especially demanding and painful for victims of WO to resist 

retaliating against individuals who mistreated them, so they may perform more CWBI relative to 
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CWBO. Additionally, it may be especially difficult for victims of WO to contribute positively 

directly towards individuals who ostracized them, thereby doing less OCBI, but it may be 

somewhat manageable to allocate some resources towards contributing positively to the 

organization (OCBO). Conversely, based on belongingness theory, victims of WO may be 

relatively less inclined to make positive contributions that serve the collective interest, such as 

OCBO, but they may perform relatively more OCBI as an attempt to seek reinclusion. Moreover, 

victims of WO may be relatively more likely to refrain from CWB towards individuals (CWBI) 

to enhance their chances of reinclusion in the workgroup, compared to CWBO. The results of 

our moderator analyses are presented in Figures 5 through 8. We did not run our analyses 

controlling for incivility or other mistreatment constructs because we did not have enough 

studies for their intercorrelations to fill a meta-analytic matrix. Thus, we present our findings 

with only WO entered as the predictor variable. Our results indicate that generally, the three 

mechanisms provide a better explanation of the relationship between WO and interpersonally-

directed compared to the relationship between WO and organizationally-directed discretionary 

behaviors, although some nuances exist.  
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Figure 5. Explaining WO on OCBI and OCBO in a Competing Mechanism Model 

  
 

Note. Harmonic N = 2780. Belongingness significantly mediated the effect of WO on OCBI (b = 

-.12, 95% CI [-.14, -.10]) and the effect of WO on OCBO (b = -.16, 95% CI [-.18, -.14]). A test 

of the difference of these indirect effects found that the indirect effect of WO on OCBI via 

belongingness was significantly different than the indirect effect of WO on OCBO via 

belongingness (IE difference = .04, 95% CI [.02, .05]); the magnitude of the indirect effects 

suggest that belongingness provided a better explanation of the relationship between WO and 

OCBO compared to the relationship between WO and OCBI. Exchange also significantly 

mediated the effect of WO on OCBI (b = -.06, 95% CI [-.08, -.05]) and the effect of WO on 

OCBO (b = -.06, 95% CI [-.08, -.05]). A test of the difference of these indirect effects found that 

the indirect effect of WO on OCBI via exchange was not significantly different than the indirect 

effect of WO on OCBO via exchange (IE difference = .01, 95% CI [-.01, .01]). Finally, resources 

significantly mediated the effect of WO on OCBI (b = .02, 95% CI [.01, .04]), but not the effect 

of WO on OCBO (b = -.01, 95% CI [-.03, .01]). Results are unstandardized. 
***p < .001, **p < .01, *p < .05. 
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Figure 6. Explaining WO on CWBI and CWBO in a Competing Mechanism Model 

   
 

Note. Harmonic N = 2172. Resources significantly mediated the effect of WO on CWBI (b = .15, 

95% CI [.13, .17]) and the effect of WO on CWBO (b = .14, 95% CI [.12, .16]). A test of the 

difference of these indirect effects found that the indirect effect of WO on CWBI via resources 

was not significantly different than the indirect effect of WO on CWBO via resources (IE 

difference = -.01, 95% CI [-.01, .02]). Moreover, belongingness significantly mediated the effect 

of WO on CWBI (b = -.21, 95% CI [-.23, -.18]), but not the relationship between WO and 

CWBO (b = .02, 95% CI [-.01, .03]). Exchange mediated the relationship between WO and 

CWBI (b = .06, 95% CI [.05, .07]) and the relationship between WO and CWBO (b = .03, 95% 

CI [.02, -.05]). Testing the difference of these indirect effects found that the indirect effect of 

WO on CWBI via exchange was significantly different than the indirect effect of WO on CWBO 

via exchange (b = .03, 95% CI [.02, .03]); the magnitude of the indirect effects suggests that 

exchange provided a better explanation of the relationship between WO and CWBI compared to 

the relationship between WO and CWBO. Results are unstandardized. 
***p < .001, **p < .01, *p < .05. 
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Figure 7. Explaining Impact of WO on OCBI and OCBO in a Serial Mediation Model 

 
Note. Harmonic N = 2780. Belongingness and resources (b = .01, 95% CI [.01, .02]) 

significantly mediated the indirect effect of WO on OCBI, but not the indirect effect of WO on 

OCBO (b = .00, 95% CI [-.02, .01]). In contrast, belongingness and exchange significantly 

mediated the indirect effect of WO on OCBI (b = -.03, 95% CI [-.05, -.03]) and the indirect 

effect of WO on OCBO (b = -.04, 95% CI [-.05, -.03]); testing the difference of these indirect 

effects found that the indirect effect of WO on OCBI belongingness and exchange was not 

significantly different than the indirect effect of WO on OCBO via belongingness and exchange 

(IE difference = .01, 95% CI [-.01, .01]). Therefore, belongingness and exchange serially 

mediated the relationship between WO and OCBI and the relationship between WO and OCBO 

equally well. Results are unstandardized. 
***p < .001, **p < .01, *p < .05. 
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Figure 8. Explaining Impact of WO on CWBI and CWBO in a Serial Mediation Model 

 
Note. Harmonic N = 2172. Belongingness and resources mediated the indirect effect of WO on 

CWBI (b = .08, 95% CI [.07, .09]) and the indirect effect of WO on CWBO (b = .08, 95% CI 

[.06, .09]). Testing the difference of these indirect effects found that the indirect effect of WO on 

CWBI via belonging and resources was not significantly different than the indirect effect of WO 

on CWBO via belonging and resources (IE difference = .01, 95% CI [-.01, .01]). Thus, 

belongingness and resources serially mediated the relationship between WO and CWBI and the 

relationship between WO and CWBO equally well. In contrast, belongingness and exchange 

mediated the indirect effect of WO on CWBI (b = .04, 95% CI [.03, .04]) and the indirect effect 

of WO on CWBO (b = .02, 95% CI [.01, .03]). Testing the difference of these indirect effects 

found that the indirect effect of WO on CWBI via belonging and exchange was significantly 

different than the indirect effect of WO on CWBO via belonging and exchange (IE difference = -

.02, 95% CI [.01, .02]); the magnitude of the indirect effects suggest that belongingness and 

exchange provided a better explanation of the indirect effect of WO on CWBI compared to the 

indirect effect of WO on CWBO. Results are unstandardized. 
***p < .001, **p < .01, *p < .05. 
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Appendix C: Mediating Effects with one Outcome and Without Mistreatment Controls 

We sought to demonstrate the robustness of our findings by simplifying our models. We 

tested each mechanism in their own separate models with only one outcome and without 

mistreatment controls (Figures 9 and 10). All three mechanisms significantly mediated the 

relationship between WO and OCB, and the relationship between WO and CWB. Then we tested 

our mediating effects in a competing mechanism model with only one outcome and without 

mistreatment controls (Figures 11 and 12). All three mechanisms significantly mediated the 

relationship between WO and OCB, but only self-regulatory resources and social exchange 

mediated the link between WO and CWB. For the serial mediation models, we tested each serial 

mediation effect in their own separate models with only one outcome and removed mistreatment 

controls (Figures 13 and 14). Then we tested the serial mediation effects together in the same 

model with only one outcome and removed mistreatment controls (Figures 15 and 16). We found 

the indirect effect of WO on OCB, as well as the indirect effect of WO on CWB were mediated 

by both belonging and resources, and belonging and exchange. These findings are largely 

consistent with our previous findings when we controlled for other mistreatment constructs and 

included both outcomes in the same model, with the exception of the indirect effect of WO on 

CWB via social exchange, and via belongingness and exchange.  
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Figure 9. Explaining WO-OCB with each Mediator in Separate Models 

 
Note. The indirect effect via belongingness was negative and significant (harmonic N = 3623), b 

= -.17, 95% CI (-.19, -.15), the indirect effect via exchange was negative and significant 

(harmonic N = 7239), b = -.10, 95% CI (-.11, -.09), and the indirect effect via resources was 

negative and significant (harmonic N = 6967), b = -.11, 95% CI (-.12, -.10). Results are 

unstandardized. 
***p < .001, **p < .01, *p < .05. 

 

 

 

 



 

 

104 

 

 

Figure 10. Explaining WO-CWB with each Mediator in Separate Models 

   
 

Note. The indirect effect via belongingness was positive and significant (harmonic N = 3200), b 

= .05, 95% CI (.04, .07), the indirect effect via exchange quality was positive and significant 

(harmonic N = 8403), b = .05, 95% CI (.04, .06), and the indirect effect via resources was 

positive and significant (harmonic N = 8504), b = .12, 95% CI (.11, .13). Results are 

unstandardized. 
***p < .001, **p < .01, *p < .05. 
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Figure 11. Explaining the WO-OCB Relationship in a Competing Mechanism Model 

  
 Note. Harmonic N = 4135. The indirect effect via belongingness was negative and significant (b 

= -.14, 95% CI [-.15, -.12]), the indirect effect via exchange was negative and significant (b = -

.04, 95% CI [-.05, -.03]), and the indirect effect via resources was negative and significant (b = -

.04, 95% CI [-.05, -.03]). Results are unstandardized. 
***p < .001, **p < .01, *p < .05. 
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Figure 12. Explaining the WO-CWB Relationship in a Competing Mechanism Model 

 
 

Note. Harmonic N = 4135. The indirect effect via belongingness was not significant (b = -.01, 

95% CI [-.02, .01]), while indirect effect via exchange quality (b = .01, 95% CI [.01, .02]) and 

resources were positive and significant (b = .11, 95% CI [.10, .13]). Results are unstandardized. 
***p < .001, **p < .01, *p < .05. 
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Figure 13. Explaining WO-OCB Through Serial Mediation in Separate Models 

 

Note. The indirect effect of WO on OCB via belongingness and exchange was significant 

(harmonic N = 3988), b = -.03, 95% CI (-.04, -.02), via belongingness and resources (harmonic 

N = 3833), b = -.03, 95% CI (-.04, -.02) were significant. Results are unstandardized. 
***p < .001, **p < .01, *p < .05. 
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Figure 14. Explaining WO-CWB Through Serial Mediation in Separate Models 

 

Note. The indirect effect of WO on CWB via belongingness and exchange was significant 

(harmonic N = 3887), b = .02, 95% CI (.01, .03), via belongingness and resources (harmonic N = 

3667), b = .06, 95% CI (.06, .07) were significant. Results are unstandardized. 
***p < .001, **p < .01, *p < .05. 
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Figure 15. Indirect Effect of WO on OCB with Serial Mediations in a Single Model 

 
 

Note. Using a harmonic N of 4135, the indirect effect of WO on OCB was significantly mediated 

by belongingness and exchange (b = -.02, 95% CI [-.03, -.02]), and belongingness and resources 

(b = -.02, 95% CI [-.03, -.02]). Results are unstandardized. 
***p < .001, **p < .01, *p < .05. 
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Figure 16. Indirect Effect of WO on CWB with Serial Mediations in a Single Model 

 

 

Note. Using a harmonic N of 4135, the indirect effect of WO on CWB was significantly 

mediated by belongingness and resources (b = .06, 95% CI [.05, .07]), and belongingness and 

exchange (b = -.01, 95% CI [.01, .01]). Results are unstandardized. 
***p < .001, **p < .01, *p < .05. 
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Appendix D: Single, Competing, and Serial Mediation Without Mistreatment Controls 

 To demonstrate the robustness of our mediating effects explaining the impact of WO on 

OCB and CWB, we tested each mechanism in their own separate model, the competing 

mechanism model, and the serial mediation model again, but we removed incivility and other 

mistreatment constructs as control variables. When testing each mechanism in their own separate 

models, we found all three mechanisms significantly mediated the relationship between WO and 

OCB, and the relationship between WO and CWB (Figure 17). In a competing mechanism model 

(Figure 18), belongingness, exchange, and resources uniquely explained the relationship between 

WO and OCB, while resources and exchange uniquely explained the relationship between WO 

and CWB but belongingness did not. In a serial mediation model (Figure 19), belongingness and 

resources, as well as belongingness and exchange, serially mediated the indirect effect of WO on 

both OCB and CWB. These results are largely consistent with what we found when we included 

other mistreatment constructs as control variables, with the exception of social exchange for 

explaining CWB in both the competing mechanism and serial mediation models. Overall, this 

shows our findings are largely robust, irrespective of whether we incorporate other mistreatment 

constructs as control variables or not.  

 

  



 

 

112 

 

 

Figure 17. Single Mechanism Models Without Mistreatment Controls 

 
Note. Belonging mediation model harmonic N = 3327; exchange mediation model harmonic N = 

6629; and resources mediation model harmonic N = 6165. We found the indirect effects of WO 

on OCB (b = -.17, 95% CI [-.19, -.15]) and CWB (b = .05, 95% CI [.04, .07]) via belongingness 

were significant. Additionally, the indirect effects of WO on OCB (b = -.11, 95% CI [-.12, -.10]) 

and CWB (b = .12, 95% CI [.11, .13]) via resources were significant. Finally, the indirect effects 

of WO on OCB (b = -.10, 95% CI [-.11, -.09]) and CWB (b = .05, 95% CI [.04, .06]) via 

exchange were significant. Results are unstandardized.  
***p < .001, **p < .01, *p < .05. 
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Figure 18. Competing Mechanism Model Without Mistreatment Controls 

  
Note. Harmonic N = 3954. The effect of WO on OCB was significantly mediated by belonging 

(b = .14, 95% CI [-.15, -.12]), resources (b = -.04, 95% CI [-.05, -.03]), and exchange. (b = -.04, 

95% CI [-.05, -.03]). In contrast, the effect of WO on CWB was mediated by resources (b = .12, 

95% CI [.10, .13]) and exchange (b = .01, 95% CI [.01, .02]), but not belonging (b = -.01, 95% 

CI [-.01, .01]). Results are unstandardized.  
***p < .001, **p < .01, *p < .05. 
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Figure 19. Serial Mediation Model Without Mistreatment Controls 

 

 
Note. Using a harmonic N of 3954, the indirect effect of WO on OCB was significantly mediated 

by belongingness and resources (b = -.02, 95% CI [-.03, -.01]), and belongingness and exchange 

(b = -.02, 95% CI [-.03, -.02]). Moreover, the indirect effect of WO on CWB was significantly 

mediated by belongingness and resources (b = .06, 95% CI [.05, .07]), and belongingness and 

exchange (b = .01, 95% CI [.01, .01]). Results are unstandardized. 
***p < .001, **p < .01, *p < .05. 
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Appendix E: Addressing Cells with Low k 

Given that the number of studies used to estimate the relationship between OCB and 

incivility did not meet the recommended minimum number of studies to estimate rho, we 

inputted an estimate of rho for that relationship that was found in a published meta-analysis on 

incivility (Han et al., 2021; ρ = -.10, k = 7, N = 1,831). As shown in Figure 20, when we control 

for other mistreatment constructs, belongingness, social exchange, and self-regulatory resources 

explained the relationship between WO and OCB, but only self-regulatory resources explained 

the relationship between WO and CWB in a competing mechanism model. Likewise, as shown 

in Figure 21–the serial mediation model, when we control for other mistreatment constructs, the 

indirect effect of WO on OCB is mediated by belongingness and social exchange, and 

belongingness and self-regulatory resources, while the indirect effect of WO on CWB is 

mediated by belongingness and resources but not belongingness and exchange. These results are 

consistent with our previous findings where we controlled for other mistreatment constructs and 

estimated the rho for the relationship between incivility and OCB using studies that we identified 

in our literature search (Figures 3 and 4). Thus, inputting an estimate of rho from a published 

meta-analysis that was based on a larger number of independent samples did not alter our 

substantive conclusions, highlighting the robustness of our findings. 
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Figure 20. Inputting ρ for Incivility-OCB in a Competing Mechanism Model 

  
Note. Using a harmonic N of 2655, we found that controlling for incivility and other forms of 

mistreatment, belongingness significantly mediated the relationship between WO and OCB (b = 

-.08, 95% CI [-.10, -.06]), but not the relationship between WO and CWB (b = -.01, 95% CI [-

.01, .01]); exchange mediated the relationship between WO and OCB (b = -.02, 95% CI [-.03, -

.01]), but not the relationship between WO and CWB (b = -.01, 95% CI [-.01, .01]); and 

resources mediated the relationship between WO and OCB (b = -.02, 95% CI [-.03, -.01]), and 

the relationship between WO and CWB (b = .03, 95% CI [.02, .04]). Results are unstandardized. 
***p < .001, **p < .01, *p < .05. 
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Figure 21. Inputting ρ for Incivility-OCB in a Serial Mediation Model 

 

 

 
Note. Using a harmonic N of 2655, we found that controlling for incivility and other forms of 

mistreatment, the indirect effect of WO on OCB was significantly mediated by belongingness 

and exchange (b = -.02, 95% CI [-.02, -.01]), and belongingness and resources (b = -.02, 95% CI 

[-.02, -.01]). Also, the indirect effect of WO on CWB was significantly mediated by 

belongingness and resources (b = .03, 95% CI [.02, .03]), but not belongingness and exchange (b 

= -.01, 95% CI [-.01, .01]). Results are unstandardized. 
***p < .001, **p < .01, *p < .05. 
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