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OSTRACISM   

Abstract 

Previous research shows a multitude of negative workplace outcomes associated with ostracism. 

Research indicates that bystander intervention can play a role in reducing ostracism in the 

workplace, but there is a dearth of studies focusing specifically on intervening in response to 

ostracism. Furthermore, there is a lack of information regarding the factors that are most likely to 

predict intervening within the context of workplace ostracism. This study assessed the influence 

of contextual factors (i.e., psychological safety) and individual difference factors (i.e., empathy, 

personality, and gender) on individuals’ willingness to intervene when coworker ostracism is 

observed. Three hierarchical multiple regressions were used to analyze data. The first regression 

contained high-level intervening as the outcome variable, the second contained low-level 

intervening as the outcome variable, and the third used overall intervening as the outcome 

variable. Results indicated that previous experiences of ostracism, a control variable, was the 

most predictive of intervening, followed by extraversion. Individuals who had more experiences 

with ostracism or who were higher in extraversion were significantly more likely to intervene. 

Individuals higher in neuroticism were significantly less likely to engage in high-level 

intervening, but it was not significantly related to low-level or overall intervening. All other 

hypothesized relationships were not supported. The results have implications for organizations 

and future research on workplace ostracism.
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Intervening when Ostracism Occurs: Individual Differences and Psychological Safety as 

Predictors 

Nearly two-thirds of employees have reported experiences of ostracism in the workplace, 

yet ostracism is consistently perceived as less severe than other forms of mistreatment (e.g., 

harassment and bullying) (Riva & Eck, 2016; Zimmerman et al., 2016). Research has shown that 

ostracism is associated with decreased job satisfaction, engagement, performance, increased 

stress, and turnover intentions; reduced perceptions of belongingness, control, self-esteem, 

competence, trust, and liking of others have been reported as well (Riva & Eck, 2016; Whitson et 

al., 2015). Furthermore, ostracism activates the same brain regions as physical pain (Nordgren et 

al., 2011; Tuscherer et al., 2016; Zimmerman et al., 2016). A participant’s statement from a 

qualitative study on ostracism captures the gravity of the social pain: “I was very aware of 

myself and feeling out of place. Being uncomfortable in my own clothes. In my own skin. And 

feeling like I don't really belong.” (Waldeck et al., 2015). This exemplifies the feelings of loss 

and reduced belongingness that are associated with ostracism, and this is not an isolated incident. 

Considering the range of negative organizational outcomes as well as the magnitude of negative 

individual outcomes, there is a need to find ways to prevent ostracism.  

The current study examines ostracism from the perspective of bystanders, with the goal 

of understanding factors that may predict who intervenes when ostracism occurs. In this paper, 

intervening refers to various types of behaviors individuals engage in when they witness 

coworkers being ostracized. For example, these could range from high-level behaviors such as 

confronting the perpetrator of ostracism directly to low-level behaviors such as discussing it with 

coworkers. The role of bystanders is important to examine because their responses to observed 
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ostracism can modify the behavior of perpetrators and function as a deterrent (Harvey et al., 

2007). In the following section, I distinguish between mistreatment and ostracism and discuss 

antecedents of ostracism. Then, I will review the literature on employee voice as well as the 

types of interventions individuals engage in when they observe ostracism. The following section 

includes a description of factors that may predict the relationship between observing ostracism 

and reporting it to organizational members. Lastly, I discuss hypotheses for this study.  

Mistreatment 

Mistreatment is broadly defined as interactional, distributive, procedural, or systemic 

abuse of employees that occurs interpersonally and institutionally (Harlos & Pinder, 1999). 

Interpersonal mistreatment occurs when at least one organizational member either takes 

counternormative negative actions or terminates normative positive actions against another 

organizational member (Cortina & Magley, 2003). Mistreatment consists of a number of 

behaviors, including abusive supervision, bullying, discrimination, harassment, incivility, 

interpersonal conflict, ostracism, and physical/verbal aggression (McCord et al., 2018). These 

behaviors may be more subtle acts that are ambiguous (e.g. ostracism or incivility) to more overt 

acts with clear intent to harm (e.g., harassment, bullying, or verbal/physical aggression). Some 

forms of mistreatment represent particular facets of a broader concept, such as social exclusion. 

Social Exclusion and Ostracism 

Social exclusion in the workplace is broadly defined as employees’ perceptions of being 

avoided, ignored, or rejected by someone within the organization (Riva & Eck, 2016). Social 

exclusion can further be divided into rejection and ostracism (Wesselmann & Williams, 2017). 

Rejection refers to direct negative attention that lets someone know they are unwanted (e.g., 

degrading language or being laughed at). Ostracism is a more subtle form of mistreatment that 
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refers to perceptions of being ignored or excluded by someone. Examples of ostracism include 

the silent treatment, not receiving eye contact, uncomfortable silences, ignored comments, and 

omission from important emails or information (Ferris et al., 2008; Riva & Eck, 2016).  

Robinson et al. (2013) clarified the construct of ostracism with an expanded definition 

and discussed potential antecedents, consequences, and moderators of ostracism. They defined 

ostracism as “when an individual or group omits to take actions that engage another individual 

when it is socially appropriate to engage the individual” (Robinson et al., 2013, p. 206). The 

authors posit that ostracism is similar to incivility in the sense that there does not have to be 

motivation to harm, but the omission of positive attention as opposed to commission of negative 

attention distinguishes ostracism from all other forms of mistreatment. The act of omission that 

characterizes ostracism provides unique challenges to targets. Researchers believe that humans 

evolved to possess an astute recognition of social pain based on the innate need to belong. This 

leads individuals to be perceptive of subtle cues of ostracism, which may result in greater threat 

to belongingness than other forms of mistreatment such as harassment (Robinson et al., 2013). 

Moreover, the ambiguity created by the omission of positive interactions provides an additional 

challenge in terms of identifying and resolving instances of ostracism.  

Ostracism can serve as a protective factor groups use to separate themselves from a toxic 

group member; however, it can also be used to punish someone who deviates from the group 

norm or to discriminate against someone based on a stigmatized identity such as race, gender, 

sexual orientation, or disability status (Riva & Eck, 2016; Tuscherer et al, 2016; Zimmerman et 

al., 2016). The assertion that motives of ostracism can be purposeful or nonpurposeful 

corroborate the aforementioned antecedents (Robinson et al., 2013). Purposeful ostracism refers 

to when a perpetrator is aware of their inaction to engage someone such as the case of avoiding a 
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group member who does not contribute fairly, avoiding conflict, or distancing themselves from a 

toxic group member. Nonpurposeful ostracism occurs when perpetrators are unaware that their 

behaviors are excluding someone; this form of ostracism is believed to be the most common 

(Robinson et al., 2013). Factors that induce nonpurposeful ostracism include stressful work 

environments and geographical dispersion factors that are conducive to overlooking others, 

different understandings of social norms, weak organizational cultures, and organizational 

diversity and dissimilarity that may result in dissimilar individuals unintentionally being left out 

(Robinson et al., 2013). Because research has shown ostracism has negative outcomes and is less 

likely to be viewed as harmful, there is a need to examine factors that influence observers’ 

decision to intervene. These factors relate to individual differences as well as contextual factors 

in the workplace. Trait empathy, personality, and gender represent individual differences that are 

expected to predict intervening, while psychological safety reflects a contextual factor that is 

anticipated to predict intervening.  

Preventing Ostracism 

Research has focused on individual outcomes of ostracism, but less is known about how 

to prevent it. This study contributes to the literature by examining what factors predict whether 

individuals intervene for targets of ostracism. The literature on subtle discrimination helps 

explain how intervening when ostracism occurs can potentially address prevention. Subtle 

discrimination is defined as negative or ambivalent treatment toward a minority member based 

on their minority status (Jones et al., 2017). Analogous to ostracism, subtle discrimination does 

not have to be conscious, intent is usually ambiguous, and the subtlety makes it challenging to 

discern its occurrence (Jones et al., 2017). The shared characteristics among the nature of the two 

constructs suggests that methods used to prevent subtle discrimination may pertain to ostracism. 
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Jones et al., (2017) discussed two strategies to reduce subtle discrimination from the perspective 

of bystanders. The first strategy involved punishing the perpetrator via retaliation, ostracism, and 

negative affect. It is believed that this method could serve as a deterrent, but it does not increase 

positive affect toward the target. The other strategy included confronting the perpetrator and 

condemning the behavior. This method can also function as a deterrent, but it may not be used as 

frequently as other methods due to ambiguity and fear of retaliation (Jones et al., 2017). This 

implies that intervening when ostracism occurs can be an effective tool for prevention, aside 

from organizational factors that may suppress someone’s willingness to intervene. Research on 

whistleblowing and employee voice elucidates factors that influence individuals’ willingness to 

intervene when they observe unethical behaviors in the workplace.  

Whistleblowing 

Whistleblowing is when employees disclose illegal, immoral, or illegitimate practices to 

someone who can do something about it (Near et al., 1993). Dozier and Miceli (1985) posit that 

whistleblowing is a prosocial behavior consisting of both egoistic and altruistic motives by the 

individual engaging in it. The reasoning behind this belief is that the intent of whistleblowing is 

to stop wrongful acts from perpetuating; however, there are situational factors that influence 

someone’s decision to actually engage in whistleblowing. The authors modified Latanế and 

Darley’s five step decision-making process for bystander intervention to represent 

whistleblowing. The five steps are: (1) the employee needs to be aware of the wrongful act, (2) 

they need to perceive it as deserving action, (3) they must decide if they feel responsible for 

helping , (4) they must select a method for helping, and then (5) they implement the intervention.   

Cassematis and Wortley (2013) assessed the personal and situational variables that 

differentiate whistleblowers from individuals who do not intervene (i.e., non-reporting 
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observers). Results indicated that whistleblowers and non-reporting observers were similar on 

personal variables, but perceived personal victimization, perceived wrongdoing serious, and fear 

of retaliation significantly differentiated whistleblowers from non-reporting observers 

(Cassematis & Wortley, 2013). Perceived personal costs are another predictor that decreased 

whistleblowing intentions, while public service morale and education on whistleblowing 

increased whistleblowing intentions (Cho & Song, 2015). These studies suggest that in order to 

call out acts of wrongdoing, individuals must perceive it was actually wrong and/or harmful. 

Furthermore, this suggests that social-exchange theory could play a prominent role in someone’s 

decision to intervene. Individuals weigh the benefits of speaking out (e.g., stopping the wrongful 

act) against the costs of retaliation and isolation. Because ostracism is characterized as being 

more subtle and ambiguous than more overt forms of mistreatment, it is important to assess the 

factors that individuals consider when deciding to intervene. Research on employee voice helps 

clarify the relationship between psychological safety and reporting problematic work practices. 

Moreover, employee voice is associated with dispositional antecedents as well.  

Employee Voice 

Employee voice refers to voluntary statements in the workplace that are targeted at 

someone within the organization and are intended to affect aspects of the workplace such as 

policies, practices, and procedures (Chamberlin et al., 2007).Voice can be further divided into 

promotive and prohibitive voice. Promotive voice statements are future-oriented and focus on 

opportunities to improve the organization through innovation (e.g., suggesting new ideas for 

performing work tasks), whereas prohibitive voice statements are past- or present-oriented and 

serve to bring attention to problematic practices that are damaging to the organization (e.g., 

speaking up about incidents of injustice or dishonesty) (Chamberlin et al., 2007). Both types of 
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voice represent employees’ desire to improve the organization; however, prohibitive voice may 

elicit defensiveness from organizational members.  

Meta-analytic research has assessed the relationship between employee voice, individual 

dispositions, and contextual factors (Chamberlin et al., 2007). They found that conscientiousness, 

extraversion, openness to experience, and positive affect were all positively related to employee 

voice. However, agreeableness and negative affect were not significantly related to voice. 

Additionally, psychological safety and engagement were positively correlated with voice, while 

futility and fear were negatively correlated with voice. When examining relationships with 

promotive and prohibitive voice, they found a significantly stronger positive correlation for 

promotive voice than prohibitive voice with psychological safety. This indicates that individuals 

who perceive lower levels of psychological safety are less likely to engage in prohibitive voice. 

Prohibitive voice is associated with higher interpersonal risks, which could potentially explain 

why psychological safety is more positively related to promotive voice.  

The Current Study  

Most of the existing literature on ostracism focuses solely on the experiences of and 

outcomes related to those experiences for the targets of ostracism. This study contributes to the 

literature by focusing on those who have observed ostracism in their workplaces, and their 

willingness to intervene for those who are ostracized. Specifically, the aim of this study is to 

identify the factors influencing individuals’ willingness to intervene when ostracism is observed 

by considering both contextual factors (i.e., psychological safety) and individual differences (i.e., 

personality, trait empathy, and gender).  

Intervening Behaviors 
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 When individuals engage in mistreatment without reproach from individuals who are a 

part of the context in which it occurs (e.g., work group), these behaviors may become normalized 

(Harvey et al., 2007). Established group norms determine acceptable behavior and can result in 

negative outcomes such as rejection when individuals fail to comply with those norms (Riva & 

Eck, 2016). However, research supports the notion that bystander intervention can deter 

perpetrators of mistreatment via reprimands (MacCurtain et al., 2018). Expressing disapproval 

can alter group norms by reducing the tolerance for mistreatment (Harvey et al., 2007). However, 

even when bystanders wish to intervene, it is less likely they will do so if they perceive that the 

costs (e.g., retaliation, rejection) outweigh the benefits (e.g., helping the target) (Dozier & 

Miceli, 1985; MacCurtain et al., 2018). This is why one must consider various contextual and 

individual factors that may predict intervening behaviors when coworker ostracism is observed.  

Predictors of Intervening  

Psychological safety. Psychological safety refers to the perceived consequences of 

taking interpersonal risks and plays a large role in information sharing (Edmondson & Lei, 

2014). A high psychological safety climate is one where individuals can express themselves 

without fears of experiencing retaliation, rejection, or guilt. The construct has been 

conceptualized at different levels of analysis such as individual, organizational, and group, but 

current research posits that the levels are complementary and involve encouraging individuals’ 

contributions and actions to an organization (Frazier et al., 2017). One of the outcomes 

associated with higher psychological safety is citizenship behaviors (Frazier et al., 2017). 

Citizenship behaviors refer to behaviors that are not required of an employee but beneficial for 

the group and organization such as engaging in voice behaviors to provide suggestions for 

improvement (Frazier et al., 2017). This is related to psychological safety because there could be 
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risks involved with making suggestions, so it is important for individuals to perceive that it is 

safe for them to intervene without fears of retaliation or rejection (Edmondson, 1999; Frazier et 

al., 2017).  

Liang et al. (2012) examined the extent to which felt obligation for constructive change, 

psychological safety, and organization-based self-esteem predict promotive and prohibitive 

voice. They found that psychological safety was the strongest predictor of prohibitive voice, 

whereas felt obligation for constructive change was the strongest predictor of promotive voice. 

Furthermore, there was a significant interaction effect, whereby there was a stronger positive 

relationship between psychological safety and both kinds of voice when felt obligation for 

constructive change was higher. 

To my knowledge, prior research has not specifically examined psychological safety as a 

predictor of intervening when ostracism occurs; however, MacCurtain et al. (2018) examined its 

relationship with standing up for targets of bullying. Specifically, their study examined the 

relationship between bystanders’ perceptions of psychological safety and reactions to witnessing 

bullying. Their findings indicated that psychological safety was a predictor of bystander 

intervention. Furthermore, they found that fear of retaliation was a main deterrent of intervening. 

Feeling comfortable enough to take interpersonal risks without fears of retaliation, 

rejection, or guilt, is the essence of psychological safety. If individuals perceive they will not 

incur negative consequences for calling attention to unethical workplace practices, they may be 

more likely to intervene when they observe negative organizational behaviors such as ostracism. 

Taken together, this suggests that psychological safety is a predictor of intervening when 

ostracism occurs. 
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Hypothesis 1: Participants who perceive higher psychological safety will be more likely 

to intervene when they observe coworker ostracism.  

Empathy. Empathy is defined as understanding individuals’ emotions through 

perspective-taking (Cuff et al., 2016). There are two types of empathy: cognitive and affective. 

Cognitive empathy involves taking the perspective of another individual and understanding their 

thoughts; however, affective empathy refers to understanding one’s feelings by responding to an 

individual’s emotion with the same emotion (Duan & Hill, 1996). Researchers have assessed the 

relationship between empathy and helping behaviors. Davis (1983) conducted a study to 

demonstrate that individual differences in empathy significantly affect emotional reactions (e.g., 

warmth, sympathy, and concern) and helping behaviors. The study included measures of trait 

empathy, emotional reactions, and helping behaviors. Additionally, an instructional set was used 

to manipulate empathic concern by either telling participants to imagine how the person felt or to 

listen carefully to a tape recording about an individual in distress. Results indicated that 

emotional reactions were influenced by both the instructional set and individual differences in 

empathy. However, the effect of individual differences in empathy on emotional reactions was 

above and beyond the effect of situational factors such as the instructional set. Moreover, the 

emotional reactions were significantly related to helping (Davis, 1983).  

Empathy has been identified as a positive correlate of whistle-blowing via prosocial 

behaviors aimed at helping victims of wrongdoing in the workplace (Singer et al., 1998). 

Perceived similarity or proximity to targets predicts empathy, which subsequently predicts 

someone’s willingness to help (Singer et al., 1998). Empathy was identified as an antecedent to 

social justice, which broadly refers to attempts to reform institutions that are biased or unfair 

(Cartabuke et al., 2017). This is in line with previous findings that empathy increases 
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individuals’ moral recognition of ethical situations and leads to greater awareness regarding how 

one’s decisions affect others (Vetlesen, 1994). Because empathy is focused on perspective-taking 

and mirroring the emotional response of someone, one would expect individuals with higher 

levels of trait empathy to be more likely to understand and vicariously experience the feelings of 

individuals who are ostracized. This increased understanding of the victim’s suffering may 

translate into prosocial behavior toward the victim (e.g., coworker support, prohibitive employee 

voice, whistle-blowing). Thus, it is likely that individuals who are higher in trait empathy will be 

more likely to intervene when they observe coworker ostracism.  

Hypothesis 2: Participants who are higher in trait empathy will be more likely to 

intervene when they observe coworker ostracism.  

Gender. Social psychology research indicates differences in helping behaviors based on 

gender. Eagly and Crowley (1986) found that men were more likely to help than women, but this 

depended on the type of helping behavior. For example, men were more likely to provide 

assistance in emergency situations that involve some level of heroics or risk to themselves, while 

women were more likely to be nurturing or caring such as providing emotional support to a 

friend in distress (Eagly & Crowley, 1986). This is supported by a study that assessed the role of 

gender in helping behavior by examining call center volunteers’ responses to callers in need 

(Salminen & Glad, 1992). They found that women provided more assistance overall. The role of 

a call center volunteer entails being caring and empathetic, which is in line with research that 

suggests women are more likely to help in these situations. This may possibly be explained by 

societal gender roles that associate men with more protective behaviors and women with more 

nurturing behaviors (Fiala et al., 1999). Because ostracism is a more subtle act of mistreatment 
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that can cause social pain and suffering for targets, I hypothesize that women will be more likely 

to intervene when ostracism is observed.  

Hypothesis 3: Women will be more likely than men to intervene when coworker 

ostracism is observed.  

Personality. Personality traits are stable dispositions or tendencies of individuals to 

behave in particular ways (Ones et al., 2005). The Big Five is one of the most prominent models 

used in personality research and consists of five dimensions: extraversion (e.g., associated with 

traits of assertiveness, talkativeness, and sociability), agreeableness (e.g., associated with being 

sympathetic, generous, forgiving, and helpful), conscientiousness (e.g., focused on dependability 

and achievement characteristics), openness to experience (e.g., associated with being curious, 

imaginative, and cultured), and neuroticism (e.g., associated with facets of depression, 

embarrassment, anxiety, and insecurity) (Barrick & Mount, 1991). The Big Five dimensions are 

frequently used in personnel research to assess job performance, but more recent personality 

research has assessed the relationship between the Big Five dimensions and contextual 

performance outcomes such as helping behaviors. 

Agreeableness. Graziano et al. (2007) used a person x situation approach to assess how 

prosocial motives and agreeableness influence helping behaviors. They found that prosocial 

motives and personality traits such as agreeableness interact with contextual factors that 

determine helping behaviors. More specifically, they found individuals higher in agreeableness 

were more likely to help across situations regardless of group membership or being primed to 

feel empathy, compared to those with lower agreeableness. This suggests that people high in 

agreeableness have increased prosocial motivation, which might explain why they engaged in 

more helping behaviors regardless of perceived risks or whether they received reminders. 
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Research supports that agreeableness is a consistent predictor of helping behaviors (King et al., 

2005; Organ & Ryan, 1995), although there is some mixed support for this in the literature.  

In a different study, agreeableness was positively correlated with voice behavior; 

however, it was the weakest predictor of voice behavior toward supervisors and was not 

statistically significant (Nikolaou et al., 2008). Based on these findings, it appears that the 

relationship between agreeableness and voice behavior may not be clear. Lee et al. (2014) 

examined personality traits and participative climate (i.e., a climate where expressing oneself is 

safe) as antecedents of voice behaviors. Extraversion and agreeableness significantly and 

positively predicted prosocial voice. However, neuroticism, openness to experience, and 

conscientiousness were not significantly predictive of prosocial voice. The researchers then 

examined whether participative climate moderated the relationship between extraversion and 

prosocial voice as well as agreeableness and prosocial voice. Extraversion was directly related to 

prosocial voice regardless of participative climate. Agreeableness was also directly related to 

prosocial voice, but it was moderated by participative climate such that highly agreeable 

individuals were more likely to engage in prosocial voice when there was a strong participative 

climate.  

For agreeable individuals, perhaps this is indicative of situational factors that may 

contribute to one’s willingness to intervene when coworker ostracism is observed. For example, 

maybe it is possible that one’s relationship with the victim is of importance when deciding to 

intervene. Traits such as being cooperative, forgiving, sympathetic, and helpful are associated 

with agreeableness. Maybe agreeableness lends more to helping when someone has a close 

relationship with the victim. In contrast, perhaps agreeableness would lead one to circumvent 

conflict by choosing not to intervene when they do not know the victim very well or when they 
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do not feel it is safe to help. Considering that past research has consistently linked agreeableness 

to employee voice behaviors, I hypothesize that agreeableness will be a positive predictor of 

intervening when coworker ostracism is observed.  

Hypothesis 4a: Individuals higher in agreeableness will be more likely to intervene when 

they observe coworker ostracism. 

Conscientiousness. Conscientiousness has been identified by some researchers as the 

most consistent predictor of helping behaviors, and the relationship is positive (King et al., 2005; 

Organ & Ryan, 1995). Meta-analytic reviews have also supported the assertion that 

conscientiousness positively predicts voice behaviors and other forms of citizenship behaviors 

(Chamberlin et al., 2007; Chiaburu et al., 2011). Conscientiousness was not a significant 

predictor of prosocial behavior in a recent study that examined personality traits and employee 

voice behaviors; however, this is contrary to most of the other research on this topic (Lee et al., 

2014). Based on the support for this relationship in the literature, I hypothesize that those higher 

in conscientiousness will be more likely to intervene when coworker ostracism is observed.  

Hypothesis 4b: Individuals higher in conscientiousness will be more likely to intervene 

when coworker ostracism is observed.  

Extraversion. Extraversion positively predicts voice behavior (Chamberlin et al., 2007; 

Chiaburu et al., 2011; Lee et al., 2014; Nikolaou et al., 2008). Additionally, it is a strong 

predictor of change-oriented (e.g., proactive) citizenship behaviors (Chiaburu et al., 2011). 

Individuals who are high in extraversion are likely to be assertive and social, so it is possible 

they would be more inclined to intervene when they observe ostracism.  

Hypothesis 4c: Individuals who are higher in extraversion will be more likely to 

intervene when coworker ostracism is observed.  
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Openness to experience. Research on openness to experience as a predictor of voice has 

been mixed. Some meta-analytic research suggests it is a positive predictor of voice behaviors, 

while others have not found significance (Chamberlin et al., 2007; Lee et al., 2014). However, 

much of the research on this topic focuses on predictors such as conscientiousness and 

agreeableness, so there is less research investigating the relationship between openness to 

experience and voice (Chiaburu et al., 2011). Chiaburu et al. (2011) examined which personality 

traits predict organizational citizenship behaviors above and beyond conscientiousness and 

agreeableness. They found that all five personality traits were useful predictors of citizenship 

behaviors. Additionally, openness to experience was the best predictor of change-oriented 

citizenship behaviors. Considering the mixed results and lack of studies that have examined 

openness to experience with regard to predicting voice behaviors, I included an exploratory 

hypothesis about openness to experience predicting intervening behaviors. Openness to 

experience is associated with traits such as being curious, proactive, and seeking variety. One 

may think that these traits are not related to voice behaviors; however, maybe it is possible that 

being more open may lead one to voice their concerns when they observe acts of mistreatment 

such as ostracism that they would like to change.  

 Hypothesis 4d: Openness to experience will have a significant relationship with 

intervening when coworker ostracism is observed.  

Neuroticism. The relationship between neuroticism and voice behaviors is also unclear in 

the literature. There is research supporting neuroticism as a positive predictor of prosocial 

behavior (Chamberlin et al., 2007; Chiaburu et al., 2011). Additionally, there is research that 

indicates a strong and negative relationship between neuroticism and voice behavior (Nikolaou et 

al., 2008). However, there is also evidence that suggests neuroticism is not a significant predictor 



OSTRACISM  16 

 

of voice behaviors (Lee et al., 2014). Neuroticism is associated with being anxious, insecure, and 

depressed. For individuals high in neuroticism, perhaps they are preoccupied with their own 

tasks and less likely to intervene or maybe they do not think they can adequately help the 

ostracized individual. Therefore, higher levels of neuroticism may be negatively related to 

intervening.  

 Hypothesis 4e: Individuals higher in neuroticism will be less likely to intervene when 

coworker ostracism is observed.  

 Method  

Participants  

Data was collected from 940 participants. Participants who failed the screening items (N 

= 226), had more than 20% of their data missing (N = 12), or failed any of the attention check 

items (N = 32) were excluded. Additionally, participants who never witnessed ostracism at work 

in the last 12 months (N = 100) were excluded. The final sample consisted of 570 participants.  

Participants ranged from 18 to 70 years old, with a mean age of 36.54 (SD = 10.77).  

51.8% of participants identified as male, 46.3% female, 0.4% other, and 1.6% did not indicate 

their gender. The majority of participants identified as White (66.8%) with variations in ethnicity 

among the remainder of participants (13.2% Black or African American, 7.0% Asian, 6.8% 

Hispanic/Latino or Spanish Origin, 4.6% Mixed, .4% American Indian or Alaska Native, and 

1.2% who did not indicate ethnicity). The majority of participants reported a Bachelor’s degree 

(45.6%) as their highest level of education, with the remainder of participants reporting a diverse 

range of educational attainment (16.7% Some college, no degree, 13.2% Associate’s degree, 

11.1% Master’s degree, 10.0% High school diploma or equivalent, 1.4% Doctorate, 1.1% 
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Professional degree, 0.5% Less than a high school degree, and 0.5% who did report their highest 

level of education). Participants were predominantly employed full-time (90.5%).  

Participants were recruited from Amazon’s Mechanical Turk (MTurk), a crowdsourcing 

site that enables researchers to collect survey data from MTurk workers in exchange for 

compensation. The survey was created in Qualtrics and uploaded to MTurk. The reward per 

response was $1.50 with 695 specified survey respondents. MTurk workers were required to be 

located in the United States. The survey link instructions in MTurk detailed the purpose of the 

survey, estimated and allotted completion time, compensation, information about the 

uncompensated qualification survey, and a request for participants to return the Human 

Intelligence Task (HIT) if they did not qualify or decided not to participate. 

 Participants were required to be at least 18 years of age, currently employed, work in 

their current position for at least a year, interact with coworkers in the workplace at least 

occasionally, and work at least 20 hours per week on average. This information was gathered 

through an uncompensated qualification survey that consisted of the first five survey items. This 

was done using Branch Logic in Qualtrics so that participants would be directed to an end of 

survey message and kindly asked to return the HIT if they failed any of the qualification items. 

Those who qualified were directed to the Informed Consent and were then directed to the rest of 

the survey upon consenting to participate. All of the blocks and measures within the blocks were 

randomized, except demographics and the block containing outcome variable measures. The 

block with outcome measures was randomized, but the items within the block were in a fixed 

order. The demographics block always appeared at the end of the survey with items in a fixed 

order. There were also three attention check items embedded in the survey to minimize concerns 

with careless responding.  
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Measures 

The study consisted of four predictor variables and three outcome variables. The 

predictor variables included psychological safety, trait empathy, personality, and gender. The 

outcome variables included overall intervening, low-level intervening, and high-level intervening 

when coworker ostracism is observed. Demographic information was collected as control 

variables. Measures that examine negative affect and tendencies to engage in socially desirable 

responding were also included as controls. Additionally, participants were given a measure about 

their previous experiences of ostracism. The following section contains a description of the 

individual measures that were used.  

Psychological safety. A modified version of the 7-item Team Psychological Safety Scale 

(Edmondson, 1999) was used to assess psychological safety. The original items specifically 

mention teams, but the word team was replaced with coworkers to make the scale more 

applicable to participants. For example, an item from the original scale includes, “If you make a 

mistake, it is often held against you by your team.”. The modified version used in this study is, 

“If you make a mistake, it is often held against you by coworkers.” The original scale was 

measured using a seven-point Likert scale with two anchors (i.e., very inaccurate, very accurate). 

This scale was modified to reflect a five-point scale with anchors ranging from “strongly 

disagree” to “strongly agree”. The 7 items were used to create a mean composite score. 

Cronbach’s alpha for this instrument was .77 in the current study. 

Empathy. Empathy was measured at the individual level of analysis as a disposition. The 

Toronto Empathy Questionnaire, a 16-item questionnaire that primarily conceptualizes empathy 

as an emotional process, was used for this study (Spreng et al., 2009). This is a unidimensional 

measure with items that include a wide range of empathy-related behaviors that have been 
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identified in the literature.  Responses were measured on a five-point Likert scale from “never” 

to “always”. A sample item includes, “I can tell when others are sad even when they do not say 

anything” (Spreng et al., 2009). A mean composite score of the 16 items was used in analyses. 

The Cronbach’s alpha for this instrument was .90 in the current study. 

Personality. Personality was measured with the Big Five Inventory (John & Srivastava, 

1999). The 44-item measure assesses participants’ personality on the Big Five dimensions (i.e., 

extraversion, conscientiousness, agreeableness, neuroticism, and openness to experience). 

Participants were presented with 44 short phrases that are representative of behaviors for each 

personality dimension. They were asked to rate the extent to which they agreed or disagreed with 

the statement. A sample item for conscientiousness is, “I see myself as someone who...perseveres 

until the task is finished.” Items were rated on a five-point Likert scale (1 = Disagree strongly, 2 

= Disagree a little, 3 = Neither agree nor disagree, 4 = Agree a little, and 5 = Agree strongly). 

The internal consistency values range from .75 to .90 (John et al., 2008). Mean composite 

variables were created for each Big Five dimension. Extraversion and Neuroticism each 

consisted of eight items, while Agreeableness and Conscientiousness each consisted of nine 

items. Openness to Experience consisted of ten items. Cronbach’s alpha values ranged from .83 

to .88 in the current study. 

Previous experiences of ostracism. The 10-item Workplace Ostracism Scale (Ferris et 

al., 2008) was used to assess previous experiences of ostracism. Participants were told to rate 

items on a seven-point Likert scale (1 = Never, 2 = Once in a while, 3 = Sometimes, 4 = Fairly 

often, 5 = Often, 6 = Constantly, 7 = Always) based on their experiences at work over the past 

year. A sample item includes, “Others at work shut you out of the conversation.” A mean 
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composite variable was created for analyses. Cronbach’s alpha for this instrument was .97 in the 

current study. 

Observations of ostracism. The 10-item Workplace Ostracism Scale (Ferris et al., 2008) 

was used to assess observations of ostracism. Items were modified to reflect one’s observations 

of ostracism rather than their experiences of ostracism. Participants were told to rate items on a 

seven-point Likert scale (1 = Never, 2 = Once in a while, 3 = Sometimes, 4 = Fairly often, 5 = 

Often, 6 = Constantly, 7 = Always) based on their observations at work over the past year. A 

sample item includes, “Others at work shut coworkers out of the conversation.” A mean 

composite variable was created for analyses, and the Cronbach’s alpha for this instrument was 

.96 in the current study.  

Frequency of observed ostracism. A single item frequency measure from a workplace 

bullying study was modified for this study (MacCurtain et al., 2018). The original measure had 

participants indicate how often they had witnessed workplace bullying over the past 6 months. 

The current study asked participants whether they had witnessed ostracism take place at work 

over the last 12 months (1= never, 2 = yes but rarely [once or twice in the last 12 months], 3 = 

yes, now and again [average once a month], 4 = yes often [average once a week], 5 = yes, very 

often [a number of times a week]. Participants were given a prompt prior to this measure and the 

intervening measures that stated, “Some of the following questions will ask you about 

observations of ostracism in the workplace and actions that you may have taken in response. In 

this context, ostracism refers to instances of coworkers being ignored or excluded by someone. 

Examples of ostracism include, but are not limited to, the silent treatment, not receiving eye 

contact, ignored comments, and omission from important emails or information.”  
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 Intervening behaviors. A bystander response to bullying measure was modified to 

reflect bystander responses to ostracism (MacCurtain et al., 2018). The measure assesses 

bystanders’ tendency to make high-involvement interventions (e.g., formally reporting to 

supervisor) versus low-involvement interventions (e.g., informally discussing it with a line 

manager). The following question was presented to participants: “If you have observed ostracism 

at work in the last 12 months, have you taken any of the following actions?”. Participants 

selected all actions that applied: confronted the ostracism directly, formally reported to 

supervisor, formally reported to union representative, did not formally report but discussed it 

with colleagues, informally discussed it with line manager, did not report or discuss it with 

anyone. A qualitative text box was included for participants to use in the event that the response 

options did not capture their actions.  

 Overall intervening. A frequency measure was used to examine the frequency of each 

intervening behavior from the modified MacCurtain et al (2018) scale. Participants were asked to 

indicate how often they engaged in each intervening action (i.e., confronted the ostracism 

directly, formally reported to supervisor, did not report but discussed it with colleagues, and 

informally discussed it with line manager) over the last year. Participants responded on a five-

point Likert scale: 1= never, 2 = rarely [once or twice in the last 12 months], 3 = now and again 

[average once a month], 4 = often [average once a week], 5 = very often [a number of times a 

week]. A mean composite variable was created to assess the overall frequency of intervening 

behaviors. Cronbach’s alpha for this instrument was .83 in the current study.  

  Low-level intervening. Two items from the overall intervening scale were used to 

assess the frequency of engaging in low-level intervening behaviors. These items include, “did 



OSTRACISM  22 

 

not formally report but discussed it with colleagues” and “informally discussed it with line 

manager”. The two items were used to create a mean composite variable. 

  High-level intervening. Two items from the overall intervening scale were used 

to assess the frequency of engaging in high-level intervening behaviors. These items include, 

“confronted the ostracism directly” and “formally reported to supervisor”. The two items were 

used to create a mean composite variable. 

Number of observed perpetrators. Participants were asked to indicate how many 

people they had observed ostracizing others at work over the last year. The response options 

were 1, 2-4, 5-7, 8-10, more than 10. 

Number of observed targets. Participants were asked to indicate how many coworkers 

they observed being ostracized at work over the last year. The response options were 1, 2-4, 5-7, 

8-10, more than 10.  

Social desirability. The Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale - 10 (MCSDS-10; 

Vésteinsdóttir et al., 2017) was used to assess participants’ tendencies to engage in socially 

desirable responding. This is a short form of the 33-item original Marlowe-Crowne scale. It 

contains ten true or false items. A sample item in the MCSDS-10 include, “I sometimes feel 

resentful when I don’t get my way” A sum composite variable was created, and Cronbach’s alpha 

was .74 in the current study. 

Negative affect. The Positive and Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS; Watson et al., 

1988) was used to assess positive and negative affect. The 20 item (10 positive affect; 10 

negative affect) measure consists of words that describe different feelings and emotions. 

Participants were asked to “Indicate to what extent you generally feel this way, that is, how you 

feel on average.” Participants rated items on a five-point Likert scale (1 = very slightly or not at 
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all, 2 = a little, 3 = moderately, 4 = quite a bit, and 5 = extremely). Only the 10 negative affect 

items were used in analyses. A sample item for negative affect is nervous. A mean composite 

variable was created, and Cronbach’s alpha was .92 for negative affect in the current study. 

Demographics. Data on various demographic characteristics (i.e., gender, ethnicity, role 

in industry, occupation, age, employment status, and education level) was collected in this study. 

Each demographic variable was measured with a single item.  

Analytical Strategy 

This was a correlational study, whereby relationships were assessed between measured 

variables. Multiple regression was used for data analysis due to the study variables including 

continuous predictor and outcome variables. All categorical data (e.g., variables measured with 

Likert scales) were dummy coded prior to data analysis. The regression was hierarchical, which 

entailed entering predictors in separate steps. Known predictors based on previous research were 

entered into the model first (Field, 2014). Control variables were entered into the model prior to 

adding the four predictor variables. Personality variables were then entered in step two based on 

previous findings strongly linking personality with employee voice behaviors. Psychological 

safety was entered in step three, considering its well-documented association with employee 

voice behaviors. Finally, empathy was entered in step four and gender was entered in step five 

Statistical Analyses 

Univariate and multivariate parametric assumptions were assessed. There was an outlier 

for empathy. The outlier was transformed by calculating the raw score that yields a z-score of -

3.00. The new value was then imputed into the case with the outlier. Next, normality was visually 

assessed by generating skew statistics and histograms. The item in the overall intervening and 

high-level intervening measures entitled, “Formally report to union representative” was noticeably 
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non-normal. Log and square root transformations were utilized to mitigate concerns with skew, 

but the transformations still yielded highly non-normal results. The U.S. union representation rate 

may help explain some of the issues with normality. Survey results published by the Bureau of 

Labor Statistics indicate that only 11.6% of wage and salary workers are represented by unions 

(“Union Members Summary,” 2019). Moreover, union representation rates were lowest in sales, 

computer/mathematical, food preparation/serving, and farming/forestry occupations. Union 

representation was also higher for employees ages 45-64. Considering the demographics of the 

sample in the current study and the union representation data, it is possible that most participants 

were not represented by a union. The union item was removed, which resulted in data that was 

more normal. New mean composite variables were created for overall intervening and high-level 

intervening to reflect the removal of the union item. Cronbach’s alpha for high-level intervening 

decreased from .85 to .81 after removing the item, but the union item was removed due to the 

measure being more normal without it. Cronbach’s alpha decreased from .83 to .80 after removing 

the union item from overall intervening, but this reduction could simply be due to reducing the 

number of items in the measure from three to two.       

Non-zero variance was assessed by generating descriptive statistics for predictors and 

outcome variables. The variance for all variables of interest was above zero, which indicates the 

assumption of non-zero variance was met. Multicollinearity was assessed by looking at zero-order 

correlations and Variance Inflation Factor (VIF). Previous experiences of ostracism and 

observations of ostracism were highly correlated (r = .74), indicating multicollinearity. When 

correlations greater than .70 are observed among predictor variables, this indicates the variables 

convey the same information. This violation was dealt with by removing observations of ostracism 

because it had a higher VIF value, indicating that it was inflated more by its correlation with 
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previous experiences of ostracism than vice versa. Additionally, there was a single item measure 

that assessed frequency of observed ostracism, which essentially captured the same information 

and was not highly correlated with previous experiences of ostracism . The assumptions of 

Independence of Errors and Heteroscedasticity were also met. Multivariate outliers were assessed 

by generating casewise diagnostics and Cook’s distance. Casewise diagnostics indicated a few 

multivariate outliers in each regression. However, the Cook’s distance values that measure overall 

influence were within the appropriate range, indicating the assumption had been met. See Table 1 

for descriptive statistics and bivariate correlations among hypothesized variables. 

Common method variance (CMV) refers to systematic variance in responses due to 

measurement error such as relying on one method of measurement for every construct  (Podsakoff 

et al., 2012). This is detrimental because it can inflate or deflate relationships between constructs, 

which can result in Type I or Type II errors. This study’s constructs were all measured with self-

report data at one time point, and this increases susceptibility to CMV. Harman’s Single Factor 

Test, a technique used for identifying CMV, was conducted to determine if CMV was present. 

This test involves loading all of the variables’ items into an exploratory factor analysis and 

examining the unrotated factor solution to see the amount of variance explained by a single factor 

(Podsakoff et al., 2003). This test assumes that CMV is not present if the factor accounts for less 

than 50% of the variance. The single  factor accounted for 18.14% of the variance, which indicates 

that CMV was not a threat.  

Results 

 Participants’ average frequency of previous experiences of ostracism over the last 12 

months at work was 2.27 on a seven-point scale from one (never) to seven (always). The most  

frequent intervening action participants engaged in was did not formally report but discussed it 
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with colleagues, while confronted the ostracism directly and formally reported to supervisor 

were the least frequent. For participants who entered an intervening action in the text box, 

providing support directly to the ostracized individual was the most common response. Another 

notable response was discussing it with family and friends instead of coworkers. 

Three hierarchical regression analyses were conducted using SPSS software. Step one 

contained the control variables (i.e., negative affect, social desirability, education level, age, and 

previous experiences of ostracism). Step two included the personality variables (i.e., 

extraversion, conscientiousness, agreeableness, neuroticism, and openness to experience). 

Psychological safety was entered into step three, and empathy was entered into step four. Lastly, 

step five included gender. The outcome variable for the first regression analysis was high-level 

intervening, followed by low-level intervening and overall intervening for the other regression 

analyses.  

Hierarchical Regression with High-Level Intervening as Outcome 

 For the first regression with high-level intervening frequency as the outcome variable, 

model one was significant, R2 = .31, F(5, 446) = 40.79, p < .001. The model with the control 

variables significantly predicted high-level intervening better than the model with the mean value 

of high-level intervening alone, ΔF(5, 446) = 40.79, p < .001. 31.4% of the variability in high-

level intervening was accounted for by the control variables. Previous experiences of ostracism 

and social desirability had significant positive relationships with high-level intervening (see 

Table 2).  

 Model two was significant, R2 = .40, F(10, 441) = 28.95, p < .001. The model with the 

control variables and personality variables (i.e., extraversion, conscientiousness, agreeableness, 

neuroticism, openness) significantly predicted high-level intervening better than the model with 
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only the control variables, ΔF(5, 441) = 12.06, p < .001. 40.0 % of the variability in high-level 

intervening was accounted for by this model. Previous experiences of ostracism, social 

desirability, negative affect, and extraversion had significant positive relationships with high-

level intervening. Conscientiousness and neuroticism had significant negative relationships with 

high-level intervening. Models 3-5 were significant, but they did not significantly predict high-

level intervening better than the model with control and personality variables. 

Overall,  the model with control variables and personality variables predicted high-level 

intervening the best. Previous experiences of ostracism, social desirability, negative affect, 

extraversion, conscientiousness, and neuroticism significantly contributed. The significance of 

the three personality variables means that these variables significantly predicted high-level 

intervening even after accounting for the control variables. 

Hierarchical Regression with Low-level Intervening as Outcome 

 Model one with the control variables was significant, R2 = .17, F(5, 444) = 18.58, p < 

.001. The model with the control variables predicted low-level intervening significantly better 

than the mean value of low-level intervening, ΔF(5, 444) = 18.58, p < .001. The control variables 

accounted for 17.30% of the variance in low-level intervening frequency. Previous experiences 

of ostracism had a significant positive relationship with low-level intervening and was the only 

variable that contributed to the model, b = .26, 95% CI [.18, .34], t(449) = 6.66, p < .001 (see 

Table 3).  

Model two was significant, R2 = .21, F(10, 439) = 11.59, p < .001. The model with 

control variables and personality variables significantly predicted low-level intervening better 

than the model with only control variables, ΔF(5, 439) = 3.98,  p = .002. 21.0% of the variance in 

low-level intervening  was accounted for by the model with control and personality variables. 
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Previous experiences of ostracism had a significant positive relationship with low-level 

intervening, b = .26, 95% CI [.18, .34], t(449) = 6.56, p < .001. Extraversion also had a 

significant positive relationship with low-level intervening, b = .17, 95% CI [.06, .28], t(449) = 

3.01, p = .003.  

 Model three was significant, R2 = .22, F(11, 438) = 11.16, p < .001. The model with 

control variables, personality variables, and psychological safety was significantly better at 

predicting low-level intervening than the model with only control variables and personality 

variables, ΔF(1, 438) = 5.67,  p = .02. 22.0 % of the variance in low-level intervening was 

accounted for by control variables, personality variables, and psychological safety. Previous 

experiences of ostracism and extraversion had a significant positive relationship with low-level 

intervening, while age and psychological safety had a significant negative relationship with low-

level intervening. Models four and five were significant but did not significantly predict low-

level intervening better than the model with control variables, personality variables, and 

psychological safety. This means that model three was the best at predicting low-level 

intervening. Results indicated that extraversion and psychological safety significantly predicted 

low-level intervening after accounting for control variables.  

Hierarchical Regression with Overall Intervening as the Outcome 

 Model one with control variables was significant, R2 = .29, F(5, 442) = 36.32, p < .001. 

The model with control variables was significantly better at predicting overall intervening than 

the model with just the mean value of overall intervening, ΔF(5, 442) = 36.32,  p < .001. 

Previous experiences of ostracism and social desirability had significant positive relationships 

with overall intervening (see Table 4). Model two with control variables and personality 

variables was significant, R2 = .35, F(10, 437) = 23.85, p < .001. The model with control 
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variables and personality variables was significantly better at predicting overall intervening than 

the model with only control variables, ΔF(5, 437) = 8.35,  p < .001. Previous experiences of 

ostracism, negative affect, and extraversion had significant positive relationships with overall 

intervening. Age had a significant negative relationship with overall intervening, b = -.006, 95% 

CI [-.01, .000], t(447) = -2.06, p = .04. However, the confidence intervals for age contain zero, 

which indicates there may not actually be a relationship between age and overall intervening. 

Models 3-5 were significant but did not predict overall intervening better than the model with 

only control variables and personality variables. Thus, model two predicted overall intervening 

the best. Previous experiences of ostracism, age, negative affect, and extraversion significantly 

contributed to the model. This indicates that extraversion was the only variable that significantly 

predicted overall intervening after accounting for the control variables.   

Results Summary 

Hypothesis 1 was not supported. This hypothesis stated that participants who perceive 

higher levels of psychological safety would be more likely to intervene when coworker ostracism 

is observed. Psychological safety had a significant negative relationship with low-level 

intervening, but this relationship was hypothesized to be positive. Furthermore, psychological 

safety did not have a significant relationship with high-level intervening or overall intervening. 

There was no support for hypothesis 2, which posited that participants higher in trait empathy 

would be more likely to intervene when coworker ostracism is observed. Hypothesis 3 pertained 

to gender and was also not supported. Agreeableness was not significantly related to intervening, 

meaning there was no support for hypothesis 4a. Additionally, conscientiousness had a 

significant negative relationship with high-level intervening. Conscientiousness was 

hypothesized to have a positive relationship with intervening when coworker ostracism is 
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observed, and this variable was not significantly related to low-level intervening or overall 

intervening. Thus, hypothesis 4b was not supported. Hypothesis 4c was fully supported, which 

posited that individuals higher in extraversion would be more likely to intervene when coworker 

ostracism is observed. Extraversion had a significant positive relationship with all three outcome 

variables (i.e., low-level intervening, high-level intervening, overall intervening).There was no 

support for hypothesis 4d, which posited that openness to experience would have a significant 

relationship with intervening when coworker ostracism is observed. Neuroticism had a 

significant negative relationship with high-level intervening but not low-level intervening or 

overall intervening, indicating partial support for hypothesis 4e. 

Discussion 

Previous research found that ostracism leads to negative work outcomes for individuals 

and organizations, although it can be challenging to address because it is often subtle and 

ambiguous. The purpose of the current study was to examine factors that predict a coworker’s 

willingness to intervene when they observe ostracism, in the hope of identifying possible actions 

organizations can take to address ostracism in the workplace. The current study found that 

individuals  higher in extraversion were significantly more likely to intervene, and this was true 

for high-level intervening, low-level intervening, and overall intervening.  

Neuroticism and conscientiousness significantly predicted high-level intervening, but 

these variables did not significantly predict low-level intervening or overall intervening. 

Individuals higher in neuroticism and conscientiousness were significantly less likely to engage 

in high-level intervening. This relationship was expected for neuroticism, but it was 

hypothesized that conscientiousness would have a positive relationship with intervening. 

Neuroticism is associated with anxiety, depression, insecurity, and embarrassment, so it is 
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possible that it only significantly predicted high-level intervening because there is inherently 

more risk involved when confronting the perpetrator directly or formally reporting to a 

supervisor. This risk may also be compounded by the subtle and ambiguous nature of ostracism, 

which could make the decision to intervene at a high-level even more challenging.  

Psychological safety significantly predicted low-level intervening actions. Individuals 

with higher levels of perceived psychological safety were significantly less likely to engage in 

low-level intervening , which was not in accord with the hypothesized positive relationship. 

Psychological safety was not significantly related to high-level intervening or overall 

intervening. Research indicates various motives for ostracizing at work include using ostracism 

to discriminate based on someone’s stigmatized identity, using it to separate oneself from a toxic 

group member, and/or using it to punish someone who deviates from group norms. 

Psychological safety had a significant and negative correlation with the number of people 

observed ostracizing at work over the last year and the number of coworkers observed being 

ostracized at work over the last year. It is possible that the individuals with higher levels of 

perceived psychological safety worked in environments with fewer instances of ostracism. It is 

also possible that the observed instances of ostracism were not perceived as harmful to the target 

if the ostracism was used to separate the group from a toxic group member. The insignificant 

relationship between psychological safety and high-level intervening and overall intervening 

may be due to the group psychological safety measure failing to capture data about psychological 

safety at the individual or organizational levels. Even if individuals feel a strong sense of 

psychological safety among coworkers in their teams, they be uncomfortable with engaging in 

high-level intervening actions if they think their superiors will react negatively. Individual and 

group related factors interact to impact psychological safety and voice, so it may be necessary to 
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examine all levels of analysis to gain the most accurate understanding of psychological safety 

(Edmondson & Lei, 2014).  

The lack of significance between empathy and intervening was unexpected given 

previous findings that linked empathy with defending behaviors. One possible explanation for 

this is the failure to measure factors such as self-efficacy and collective self-efficacy. Some 

research has found that while empathy is predictive of defending behaviors, it only matters when 

the individual has enough self-efficacy to believe their actions will be successful (Barchia & 

Bussey, 2011). The role of empathy in the decision to intervene can also differ based on gender. 

Research has found that empathy is a larger predictor for women, while social status is more 

important for men (Barchia & Bussey, 2011). It seems that empathy must be considered in 

conjunction with other variables to get a more complete picture of how it relates to intervening. 

It is also possible that empathy and gender truly do not predict intervening after controlling for 

factors such as previous experiences of ostracism, social desirability, age, and role in industry.  

Practical Implications 

 Previous experiences of ostracism, a control variable, was the most predictive of 

intervening. Participants with more experiences of ostracism at work over the last year were 

significantly more likely to intervene, and this variable was highly associated with more 

observations of ostracism. If the employees most likely to assist targets of ostracism are the 

employees who have been targets of ostracism themselves, then organizations may want to 

consider reaching out to employees to get feedback about the ostracism occurring within the 

organization. Participants who did intervene were most likely to utilize less risky methods such 

as discussing the ostracism with colleagues. Furthermore, some participants claimed they had 

provided support directly to the target. These methods may be beneficial, but their ability to 
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facilitate change is unknown. Organizations can enact policies that make it easier for employees 

to report observations of ostracism. Additionally, organizations can focus on building an 

organizational culture that provides enough support for employees to feel comfortable 

intervening. For example, leaders can model the target behavior of speaking up when they 

witness ostracism or other exclusionary actions. The behavior of leaders sends messages to 

employees about the consequences of taking risks, and this can be an opportunity for 

organizations to examine how their leaders are encouraging voice behaviors.  

Limitations 

 There were several limitations of the current study. First, this study relied on self-report 

data, which is susceptible to social desirability and recall bias. A social desirability measure was 

included as a control variable to account for this bias, but this remains a limitation of the study. 

Recall bias can occur when participants are asked to provide responses that depend on their 

ability to remember past events (Althubaiti, 2016). Participants were asked to recall 

experiences/observations of ostracism and intervening actions over the past year, and it is 

possible that participants misremembered the details or timing of events and/or included events 

that occurred outside of the specified time period. Additionally, the statistical test used to 

identify CMV is a limitation in this study. Harman’s single factor test is only a diagnostic test for 

identifying CMV. It does not control for any method effects. Moreover, this is an insensitive test 

that may not accurately determine the presence of CMV (Podsakoff et al., 2003). Another 

limitation is the outcome variable used for this study. A modified bystander response to bullying 

measure was used due to a lack of measures that assess intervening in response to ostracism. 

However, it is possible that the measure did not fully or accurately capture the range of 

intervening actions individuals take. The measure consisted of five items, but the item about 
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reporting to a union representative was dropped because of its impact on normality. Many 

employees do not have access to unions, and unions tend to be more prevalent in some industries 

versus others. The measure consisted of two items for high-level intervening (i.e., confronted the 

ostracism directly and formally reported to supervisor) and two items for low-level intervening 

(did not formally report but discussed it with colleagues and informally discussed it with line 

manager), but these items are restrictive in the sense that employees may be more likely to 

intervene in other ways such as providing support to the target of ostracism. Furthermore, it is 

possible that the distinction between formally reporting to a supervisor and informally reporting 

to a line manager was unclear. Lastly, the researcher should have considered participants’ 

perceptions of psychological safety beyond the group level. Intervening is a discretionary 

behavior that could be considered an organizational citizenship behavior (OCB), and employees’ 

willingness to engage in OCBs is often dependent on factors such as perceived organizational 

support and trust (Kaufman et al., 2001) 

Future Directions 

Given the limitations of the outcome variable, future researchers could develop and 

validate a measure that specifically examines employees’ responses to workplace ostracism. 

Additionally, future research should explore the role of perceived organizational support and 

organizational level psychological safety in employees’ willingness to intervene. Considering the 

significant and positive relationship between extraversion and intervening, future research should 

look at the nature of this relationship and see if it persists under different circumstances. 

Moreover, future research should examine the usefulness of engaging in low-level intervening 

methods such as discussing the observed ostracism with colleagues. The current study utilized 

participants from MTurk with diverse roles in industry and occupations, but it could be helpful 
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for researchers to conduct field studies that examine intervening within actual work groups. 

Future researchers could also utilize better statistical analyses such as the CFA Marker 

Technique for detecting and controlling for CMV. Other insightful information for future 

researchers to examine includes perceived motives for ostracism and outcomes of intervening. 

Conclusion 

This study was conducted to examine factors that influence someone’s willingness to 

intervene when they observe ostracism at work. Psychological safety, empathy, extraversion, 

conscientiousness, agreeableness, and openness to experience were all expected to have a 

significant and positive relationship with intervening, while neuroticism was expected to have a 

significant and negative relationship with intervening. Women were also expected to be 

significantly more likely to intervene than men. Results were mostly inconsistent with 

expectations. Previous experiences of ostracism and extraversion were the most predictive of 

intervening, and these variables were significantly and positively related to intervening in all 

three regressions. Individuals higher in neuroticism were significantly less likely to engage in 

high-level intervening as expected, but neuroticism did not significantly predict low-level or 

overall intervening.  Psychological safety had a significant and negative relationship with low-

level intervening, but this was expected to be a positive relationship, and psychological safety 

was not significantly predictive of high-level or overall intervening. Likewise, conscientiousness 

was significantly and negatively related to high-level intervening, but this was not expected. 

None of the other hypothesized relationships were significant. Taken together, the results 

indicate that previous experiences of ostracism, a control variable, had the most impact on 

whether individuals intervened when they observed ostracism. Additionally, extraversion was 

highly predictive of intervening. These findings highlight an opportunity for organizations to 
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seek feedback about employees’ experiences with ostracism at work and examine how 

organizational policies and practices may affect employees’ decisions to intervene. Moreover, 

this study illustrates the importance of developing a validated measure that specifically examines 

intervening in response to ostracism.  
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Table 1 

Correlation Matrix 

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

1 Extraversion -           

2 Agreeableness .30** -          

3 Conscientiousness .26** .57** -         

4 Neuroticism -.48** -.44** -.52** -        

5 Openness .27** .33** .35** -.20** -       

6 Psychological safety .23** .28** .15** -.27** .09* -      

7 Empathy .22** .67** .49** -.17** .39** .16** -     

8 Gender .03 .16** .15** .05 .01 -.11** .26** -    

9 Overall intervening .17** -.13** -.20** .06 .03 -.18** -.14** -.01 -   

10 High-level intervening .20** -.12** -.22** -.01 -.001 -.12** -.19** -.03 .87** -  

11 Low-level intervening .10* -.12** -.14** .10* .06 -.18** -.06 .01 .88** .54** - 

 M 3.10 3.78 3.91 2.64 3.62 3.23 3.75 1.48 1.94 1.78 2.10 

 SD .86 .73 .73 .90 .67 .68 .67 .51 .83 .93 .96 

 Cronbach’s alpha .87 .83 .87 .88 .83 .77 .90 - .83 .81 .64 

*p < .05 
**p < .01 
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Table 2 

Hierarchical Regression Analysis Predicting High-Level Intervening 

 High-Level Intervening 

Variable Model 1b Model 2 b Model 3 b Model 4 b Model 5 b 

Constant -.02 .29 .36 .37 .35 

Previous 

Ostracism 

.31** .29** .29** .29** .29** 

Social 

Desirability 

.08** .06** .06** .06** .06** 

Negative Affect .11 .22** .22** .22** .22** 

Age -.006 -.006 -.006 -.006 -.006 

Education Level .003 .02 .02 .02 .02 

Extraversion  .24** .24** .24** .24** 

Conscientiousness  -.13* -.13* -.13* -.13* 

Agreeableness  -.02 -.02 -.009 -.01 

Neuroticism  -.17* -.17* -.17* -.17* 

Openness  .008 .007 .009 .01 

Psychological 

Safety 

  -.02 -.02 -.02 

Empathy    -.01 -.02 

Gender     .03 

R2 .31 .40 .40 .40 .40 

F 40.79 28.95 26.28 24.04 22.16 
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ΔR2  .08 .00 .00 .00 

ΔF  12.06** .10 .03 .15 

Note. N = 452. **p ˂ .001. *p ˂ .05. 
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Table 3 

Hierarchical Regression Analysis Predicting Low-Level Intervening 

 Low-Level Intervening 

Variable Model 1b Model 2 b Model 3 b Model 4 b Model 5 b 

Constant 1.51** .36 1.07 1.06 1.08 

Previous 

Ostracism 

.26** .26** .22** .22** .22** 

Social 

Desirability 

-.004 -.01 -.02 -.02 -.02 

Negative Affect .07 .13 .15 .15* .15* 

Age -.006 -.007 -.009* -.009* -.009* 

Education Level .04 .05 .05 .05 .05 

Extraversion  .17* .19* .18* .19* 

Conscientiousness  .06 .05 .03 .03 

Agreeableness  -.006 .02 -.03 -.03 

Neuroticism  .02 -.005 -.03 -.02 

Openness  .12 .10 .09 .08 

Psychological 

Safety 

  -.17* -.16* -.17* 

Empathy    .10 .11 

Gender     -.05 

R2 .17 .21 .22 .22 .22 

F 18.58 11.59 11.16 10.34 9.56 
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ΔR2  .04 .01 .002 .001 

ΔF  3.98* 5.67* 1.23 .31 

Note. N = 450. **p ˂ .001. *p ˂ .05. 
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Table 4 

Hierarchical Regression Analysis Predicting Overall Intervening 

 Overall Intervening 

Variable Model 1b Model 2 b Model 3 b Model 4 b Model 5 b 

Constant .75* .34 .75 .75 .75 

Previous 

Ostracism 

.29** .27** .25** .25** .25** 

Social 

Desirability 

.04* .02 .02 .02 .02 

Negative Affect .09 .18* .18* .19* .19* 

Age -.006 -.006* -.007* -.007* -.007* 

Education Level .02 .03 .04 .04 .04 

Extraversion  .20** .21** .21** .21** 

Conscientiousness  -.04 -.05 -.06 -.05 

Agreeableness  -.02 -.001 -.03 -.02 

Neuroticism  -.08 -.09 -.10 -.10 

Openness  .07 .06 .05 .05 

Psychological 

Safety 

  -.10 -.09 -.10 

Empathy    .05 .05 

Gender     -.007 

R2 .29 .35 .36 .36. .36 

F 36.32 23.85 22.07 20.24 18.64 



OSTRACISM  51 

 

ΔR2  .06 .005 .001 .000 

ΔF  8.35** 3.13 .42 .01 

Note. N = 448. **p ˂ .001. *p ˂ .05. 
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Appendix 

MTurk Survey Link Instructions 

I am conducting an academic survey about observations of ostracism in the workplace, actions 

that have been taken to address ostracism, and the circumstances that influence actions that are 

taken. I need your honest responses to understand more about the occurrence of ostracism in the 

workplace. The survey may take up to 20-30 minutes to complete. However, you have 3 hours 

to complete it, so you do not need to rush. Select the link below to complete the survey. At the 

end of the survey, you will receive a code to paste into the box below to receive credit for taking 

the survey. You will receive $1.50 for your participation. Note that there will be a brief, 1-

minute qualification survey that contains five demographic items to see if you are eligible to 

participate. There will not be any compensation for the qualification survey. If you do 

not meet study qualifications, you will be asked to kindly return your HIT.  

Make sure to leave this window open as you complete the survey. When you are finished, you 

will return to this page to paste the code into the box. 

MTurk Screening Items 

Are you at least 18 years of age? 

a. Yes 

b. No 

Are you currently employed? 

a. Yes 

b. No 

If you are currently employed, how frequently do you interact with coworkers in the workplace? 

a. Never 
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b. Occasionally 

c. Sometimes 

d. Often 

e. Always 

f. Not currently employed 

If you are currently employed, how long have you been in your current position with the 

organization you work for? 

a. Less than 6 months 

b. Less than 1 year 

c. 1-5 years 

d. 6-10 years 

e. 11-20 years 

f. 20+ years 

g. Not currently employed 

If you are currently employed, how many hours do you work per week (on average)? 

a. Less than 20 

b. 20-30 hours 

c. 31-40 hours 

d. 41-50 hours 

e. 50+ hours 

f. Not currently employed 

Demographics 

Age: _______ 
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Ethnicity: Which of the following best describes your ethnicity? You may select all that apply.  

a. White 

b. Hispanic/Latino or Spanish origin 

c. Black or African American 

d. Asian 

e. American Indian or Alaska Native 

f. Middle Eastern or North African 

g. Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 

h. Other (please use the text box to specify) 

Gender: Which gender do you identify with most? 

a. Male 

b. Female 

c. Other (please use the text box to specify) 

Education Level: What is the highest level of education you have completed? If your education 

is not listed, please select the option that most closely resembles your education level.  

a. Less than a high school diploma or equivalent 

b. High school diploma or equivalent (e.g., GED) 

c. Some college, no degree 

d. Associate degree (e.g., AA, AS) 

e. Bachelor’s degree (e.g., BA, BS) 

f. Master’s degree (e.g., MA, MS, MEd)  

g. Professional degree (e.g., MD, DDS, DVM) 

h. Doctorate (e.g., PhD, EdD) 
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Occupation: ________ 

Role in Industry: Which of the following best describes your role in industry? 

a. Upper Management  

b. Middle Management 

c. Junior Management 

d. Administrative Staff 

e. Support Staff 

f. Trained Professional 

g. Skilled Laborer 

h. Consultant 

i. Temporary Employee 

j. Researcher 

k. Self-employed 

l. Other (please use the text box to specify) 

Employment Status:  

a. Part-time 

b. Full-time 

c. Unemployed 

d. Retired 

Psychological Safety Scale (Edmondson, 1999) 

Please indicate the extent to which each item accurately describes your work environment. 
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1 

Strongly 

Disagree 

2 

Disagree 

3 

Neither Agree 

Nor Disagree 

4 

Agree 

5 

Strongly Agree 

 

1. If you make a mistake, it is often held against you by coworkers 

2. Coworkers are able to bring up problems and tough issues 

3. Coworkers sometimes reject someone for being different 

4. It is safe to take a risk around coworkers 

5. It is difficult to ask coworkers for help 

6. No coworkers would deliberately act in a way that undermined my efforts  

7. Working with coworkers, my unique skills and talents are valued and utilized 

Reverse score items 1, 3, and 5. Higher values indicate higher levels of perceived psychological 

safety. 

Big Five Inventory (John et al., 1991; John & Srivastava, 1999) 

Here are a number of characteristics that may or may not apply to you. For example, do you 

agree that you are someone who likes to spend time with others? Please select the option that 

corresponds with your answer in order to indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with 

that statement.  

1 2 3 4 5 
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Disagree 

strongly 

Disagree a little Neither agree 

nor disagree 

Agree a little Agree strongly 

 

I see myself as someone who… 

1. Is talkative  

2. Tends to find fault with others  

3. Does a thorough job 

4. Is depressed, blue 

 5. Is original, comes up with new ideas  

6. Is reserved 

7. Is helpful and unselfish with others  

8. Can be somewhat careless  

9. Is relaxed, handles stress well  

10. Is curious about many different things  

11. Is full of energy  

12. Starts quarrels with others  

13. Is a reliable worker  

14. Can be tense  

15. Is ingenious, a deep thinker  
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16. Generates a lot of enthusiasm  

17. Has a forgiving nature  

18. Tends to be disorganized  

19. Worries a lot  

20. Has an active imagination  

21. Tends to be quiet  

22. Is generally trusting 

23. Tends to be lazy  

24. Is emotionally stable, not easily upset  

25. Is inventive  

26. Has an assertive personality  

27. Can be cold and aloof  

28. Perseveres until the task is finished  

29. Can be moody 

30. Values artistic, aesthetic experiences  

31. Is sometimes shy, inhibited 

32. Is considerate and kind to almost everyone  

33. Does things efficiently 
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34. Remains calm in tense situations  

35. Prefers work that is routine  

36. Is outgoing, sociable  

37. Is sometimes rude to others  

38. Makes plans and follows through with them  

39. Gets nervous easily 

40. Likes to reflect, play with ideas  

41. Has few artistic interests  

42. Likes to cooperate with others 

43. Is easily distracted  

44. Is sophisticated in art, music, or literature 

BFI scale scoring (“R” denotes reverse-scored items): 

Extraversion: 1, 6R, 11, 16, 21R, 26, 31R, 36 

Agreeableness: 2R, 7, 12R, 17, 22, 27R, 32, 37R, 42 

Conscientiousness: 3, 8R, 13, 18R, 23R, 28, 33, 38, 43R 

Neuroticism: 4, 9R, 14, 19, 24R, 29, 34R, 39 

Openness: 5, 10, 15, 20, 25, 30, 35R, 40, 41R, 44 

Toronto Empathy Questionnaire (Spreng et al., 2009) 

Below is a list of statements. Please read each statement carefully and rate how frequently you 

feel or act in the manner described. There are no right or wrong answers or trick questions. 

Please answer each question as honestly as you can.  
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1 

Never 

2 

Rarely 

3 

Sometimes 

4 

Often 

5 

Always 

 

1. When someone else is feeling excited, I tend to get excited too 

2. Other people’s misfortunes do not disturb me a great deal 

3. It upsets me to see someone being treated disrespectfully 

4. I remain unaffected when someone close to me is happy 

5. I enjoy making other people feel better 

6. I have tender, concerned feelings for people less fortunate than me 

7. When a friend starts to talk about his\her problems, I try to steer the conversation 

towards something else 

8. I can tell when others are sad even when they do not say anything 

9. I find that I am “in tune” with other people’s moods 

10. I do not feel sympathy for people who cause their own serious illnesses 

11. I become irritated when someone cries 

12. I am not really interested in how other people feel 

13. I get a strong urge to help when I see someone who is upset 

14. When I see someone being treated unfairly, I do not feel very much pity for them 

15. I find it silly for people to cry out of happiness 

16. When I see someone being taken advantage of, I feel kind of protective towards him 

\her 

The following negatively worded items are reverse scored: 2, 4, 7, 10, 11, 12, 14, 15. Higher 

values indicate higher levels of empathy.  
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Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale (Vésteinsdóttir et al., 2017) 

For each item, select whether it is true or false. 

1. I have never intensely disliked anyone (reverse coded) 

2. I sometimes feel resentful when I don't get my way 

3. No matter who I'm talking to, I'm always a good listener (reverse coded) 

4. There have been occasions when I took advantage of someone. 

5. I'm always willing to admit it when I make a mistake (reverse coded) 

6. I sometimes try to get even, rather than forgive and forget 

7. There have been occasions when I felt like smashing things 

8. There have been times when I was quite jealous of the good fortune of others 

9. I have never felt that I was punished without cause (reverse coded) 

10. I have never deliberately said something that hurt someone's feelings (reverse coded) 

Positive and Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS; Watson et al., 1988) 

This scale consists of a number of words that describe different feelings and emotions. Read each 

item and then select the appropriate response. Indicate to what extent you generally feel this 

way, that is, how you feel on average. 

1 

Very slightly or 

not at all 

2 

A little 

3 

Moderately 

4 

Quite a bit 

5 

Extremely 

 

1. Interested (P) 

2. Distressed (N) 

3. Excited (P) 
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4. Upset (N) 

5. Strong (P) 

6. Guilty (N) 

7. Scared (N) 

8. Hostile (N) 

9. Enthusiastic (P) 

10. Proud (P) 

11. Irritable (N) 

12. Alert (P) 

13. Ashamed (N) 

14. Inspired (P) 

15. Nervous (N) 

16. Determined (P) 

17. Attentive (P) 

18. Jittery (N) 

19. Active (P) 

20. Afraid (N) 

(N) denotes negative affect items, and (P) denotes positive affect items. Add the scores on the 

negative affect items to get the negative affect score. Lower scores represent lower levels of 

negative affect.  

Workplace Ostracism Scale (Ferris et al., 2008) 

Based on your experiences at work over the past year, please rate the extent to which you have 

experienced each item.  
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1 

Never 

2 

Once in a 

while 

3 

Sometimes 

4 

Fairly 

often 

5 

Often 

6 

Constantly 

7 

Always 

 

1. Others ignored you at work.  

2. Others left the area when you entered.  

3. Your greetings have gone unanswered at work.  

4. You involuntarily sat alone in a crowded lunchroom at work.  

5. Others avoided you at work.  

6. You noticed others would not look at you at work.  

7. Others at work shut you out of the conversation.  

8. Others refused to talk to you at work.  

9. Others at work treated you as if you weren’t there.  

10. Others at work did not invite you or ask you if you wanted anything when they went 

out for a coffee break.  

Modified Workplace Ostracism Scale (Ferris et al., 2008) 

Please rate the extent to which you have observed each statement at work over the past year. 

Note: Coworker can refer to one coworker or multiple coworkers. 

1 

Never 

2 

Once in a 

while 

3 

Sometimes 

4 

Fairly 

often 

5 

Often 

6 

Constantly 

7 

Always 

 

 1. Others at work ignored a coworker at work.  
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2. Others at work left the area when a coworker entered.  

3. A coworker’s greetings have gone unanswered at work.  

4. A coworker involuntarily sat alone in a crowded lunchroom at work.  

5. Others avoided a coworker at work.  

6. You noticed others would not look at a coworker at work.  

7. Others at work shut a coworker out of the conversation.  

8. Others refused to talk to a coworker at work.  

9. Others at work treated a coworker as if they weren’t there.  

10. Others at work did not invite a coworker or ask them if they wanted anything when 

they went out for a coffee break.  

Modified Frequency of Observed Ostracism (MacCurtain et al., 2018) 

How often have you witnessed ostracism taking place at work over the last 12 months? Please 

select the bubble of the number that corresponds with your answer.  

1 = Never 

2 = Yes, but rarely [once or twice in the last 12 months] 

3 = Yes, now and again [average once a month] 

4 = Yes, often [average once a week] 

5 = Yes, very often [a number of times a week] 

Intervening Behaviors (MacCurtain et al., 2018) 

If you have observed ostracism at work in the last 12 months, have you taken any of the 

following actions? Please select all that apply. 

1. Confronted the ostracism directly 

2. Formally reported to supervisor 
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3. Formally reported to union representative 

4. Did not formally report but discussed it with colleagues 

5. Informally discussed it with line manager 

6. Did not report or discuss it with anyone 

7. Other (Please use the textbox to specify the action you took) 

Overall Frequency of Intervening (MacCurtain et al., 2018) 

How often did you engage in each action over the last year? Please select the option that 

corresponds with your answer.  

1 

Never 

2 

Rarely [once or 

twice in the last 

12 months] 

3 

Now and again 

[average once a 

month] 

4 

Often [average 

once a week] 

5 

Very often [a 

number of times 

a week] 

 

1. Confronted the ostracism directly 

2. Formally reported to supervisor 

3. Formally reported to union representative 

4. Did not formally report but discussed it with colleagues 

5. Informally discussed it with line manager 

6. Did not report or discuss it with anyone 

7. If you used the textbox earlier to manually enter an action you took, please indicate the 

frequency of this action.  

Number of  Observed Perpetrators 

How many people have you observed ostracizing others at work over the last year? 



OSTRACISM  66 

 

a. 1 

b. 2-4 

c. 5-7 

d. 8-10 

e. More than 10 

f. N/A 

Number of  Observed Targets 

How many coworkers did you observe being ostracized at work during the last year? 

a. 1 

b. 2-4 

c. 5-7 

d. 8-10 

e. More than 10 

f. N/A 

Affinity for Technology (Edison & Geissler, 2003) 

Please read the statements and select the response that best applies to you.  

1 

Strongly 

Disagree 

2 

Disagree 

3 

Neither Agree 

Nor Disagree 

4 

Agree 

5 

Strongly Agree 

 

1. Technology is my friend 

2. I enjoy learning new computer programs and hearing about new technologies  

3. People expect me to know about technology and I don’t want to let them down 
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4. If I am given an assignment that requires that I learn to use a new program or how to 

use a machine, I usually succeed 

5. I relate well to technology and machines 

6. I am comfortable learning new technology 

7. I know how to deal with technological malfunctions or problems 

8. Solving a technological problem seems like a fun challenge 

9. I find most technology easy to learn 

10. I feel as up to date on technology as my peers 

Careless Responder Items 

To ensure you are paying attention, please read the statement and follow the instructions.  

1 

Strongly 

Disagree 

2 

Disagree 

3 

Neither Agree 

Nor Disagree 

4 

Agree 

5 

Strongly Agree 

 

1. Respond with “Disagree” for this item 

The following item was embedded in the Workplace Ostracism Scale 

1 

Never 

2 

Once in a 

while 

3 

Sometimes 

4 

Fairly 

often 

5 

Often 

6 

Constantly 

7 

Always 

 

1. Your attention is important and valued for this study. Please select “Often” 

Please select the option “Lavender note” 

a. Sports car 
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b. Cosmetic box 

c. Sofa 

d. Office 

e. Lavender note 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 


