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Abstract

Using both correlational and experimental designs across four studies (N=1251
working individuals), the current project aimed to contribute to the understanding of
workplace ostracism by studying two research questions. First, we tested whether the
subjective experience of targets reflects the current theorizing of ostracism. Second,
drawing from the transactional theory of stress and coping, we investigated whether
this subjective experience impacts targets' coping responses. Findings based on
exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses supported the current theorizing of
workplace ostracism such that perceived intensity, intent, and ambiguity were
reflected in how targets appraised being ostracized at work. The appraisals were also
related to coping responses. Perceived intensity predicted more approach-oriented
(e.g., confrontation) and less avoidance-oriented coping responses (e.g., minimization).
While attributions of intent also predicted some coping responses (e.g., instrumental
support seeking), the explanatory power of perceived ambiguity was lower than the
other two appraisals. Although these researcher-defined dimensions may be reflective
of targets' experience, we propose that predictions made based on these dimensions
need further refinement. The theoretical and practical significance of these findings
are discussed in relation to how workplace ostracism is typically studied in the

literature.
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multitude of negative outcomes such as increased turnover

no answer, having to sit alone during lunch or realizing that your
colleagues are not inviting you when they go for a coffee break.
These seemingly subtle occurrences are just a few examples of

workplace ostracism. Being ostracized at work is associated with a

intentions and rates (O'Reilly et al., 2014), lower job performance
(Feng et al., 2019; Xia et al., 2019), increased emotional exhaustion
(Thompson et al., 2019) or psychological distress (Wu et al., 2012) to
name a few. Therefore, considerable research up to date has focused
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on identifying antecedents and outcomes associated with
workplace ostracism (for recent meta-analyses, see: Bedi, 2021;
Howard et al., 2020).

Yet, how people appraise ostracism and how this appraisal
shapes their coping strategies has received relatively less attention.
This is an issue because effective mitigation or prevention of
ostracism would be challenging without understanding how targets
(i.e., those who are ostracized) deal with such instances. Therefore, in
this project we study how targets cope with workplace ostracism by
drawing from transactional theory of stress and coping (Lazarus &
Folkman, 1984) and investigating how targets' subjective appraisals
relate to coping responses. We aim to gain a refined understanding of
workplace ostracism by (1) assessing whether targets' subjective
appraisals reflect the current theorizing of ostracism and (2) whether
their subjective appraisals impact coping responses.

This study has several theoretical and practical contributions.
First, this project can contribute to the understanding of workplace
ostracism as a theoretical construct. What differentiates workplace
ostracism from other workplace aggression constructs is that it is
defined as an act of omission that is characterized by low intensity,
lack of clear intent to harm, and ambiguity (Ferris et al., 2017;
Robinson & Schabram, 2017; Robinson et al., 2013). However, it is
currently unclear whether targets' appraisals of ostracism really
encompass these three appraisals. We fill this gap by testing whether
targets' appraisals are in line with how workplace ostracism is
defined. By doing so, this study also contributes to the discussion on
the distinctiveness of how workplace aggression constructs are
defined (Hershcovis, 2011; Hershcovis & Reich, 2013).

Second, it is often implied that appraisals of ostracism influence
how people respond to being ostracized at work (e.g., Ferris et al., 2016;
Robinson et al., 2013). Yet, researchers rarely measured or manipulated
appraisals of ostracism to study their effects. In the current project we
examined if the researcher-defined criteria surrounding intensity, intent,
and ambiguity determined coping responses to workplace ostracism. As
such this can help refine predictions regarding behavioral outcomes
associated with ostracism at work.

Finally, our project has important practical implications.
Knowing how people cope with workplace ostracism may help
organizations identify how to help and assist ostracized employees.
For instance, previous studies on coping show that not all strategies
are equally constructive or beneficial (e.g., Baker & Berenbaum,
2007, Biggs et al., 2017; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). Because poor
coping with this prevalent organizational stressor can affect both
individual and organizational effectiveness (e.g., due to loss in
productivity), identifying factors contributing to it carries both

individual and organizational benefit.

1 | DEFINING WORKPLACE OSTRACISM

In the current project we rely on a dominant stream and define
ostracism as “the extent to which an individual perceives that he or
she is ignored or excluded by others” (Ferris et al., 2008; p. 1348). We

rely on this definition also because of its emphasis on the targets'
subjective experience. This variance in subjective experience can be
consequential for how targets deal with being ostracized at work. For
instance, while one person may consider not being invited for coffee
as ostracism, another person may not interpret the event as such.
Due to varying interpretations of the same situation (cfr. appraisal;
Lazarus & Folkman, 1984) people will react differently to the same
types of occurrences. Therefore, relying on a definition of workplace
ostracism that incorporates the subjective experience of the targets
is more valuable for the purposes of the current project than
looking at workplace ostracism solely as an act of omission (Robinson
et al,, 2013).

Past decades witnessed a proliferation of workplace aggression
constructs which was met by a call for integration (e.g., Hershcovis,
2011), and more rigorous investigation of specific antecedents and
outcomes associated with these constructs (e.g., Ferris et al., 2008,
2017; O'Reilly et al., 2014; Robinson et al.,, 2013). In comparing
workplace ostracism to other constructs, researchers have character-
ized workplace ostracism by appraisals of low intensity, low intent,
and ambiguity (Ferris et al., 2017). Specifically, the appraisal of low
intensity refers to the fact that ostracism, in comparison to other
workplace mistreatment constructs such as harassment or bullying,
would be perceived as less intense or severe by the targets (e.g.,
O'Reilly et al., 2014). Next, the appraisal of low intent captures how
targets of ostracism may attribute low levels of harmful intentions to
acts of ostracism or that they may have a hard time deciphering
intent. Finally, the appraisal of ambiguity refers to how ostracism is
ambiguous as to whether it happened or not mainly due to being an
act of omission (Robinson et al., 2013).

The subtle and innocuous nature of workplace ostracism may
raise the question whether workplace ostracism is indeed a type of
aggressive behavior. A dominant view describes aggressive behavior
as behavior intending to hurt or harm another individual who is trying
to avoid such harm (Baron, 1977; p. 7). Ostracism may not always be
aggressive in intent (e.g., incidental ostracism: Lindstrém & Tobler,
2018), but it can be. For instance, scholars studying various forms of
aggressive behavior categorize ostracism as a form of indirect
aggression (e.g., Campbell & Muncer, 2008; Owens et al., 2000).
Indirect forms of aggression are more covert in nature, and they are
employed with the intention to harm others indirectly. Examples
include excluding people from a group or talking behind someone's
back (Chester et al, 2014; Owens et al, 2000). This form of
aggression is also sometimes referred to as social or relational
aggression (Archer & Coyne, 2005). In addition, measurement of
numerous aggression constructs incorporate incidents of ostracism
such as bullying (e.g., “I was excluded from entertaining activities
after work.” in Johannsdéttir & Olafsson, 2004) or abusive supervi-
sion (e.g., “Gives me the silent treatment” in Tepper, 2000).
Furthermore, in research on specific forms of aggression such as
bullying there is ongoing debate on whether intention should be a
defining factor of the construct or not (Cowan, 2012) because some
suggest that “it is normally impossible to verify the presence of
intent” (Einarsen et al., 2003; p. 12). Instead, it is suggested that the

55UB011 SUOLLILIOD SA1IE10 3 o1 [dde 3 Aq pouienob 8.2 SILE YO 98N J0'SBINI 10y ARi1 BUIIUO AB]1A UO (SUORIPUOD-PLE-SLLLIBILIO"AB 1MW ARG [pUIUO//SdNY) SUONIPUOD PUe S 1 81 39S *[2202/ZT/TZ] U0 ARIdiTauIuO 5|1 'SPUR|iSUIBN BUBIL0D Aq 09022 GB/Z00T OT/10p/LI0D"AB] I A RIGIpUIIUO//STNY UOIJ POpeOIUMOQ ‘0 */EEZ860T



MERAL ET AL

focus should be on the harm done on the target. The negative
consequences of being ostracized at work (e.g., O'Reilly et al., 2014)
therefore, justify viewing workplace ostracism as an aggressive act.
Finally, past empirical and theoretical work directly studying work-
place ostracism also classified it as form of aggressive behavior (Ferris
et al., 2016; Fiset & Robinson, 2018; Robinson & Schabram, 2017). In
agreement with these lines of evidence, we conceptualize workplace
ostracism as an aggressive behavior and study how individuals

appraise and cope with this experience.

2 | APPRAISALS OF WORKPLACE
OSTRACISM AND COPING

Coping refers to any cognitive or behavioral effort aimed at managing
or tolerating a specific stressor (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). The
transactional theory of stress and coping (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984)
categorizes coping responses into two higher-order categories,
emotion- and problem-focused coping. While problem-focused coping
responses are classified as responses focusing on solving the issue at
hand (e.g., confrontation or instrumental support seeking), emotion-
focused coping responses deal with the emotional aftermath instead of
trying to resolve the problem (e.g., emotional support seeking or
avoidance). This also relates to the approach and avoidance orientation
for dealing with stress (Roth & Cohen, 1986). Coping responses that
orient oneself towards the source of the problem (i.e., the ostracizer or
the feelings associated with being ostracized) can be classified as
approach-oriented, whereas coping responses that move away from
the source of the problem can be classified as avoidance-oriented
(also akin to engagement-disengagement coping put forth by Tobin
et al., 1989). According to the transactional theory of coping and stress
(Lazarus & Folkman, 1984), people determine whether and how to
cope with a stressful event based on their appraisals of this event.
People assess how threatening an event is, and whether they have
sufficient resources to deal with it. Empirical studies examining the
relationship between workplace ostracism appraisals and coping are
lacking, but prior literature did theorize about the relationship between
these appraisals and target's responses to ostracism.

Regarding intensity, both theoretical (Ferris et al., 2017; Scott &
Duffy, 2015) and empirical work (O'Reilly et al., 2014) suggest that
workplace ostracism is perceived as less intense than some other
forms of workplace aggression. For example, O'Reilly et al. (2014)
suggest that individuals perceive ostracism as more acceptable and
less socially inappropriate than harassment. Consequently, low
intensity may relate to subdued coping responses. Appraising
mistreatment as more or less negative (Marchiondo et al., 2018)
stressful (Bunk & Magley, 2013; Cortina & Magley, 2009) or intense
(Nixon & Spector, 2015; Nixon et al., 2021) is related to how targets
respond to it. More specifically for coping, Cortina and Magley (2009)
found that when people did not perceive incivility to be very
stressful, they engaged more in minimization or detachment as a way
of coping. In contrast, when incivility was perceived as stressful,

people responded with support seeking or more assertive coping
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strategies. Drawing from these findings, we expect that targets of
workplace ostracism may also engage in more approach-oriented and
less avoidance-oriented coping to the extent that they appraise
workplace ostracism as intense.

Attributions of intent can also relate to how targets cope with
being ostracized at work. Liu (2019) suggested that when attributions
of harmful intent are low, targets of ostracism make more internal
attributions (i.e., self-blame) about why ostracism took place (e.g., ‘I
was socially awkward”) instead of external attributions (e.g., “The
perpetrator tried to hurt me”). This self-blame may in turn lead to
more rumination (He et al., 2020; Rimé et al., 1992) and distress by
being reminded of negative information about oneself (Kim et al.,
2021). Seeking support from others or confronting the perpetrator—
approach-oriented responses—may be unpopular strategies when
one thinks that they are the root of the problem. Alternatively, the
perception that one is being intentionally harmed or hurt may lead to
anger (DeWall et al., 2009; Reijntjes et al., 2011). This anger may lead
to more approach-oriented coping given that anger is an emotion
associated with approach behaviors (C. S. Carver & Harmon-Jones,
2009; Reiter-Scheidl et al., 2018). Taken together, we expect that
attributing harmful intent to the sources will be positively related to
approach-oriented coping and negatively related to avoidance-
oriented coping.

Regarding appraisals of ambiguity, Robinson et al. (2013, p. 208)
argue that this characteristic of ostracism “makes ostracism much
more difficult to cope with and respond to than incivility, aggression,
harassment, bullying, and the like.” Moreover, Robinson et al. (2013)
suggest two reasons as to why the ambiguity may lead to less
approach-oriented coping responses. First, they suggest that confront-
ing someone about an act of omission (i.e., something they have not
actively engaged in) is more difficult than confronting someone about a
more tangible act, like an act of commission. Second, they argue that
ambiguity may enable the perpetrator to deny wrongdoing, making it
difficult for the targets to approach the source of the stressor. On
a similar note, Ferris et al. (2016) argue that the uncertainty and
ambiguity surrounding ostracism may lead the targets to feel anxious
and consequently respond with avoidance-oriented responses. Taken
together, these insights suggest that the ambiguous nature of
ostracism will lead to more avoidance-oriented behaviors. Building
on these studies, we propose that an increase in perceived ambiguity
of workplace ostracism will lead to less approach-oriented, and more
avoidance-oriented coping responses.

3 | CURRENT RESEARCH

In this project, we investigate (1) whether the researcher-defined
criteria for workplace ostracism are reflected in the subjective
experience of the targets and (2) whether this subjective experience
relates to coping responses. To address these questions, we
conducted four studies. Given the scarcity of empirical work on the
topic we started with an exploratory study. Following past work
(Hershcovis et al., 2018; Marchiondo et al., 2018), we used a critical
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incident approach in Study 1, and aimed to provide insights into how
people appraised and coped with a lived experience of workplace
ostracism. Note, however, that the memory of a stressor is related to
how one copes with this stressor (e.g., Levine et al., 2012). It follows
that any relationships we observe between targets' appraisals and
coping with a critical incident approach may be prone to memory
biases. To overcome these biases, we conducted three experiments
(Studies 2.1-2.3) and manipulated appraisals of intensity, intent,
and ambiguity (all high vs. low) to test how each relates to coping
responses. Relying on this method also allowed us to test causal
relationships between appraisals and coping responses.

All studies were pre-registered. For Study 1 (exploratory) we
preregistered our measures, sample size and exclusion criteria; and
for Studies 2.1-2.3 (confirmatory), we also preregistered our
hypotheses. Hypotheses for Study 2 are in the relevant introduction
section. All data, analysis scripts and preregistrations can be found in

a publicly accessible repository at https://osf.io/qnukh/.

4 | STUDY 1

Using a critical incidents approach, we examined whether targets'
subjective appraisals reflect the current theorizing of ostracism at
work and whether these appraisals are related to specific coping

strategies for dealing with workplace ostracism.

41 | Methods

41.1 | Participants

Based on our a priori determined sample size, we recruited 300
participants online (screening criteria: UK citizens, English as first
language, with approval rates >95%, employed fulltime or parttime,
always or sometimes works from a central place of work [also during
Covid-19]) via Prolific UK (Peer et al., 2017). We paid participants
1.70 pound for their efforts. We preregistered to exclude participants
who wrote a memory in less than 30s (n=1) or failed two of the
three attention checks (n = 0). We also excluded participants who did
not write a memory of workplace ostracism or indicated that they
were never ostracized at work (n = 41). The final sample consisted of
258 participants (127 female, 131 male). The age ranged from 18 to
69 (M=35.96, SD=11.92). Most participants were employed full
time (n =203), followed by part-time employees (n = 46), few were
unemployed and looking for work (n = 3) and lastly, one participant
was a student (n=1) at the time of the study. All participants
approved the informed consent before starting the study.

41.2 | Procedure

First participants completed the 10-item Workplace Ostracism Scale
(WOS: Ferris et al., 2008) reflecting on the past year. Then we asked

all participants to describe a recent workplace ostracism experience
in detail. We provided the items from the WOS (Ferris et al., 2008) as
examples and did not provide a detailed description of workplace
ostracism. Next, participants rated their perception of the experience
on perceived intensity, intent, and ambiguity. The items pertaining to
these constructs were presented on three separate pages. After-
wards, participants saw the coping scale on a single page. We
randomized the order of constructs and the order of items within
each construct except coping responses due to a technical error.
Next, participants described the way in which they coped with the
event in their own words followed by questions on general self-
efficacy. Finally, participants answered some demographic questions
and were debriefed.

4.1.3 | Measures and materials

4131 | Workplace ostracism

The WOS (Ferris et al., 2008) is a 10-item measure of workplace
ostracism assessing the frequency of experienced ostracism for the
past year (e.g., “Others ignored you at work,” 1 = never, 7 = always,
Cronbach's a =.90).

41.3.2 | Perceived intensity

Similar to previous work (e.g., Nixon et al., 2021) we wanted to stay
close to definitional criteria and directly asked participants to assess
the intensity of the episode by three items we devised (e.g., “To what
extent do you think what happened to you was intense?” 1 = not at all,
5 = extremely; Cronbach's a = .90).

41.3.3 | Perceived ambiguity

Based on our theoretical conceptualization of ambiguity and previous
work on various forms of ambiguity (e.g., Breaugh & Colihan, 1994;
McLain et al., 2015) we constructed three items (e.g., “I am certain |
was excluded [reversed],” 1 =strongly disagree, 7 =strongly agree;
Cronbach's a =.80). We coded the items such that higher scores

indicated more perceived ambiguity.

4.1.34 | Perceived intent

We measured perceived intent by utilizing nine items from past
research (Marchiondo et al., 2018) that asks the extent to which
participants attributed intent to the source (e.g., “The primary person
(s) planned this behavior,” 1 =strongly disagree, 5 =strongly agree;
Cronbach's a =.89).

41.3.5 | Coping responses

For the coping strategies we relied on previous work on coping with
stressors (e.g., C. Carver et al., 1989; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984) and
work investigating coping with various forms of workplace mis-
treatment (e.g., Cortina & Magley, 2009; Hershcovis et al., 2018). We
asked participants about confrontation (e.g., “I confronted the primary
person(s),” Cortina & Magley, 2009), seeking instrumental support
(e.g., “I talked to someone to find out more about the situation,”
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C. Carver et al., 1989), seeking emotional support (e.g., “I asked people
who have had similar experiences what they did,” C. Carver et al., 1989),
minimization and conflict avoidance (e.g., “I told myself that what
happened wasn't important,” Cortina & Magley, 2009). When needed,
we adopted the wording of certain items to fit the context of
workplace ostracism. In addition, we included several items to assess
mild forms of confrontation for a subscale we called “soft-
confrontation.” We opted to include mild forms because previous
research reported low rates of confrontation to cope with subtle
instances of workplace mistreatment (Cortina & Magley, 2009;
Hershcovis et al., 2018). Additionally, Hershcovis et al. (2018),
argued that confrontation might be too direct and strong for a subtle
workplace mistreatment. We used three items (e.g., “I asked the
primary person(s) why | was excluded.”). This set of coping responses
differed based on whether they are emotion- versus problem-
focused (e.g. emotional support seeking vs confrontation, Lazarus &
Folkman, 1984); and whether they are approach- or avoidance-
oriented (e.g., confrontation vs. avoidance, Roth & Cohen, 1986).
Participants indicated to what extent each statement described how
they dealt with the situation (1 = not at all, 5 = a great deal). We ran
exploratory factor analyses (EFA) to understand the factor structure
of the coping responses The final EFA with 16 items and a four-factor
solution provided acceptable fit x2 (87, N =258)=278.68, p <.001,
comparative fit index (CFI) = 0.94, tucker-lewis index (TLI) = 0.90, root
mean squared error of approximation (RMSEA) =0.092, 95% confi-
dence interval (Cl)=(0.078, 0.107). More details about the factor
analysis and the factor loadings can be found in the Supporting
Information Materials: S1. Based on the factor analysis we created
subsets for the coping responses as confrontation (combination of
confrontation and soft-confrontation items; Cronbach's a=.94),
emotional support seeking (Cronbach's a =.91), instrumental support
seeking (Cronbach's a =.89), and minimization (three minimization
items and one item from the initial avoidance subscale: Cronbach's
a=.75).

4.1.3.6 | Self-Efficacy

We measured self-efficacy by using the eight-item New General Self
Efficacy Scale (Chen et al., 2001) with items such as “I will be able to
overcome many challenges” (1 =strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree,
Cronbach's a =.91).

4.2 | Results
421 | Appraisals of workplace ostracism

To establish whether the definitional characteristics of workplace
ostracism (i.e., intensity, intent, and ambiguity) were distinguishable in
our sample we conducted an exploratory factor analysis (EFA). We
used parallel analysis for factor extraction; principal axis factoring
method with oblique (Oblimin) rotation and conducted the analysis
using the fa() function of the R package psych (Revelle, 2021). We
excluded one item from the perceived intent subscale because it did

5
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not load on any of the three factors. The final three-factor solution
provided a good fit for the data with the remaining set of items x2(52,
N=258)=126.46, p<.001, CFI=0.97, TLI=0.94, RMSEA =0.074,
95% Cl=(0.055, 0.094). Factor loadings of the final model can be
seen in Table 1. Based on the results of the EFA we created separate
indices for perceived intensity (@ =.90), intent (a=.91), ambiguity
(2 =.80) by calculating the means of respective items into single
scores. We report the best fitting factor solution here, but we
also explored other factor solutions (see Supporting Information
Materials: S1).

422 | Which factors predict coping responses?

See Table 2 for descriptive statistics and intercorrelations for all the
variables in Study 1. We first examined the frequency of using
different strategies by comparing the mean score for each coping
type (full set of results in Supporting Information Materials: S1). The
least used coping response was confrontation, and the most used
coping response was minimization. Participants reported using
instrumental support seeking and emotional support seeking less
than they reported using minimization. The results suggested that
avoidance-oriented coping responses—in this case minimization—are
more frequently adopted than more approach-oriented coping
responses such as confrontation or instrumental support seeking.

We then investigated what predicts coping responses. We used
the sem() function in the R package lavaan (Rosseel, 2012) to conduct
the SEM analyses (with Maximum Likelihood estimation with robust
standard errors, i.e., “MLR” estimator method) and report 95% BCI
standard errors and p values (1000 bootstrap). For each endogenous
variable an error term was automatically created by lavaan and its
error variance was estimated while constraining the path loading to
1.0. The endogenous variables were allowed to covary. Here we
present models built with manifest variables since we already
investigated the underlying factor structures of the relevant
constructs. In testing the relationship with appraisals and coping
responses we controlled for the effect of gender and age on coping
responses because one's gender and age may relate to the
experience of and coping with mistreatment in the workplace (e.g.,
Cortina et al., 2002; Hobfoll et al., 1994; Jéhannsdéttir & Olafsson,
2004). Additionally, given that previous experience of mistreatment
can impact how one copes with it (e.g., Cortina & Magley, 2009), we
also controlled for the effect of previous experience of workplace
ostracism on all coping responses. Finally, given its influence on
coping responses (e.g., Haney & Long, 1995; Herman et al., 2018;
Schaubroeck et al., 2000), we also controlled for the effect of general
self-efficacy (Chen et al., 2001).

In our model we included direct paths from perceived intensity,
intent, and ambiguity to each of the coping responses (see Figure 1
for the simplified visual depiction of the model with loadings) and
paths from the control variables (i.e., gender, age, self-efficacy, WOS)
to coping responses. Since we identified every possible relationship

there were no degrees of freedom, and the model was overidentified,
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TABLE 1 Factor loadings from the EFA for perceptions of workplace ostracism
Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3
Ambiguity
1. I am certain | was excluded. 0.00 -0.02 0.90
2. | clearly know that | was ignored or excluded. -0.02 -0.04 0.86
3. | am not sure if | was left out. (R) -0.11 0.07 0.48
Intensity
1. To what extent do you think what happened to you was severe? -0.01 0.90 0.01
2. To what extent do you think what happened to you was intense? 0.02 0.80 -0.03
3. To what extent do you think what happened to you was serious? 0.03 0.85 -0.05
Intent
1. The primary person(s) committed this behavior on purpose. 0.84 -0.05 -0.04
2. The incident was accidental. (R) 0.71 0.00 -0.13
3. The primary person(s) did not intend for this incident to happen. (R) 0.80 -0.15 -0.08
4. The primary person(s) intended to hurt me in some way. 0.71 0.13 0.01
5. The primary person(s) was unaware of the implications of their behavior. (R) 0.75 -0.04 0.09
6. The primary person(s) was intentionally being rude. 0.70 0.07 -0.12
7. The primary person(s) planned this behavior. 0.77 0.14 0.09
8. The primary person(s) used their behavior to get something that they wanted. 0.51 0.18 0.08
Note: The factor loadings higher than 0.30 are shown in bold. Letter “R” indicates items that are reverse coded.
Abbreviation: EFA, exploratory factor analyses.
TABLE 2 Descriptive statistics and intercorrelations for all variables in Study 1
M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
1. Perceived Intent 300 100 -
2. Perceived Ambiguity 288 141 -0.60"** -
3. Perceived Intensity 191 095 051" -0.39*** -
4. WOS 177 071 0.28** -0.26"* 035" -
5. Self-efficacy 400 061 018" -0.11 0.04 -0.07 -
6. Confrontation 1.57 093 0.28** -0.09 0.30***  0.07 0.11 =
7. Emotional Support 214 116 0.39** -034*** 052 018" -0.01 0.42** -
8. Instrumental Support 178 1.01  045** -0.29*** 0.55*** 0.23*** 0.07 047 074" -
9. Minimization 335 1.04 -0.18** 0.07 -0.40*** -0.03 0.12 -0.32*** -0.27*** -0.28"**
10. Gender (O =female) 0.51 050 0.12 -0.05 0.04 0.12 0.13* 0.22***  -0.06 0.02 0.04 -
11. Age 35.96 1192 0.07 -0.10 0.13* -0.04 0.03 -0.04 0.01 -0.02 -0.05 0.10 -

Note: Due to the non-normality of some of the variables we report spearman correlation coefficients. *p <.05, **p <.01, ***p <.001.

Abbreviation: WOS, Workplace Ostracism Scale.

x?=0.00, df=0.00, p=NA, CFl=1.00, TLI=1.00, RMSEA =0.000,
standardized root mean squared residual (SRMR)=0.000, akaike's
information criterion = 8084.23, expected cross-validation Index =
0.512. The results pertaining to paths between appraisals and coping
responses revealed a complex pattern of relationships between the
constructs. Perceived intensity was directly related to all coping

responses. Attributions of intent was directly related only to
confrontation and instrumental support seeking, and to perceived
intensity. Finally, perceived ambiguity was not directly related to any
of the coping responses. The results also revealed that perceived
intensity and intent were positively correlated, and both were

negatively correlated with perceived ambiguity.
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FIGURE 1 Manifest model with direct effects from appraisals of workplace ostracism to all coping responses. For the sake of simplicity, we
left out the paths from control variables to the outcome variables (age, gender, self-efficacy, and WOS). ***p <.001, **p <.01, *p <.05. WOS,

Workplace Ostracism Scale

4.3 | Discussion

The results of the EFAs on appraisals suggested that the best solution
was a three-factor solution differentiating perceived intensity, intent, and
ambiguity. This supports previous theorizing such that targets seem to be
able to distinguish the researcher-defined dimensions in appraising their
experiences of being ostracized at work. We also used SEM to
understand the relationship between targets' appraisals and their coping
behavior. Perceived intensity had the largest (and direct) relationship on
all coping responses. Although participants reported mostly using
minimization (an avoidance-oriented coping response), the targets who
appraised the situation as more intense and (to a lesser extent) as more
intentional were more likely to also use other, more approach oriented,

coping responses such as confrontation.

5 | STUDIES 2.1, 2.2, AND 2.3

In Studies 2.1-2.3, we manipulated all three of the appraisals—
intensity, intent, and ambiguity, in three separate vignette studies and
asked participants to indicate how they would cope with these
situations. We relied on an experimental method for two reasons.
First, we wanted to test the relationship between appraisals and
coping responses without the potential memory biases of a recall
paradigm. Second, we wanted to investigate causal relationships
between appraisals of workplace ostracism and coping responses.
Each participant saw a single vignette depicting an incident of
workplace ostracism. In separate studies, we manipulated the extent to
which the experiences in the vignettes varied (high vs. low) on intensity
(Study 2.1), intent (Study 2.2), and ambiguity (Study 2.3). The methods of

the studies are identical except for the type of appraisal that is
manipulated, and thus, we present these three studies together and
highlight the differences when necessary. We investigated how each
appraisal (high vs. low) relates to each coping response (i.e., confrontation,
instrumental and emotional support seeking, and minimization). We also
investigated how manipulating each appraisal influences the other two
appraisals.

Hence, we were able to investigate three questions in Study 2.
First, we investigated whether the three-factor solution for appraisals
which was observed in Study 1 would also be observed in a series of
confirmatory factor analyses (CFAs) in Study 2. Second, we
investigated whether appraisals of workplace ostracism predicted
coping responses in ways as we proposed (and in line with Study 1).
And third, we explored how the manipulation of one appraisal
impacted the other two appraisals. We preregistered our predictions
about how the manipulated appraisals would impact coping
responses based on the results of Study 1 and prior theorizing about
coping with workplace ostracism (e.g., Ferris et al., 2016; Robinson &
Schabram, 2017; Robinson et al., 2013):

Hypothesis 1: Participants in the low intensity condition will report
using less confrontation (1a), less instrumental support (1b),
less emotional support (1c) and more minimization (1d) as a
potential coping response.

Hypothesis 2: Participants in the low intent condition will report
using less confrontation (2a), less instrumental support (2b),
less emotional support (2c) and more minimization (2d) as a
potential coping response.

Hypothesis 3: Participants in the low ambiguity condition will report using

more confrontation (3a), more instrumental (3b) and emotional
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support seeking (3c), and less minimization (3d) as a potential

coping response.

5.1 | Methods
5.1.1 | Participants and design

We powered Study 2 based on the smallest significant correlation we
observed in Study 1 between appraisals and coping (r=-.18, or a
Cohen's d =0.37). A priori power analysis conducted using G Power
(Faul et al., 2007) for a two-tailed t-test with a p=.0125 (p=.05
Bonferroni corrected for four outcome variables), and 80% power
revealed that we needed at least 330 participants to detect d = 0.37.
Based on this analysis, we recruited 330 participants online for each
study (screening criteria: English as first language, with approval
rates >95%, participated in at least 10 studies on the platform,
employed fulltime or parttime) via Prolific UK (Peer et al., 2017). We
preregistered our exclusion criteria as failing 2 of the 3 attention
checks or giving the wrong answer to both comprehension checks.!
Across three studies we excluded some participants because they
started the study but did not continue (n=21), no participant failed
the attention checks or comprehension checks. Participants were
randomly assigned to either high or low appraisal conditions in each
study. The final sample size for Study 2.1 was 333 (165 male, 164
female, 4 other, M,ge = 33.71, SD,ge = 14.48), for study 2.2 330 (162
male, 163 female, 5 other, Myge = 35.70, SD,¢e = 10.24), and for Study
23 it was 330 (166 male, 162 female, 2 other, M,z =36.10,
SD,ge = 11.41). All participants approved the informed consent before
starting the study.

5.1.2 | Procedure

Each vignette in Study 2 started with the same workplace ostracism
situation that was adapted from previous work (Fiset et al., 2017).
The vignette described a workplace ostracism incident with a
colleague named “Alex” as the source. We appended the specific
appraisal manipulation (high or low) based on the study (intensity,
intent, or ambiguity). For a full list of how we manipulated each
appraisal see the Supporting Information Materials: S1. An example
vignette from the condition of high intensity appraisal (Study
2.1) read:

“You have been working at a new company for a while.
One of your colleagues - Alex - is roughly the same
age as you, and you both work in similar positions
within the organization. After working together with
Alex for a while you realize that Alex rarely answers
your phone calls or emails. Alex also seems to give you
the cold shoulder when you meet, and you feel like

Alex does not usually invite you to after-work events.

This makes you feel ignored and excluded and you
think that these behaviors are kind of a big deal. You

are bothered by these behaviors.”

5.1.3 | Measures and materials

5.1.3.1 | Coping responses

For coping responses, we used the coping items from Study 1 which
were retained after the EFA (1=not at all, 5=extremely). We
randomized the order of all coping responses. We changed the
“primary person(s)” placeholder in Study 1 to “Alex.” Finally, we also
changed the wording of one of the items (from “I would make a joke
about it to primary person(s)” to “I would jokingly say something about it
to Alex.”).

5.1.3.2 | Appraisals

We used the same items as in Study 1 for perceived intensity and
perceived ambiguity as in Study 12. For attributions of intent, we
selected three items from the set of items in Study 1 (e.g., “l would
think that the primary person(s) committed this behavior on purpose,”
a's =.70-.90, full results in the Supporting Information Materials: S1).
We asked about all three appraisals in each study.

5.1.3.3 | Manipulation checks

The appraisal questions served as manipulation checks in each study
according to which appraisal was manipulated. For example, for
Study 2.1, perceived intensity ratings served as manipulation checks
for the intensity manipulation (high vs. low).

5.1.4 | Results for Studies 2.1, 2.2, and 2.3

We first ran CFAs to validate the factor structures that we
observed in Study 1 both for the appraisals and the coping
responses. For the CFAs we used the R package lavaan (Rosseel,
2012) with maximum likelihood estimation. We report both
absolute and incremental fit indices for the CFAs and interpret
the results based on the cutoff values proposed by previous work
(Hu & Bentler, 1999). Due to the similar pattern of results
observed across all three studies, we report the results of the
CFAs together. For appraisals of intensity, intent and ambiguity,
the three-factor solution observed in Study 1 (see Table 1)
provided acceptable fit across all three studies (CFls>0.97,
TLI >0.95, RMSEA < 0.068, SRMR < 0.51). For coping responses,
the 4-factor solution also provided good fit across all three
studies (CFls>0.95, TLI>0.94, RMSEA <0.066, SRMR <0.59).
These findings validated the results of the EFAs conducted in
Study 1 (more detailed reporting of the CFAs can be found in the
Supporting Information Materials: S1). Therefore, we retained the
factors structure we observed in Study 1 in Study 2 both for

appraisals and coping responses.
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5.1.5 | Manipulation checks

The manipulation was successful for intensity (t(330.8) = -6.76, p <.001,
d=-0.74, 95% Cl=[-0.96, -0.52])°, intent (t(303.76) = -9.14, p <.001,
d=-101, 95% Cl=[-1.24, -0.78]), and ambiguity (t(324.75)=-6.96,
p<.001, d=-0.77, 95% Cl =[-0.99, -0.54]).

51.6 |
responses

Relationship between appraisals and coping

The full set of descriptive and test statistics can be found in
Table 3. Participants in the high intensity condition reported that
they would engage in more confrontation, more instrumental
support, more emotional support, and less minimization support-
ing hypotheses 1a through 1d. Further, when participants read a
high intent (vs. low intent) ostracism vignette they indicated that
they would engage in more instrumental and emotional support
seeking and less minimization. Intent to harm did not have a
statistically significant effect on confrontation. These results offer
support for hypotheses 2b through 2d but not for Hypothesis 2a.
Finally, participants in the low ambiguity condition reported using
more confrontation and more instrumental support seeking. These
results support Hypotheses 3a and 3b. The level of ambiguity did
not have a statistically significant effect on participants' emotional
support seeking and minimization response, failing to offer

support for Hypotheses 3c and 3d.

-4.09
-4.57
-4.00

-2.34

-2.71
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5.1.7 | Relationship between different appraisals
We also wanted to know how different appraisals were related to
one another in the three studies. In Study 2.1, participants in the
low intensity condition perceived the situation as less intentional
(t(330.16) = -4.38, p<.001, d=-0.48, 95% Cl =[-0.70, -0.26]), and
less ambiguous (t(330.44) = 3.45, p<.001, d=0.38, 95% Cl =[0.16,
0.59]) than participants in the high intensity condition. In Study 2.2,
participants who read the low intent vignette perceived the situation
as less intense (t(323.41)=-5.65, p<.001, d=-0.62, 95% Cl=
[-0.84, -0.40]) and more ambiguous (t(326.88)=5.65, p<.001,
d=0.62, 95% Cl=[0.40, 0.84]) than participants who read the
high intent vignette. Finally, in Study 2.3, participants in the low
ambiguity condition perceived the situation as more intense
(t(327.85) = 5.06, p <.001, d=0.56, 95% Cl =[0.34, 0.78]) and more
intentional (t(327.97) = 3.50, p <.001, d =0.39, 95% Cl =[0.17, 0.60])
than participants in the high ambiguity condition.

5.2 | Discussion

We conducted Studies 2.1-2.3 to confirm and validate the results
observed in Study 1 and to investigate the causal links between the
appraisals and coping responses. First, we confirmed the three-
dimensional nature of the ostracism appraisals. Next, most of our
confirmatory hypotheses with regards to the relationship between

appraisals and coping responses were supported. Participants reacted

TABLE 3 Descriptive and test statistics for studies 2.1, 2.2., and 2.3. on all coping responses
Low High

Study 2.1—intensity M (SD) M (SD)

Confrontation 2.37 (1.00) 2.82 (1.03)
Instrumental Support 2.57 (0.98) 3.06 (0.99)
Emotional Support 2.48 (1.02) 2.94 (1.10)
Minimization 2.92 (0.96) 2.51 (1.01)
Study 2.2—intent M (SD) M (SD)

Confrontation 2.49 (0.94) 2.74 (1.06)
Instrumental Support 2.75 (1.06) 3.10 (1.06)
Emotional Support 2.70 (1.07) 3.02 (1.11)
Minimization 2.82 (0.93) 2.53 (1.03)
Study 2.3—ambiguity M (SD) M (SD)

Confrontation 2.86 (1.14) 2.56 (0.97)
Instrumental Support 3.28 (1.08) 2.94 (1.03)
Emotional Support 3.12 (1.02) 2.86 (1.05)
Minimization 2.44 (1.03) 2.61 (0.99)

df p d 95% Cl
330.60 <.001 -0.45 [-0.67, -0.23]
330.90 <.001 -0.50 [-0.71, -0.28]
329.09 <.001 -0.44 [-0.66, -0.22]
3.81 330.12 <.001 0.42 [0.20, 0.63]
df p d 95% Cl
323.10 .02 -0.26 [-0.47, -0.04]
-3.00 328 .002 -0.33 [-0.55, -0.11]
327.57 .007 -0.30 [-0.52, -0.08]
2.65 324.76 .009 0.29 [0.07, 0.51]
df p d 95% Cl
2.57 322.06 011 0.28 [0.07, 0.50]
2.99 327.87 .003 0.33 [0.11, 0.55]
2.34 327.19 .02 0.26 [0.04, 0.47]
327.96 .13 -0.17 [-0.38, 0.05]

-1.53

Note: The critical alpha value for the confirmatory tests in Studies 2.1, 2.2, and 2.3 is .0125.

Abbreviation: Cl, confidence interval.

55UB011 SUOLLILIOD SA1IE10 3 o1 [dde 3 Aq pouienob 8.2 SILE YO 98N J0'SBINI 10y ARi1 BUIIUO AB]1A UO (SUORIPUOD-PLE-SLLLIBILIO"AB 1MW ARG [pUIUO//SdNY) SUONIPUOD PUe S 1 81 39S *[2202/ZT/TZ] U0 ARIdiTauIuO 5|1 'SPUR|iSUIBN BUBIL0D Aq 09022 GB/Z00T OT/10p/LI0D"AB] I A RIGIpUIIUO//STNY UOIJ POpeOIUMOQ ‘0 */EEZ860T



10 W] LE Y—AGGRESSIVE \

MERAL ET AL

BEHAVIOR |

to high (vs. low) intensity and intent in similar ways in terms of most
coping responses. More specifically, participants indicated that they
would seek more support (both emotional and instrumental) and
engage in less minimization both when the situation was character-
ized by high (vs. low) intensity and intent. While high intensity
(vs. low) also predicted higher confrontation rates, high intent
(vs. low) did not have a statistically significant effect on confronta-
tion. The level of ambiguity was also related to confrontation and
instrumental support seeking but not emotional support seeking and
minimization. Intensity appraisals had the largest effect on coping
responses overall (average d=0.43), followed by intent (average
d =0.30), and lastly by ambiguity (average d = 0.26). This pattern is in
line with Study 1, where only perceived intensity had significant
direct relationships with all four coping responses and the sizes of

these effects were larger than for the other two appraisals.

6 | GENERAL DISCUSSION

To further the understanding of coping with workplace ostracism we
conducted four pre-registered studies and studied two questions. First,
we asked whether the criteria that are used to define workplace
ostracism as a separate construct (i.e., intensity, intent, and ambiguity)
would be reflected in targets' appraisals. The findings that people
distinguish between the three appraisals related to workplace ostracism
offer empirical support for the previously theorized defining features of
workplace ostracism (Ferris et al., 2017; Robinson & Schabram, 2017;
Robinson et al., 2013). By translating researcher-defined criteria into
targets' subjective experience, these findings also contribute to the
broader issue of refining the defining criteria of workplace mis-
treatment (Hershcovis, 2011; Hershcovis & Reich, 2013). Second, we
asked how targets' subjective experience of ostracism would relate to
these coping responses. The results across both studies revealed that
targets engage in more approach-oriented coping (e.g., confrontation)
and less avoidance-oriented coping responses (e.g., minimization) when
they perceive the ostracism experience as more intense (on all coping
responses) and to a lesser extent as more intentional. The perceived
ambiguity of workplace ostracism experience was a weaker predictor
of coping responses in relation to perceived intent and perceived
intensity.

To our knowledge, there was no empirical work on how targets'
appraisals of workplace ostracism relate to coping responses at the
time of conducting this study. One reason for the lack of such studies
may be related to the way in which workplace ostracism is frequently
studied. Most often, researchers rely on the very popular Workplace
Ostracism Scale (Ferris et al., 2008) to measure the frequency in
which various incidents of workplace ostracism were experienced by
the participants in the recent past. While this is undoubtedly a
valuable method for studying antecedents and outcomes of being
ostracized at work, using an alternative approach (i.e., critical incident
approach and vignettes) may be more informative for understanding
targets' subjective experiences of workplace ostracism and how they

cope with such instances. Future work can adopt similar methods to

continue investigating how the experience of being ostracized can
lead to various behavioral or psychological responses. Alternatively,
researchers can also integrate WOS (Ferris et al., 2008) and measure
the subjective experience by asking participants to appraise each
questionnaire item individually (similar to Nixon et al., 2021).
Previous theorizing about workplace ostracism focused on
perceived ambiguity as a defining feature of workplace ostracism
(Ferris et al., 2017) that relates to how targets would respond to being
ostracized (Ferris et al., 2016; Robinson et al., 2013). Our results paint
a slightly different picture. Although perceived ambiguity seems to be
a part of how people experience workplace ostracism (as evidenced by
the factor structure observed across all studies) its predictive value is
lower compared to other appraisals. Knowing for sure that one is
excluded may not be sufficient to motivate targets to engage in various
coping responses. Instead, targets' coping responses seem more
dependent on appraisals of intensity and intent. Coping with work-
place ostracism may thus be better understood as stemming not just
from ambiguity but also from appraisals of intensity and intent.
Finally, our study results also provide some insights into how
targets generally cope with workplace ostracism. In this project
targets of workplace ostracism reported coping more with avoidance-
oriented coping responses like minimization than approach-oriented
coping responses such as confrontation or support seeking. These
results suggest that targets usually refrain from talking about being
ostracized to others (e.g., confrontation, support seeking) unless they
think the incident was intense or severe. This paints a potentially grim
picture given that targets anticipate social costs upon sharing such
ostracism experiences with others (Meral et al., 2021). If targets of
workplace ostracism choose to minimize and think that talking about
it to others is not the best outcome, they could potentially suffer in
silence and progress into the so-called resignation stage of ostracism
which is characterized by feelings of alienation, depression and
loneliness (Riva et al., 2014, 2017; Williams, 2009). Coupled with the
fact that workplace ostracism is seen as more socially appropriate
than other forms of mistreatment (O'Reilly et al., 2014), these
findings highlight the need for organizational policy and practices
aiming at dealing with ostracism proactively instead of waiting for

targets to speak up.

7 | LIMITATIONS AND ADDITIONAL
FUTURE DIRECTIONS

A limitation of the current study is the use of self-report measures in
combination with a cross-sectional design in Study 1. However, since
the current project focuses on targets' subjective experiences, we
deemed self-report measures as a viable option (Spector, 1994).
Furthermore, in Study 2 we have tested the relationships that were
observed in Study 1 by employing an experimental design. That said,
future work can undoubtedly build on these findings by adopting
different data sources (e.g., coworkers) or alternative designs such
as longitudinal designs to establish causal relationships in alterna-

tive ways.

55UB011 SUOLLILIOD SA1IE10 3 o1 [dde 3 Aq pouienob 8.2 SILE YO 98N J0'SBINI 10y ARi1 BUIIUO AB]1A UO (SUORIPUOD-PLE-SLLLIBILIO"AB 1MW ARG [pUIUO//SdNY) SUONIPUOD PUe S 1 81 39S *[2202/ZT/TZ] U0 ARIdiTauIuO 5|1 'SPUR|iSUIBN BUBIL0D Aq 09022 GB/Z00T OT/10p/LI0D"AB] I A RIGIpUIIUO//STNY UOIJ POpeOIUMOQ ‘0 */EEZ860T



MERAL ET AL

We also would like to acknowledge some drawbacks of the
experimental vignette methodology which we employed in Study 2.
Written vignettes are used widely in social science research for their
practical (i.e., resource effective) and ethical (i.e., minimally invasive)
advantages (Hughes & Huby, 2002), but their use is not without
criticism. For instance, one may argue that how people respond to
hypothetical scenarios does not always correspond to their real-life
behaviors. This may be especially true in some high-stake scenarios
but past research found that intentions measured in vignette studies
tend to resemble real-life behaviors remarkably (e.g., Hainmueller
et al., 2015; Kish-Gephart et al., 2010). Additionally, one may
question the external validity of the vignette methodology given that
participants usually only respond to a limited subset of possible
situations. We tried to overcome these shortcomings in the current
study by combining the critical incident method with the experi-
mental vignette method. While the former is higher in external
validity, the latter is higher in internal validity. This combination
helped solidify our contribution more so than what it would have
been with either of these methods. If researchers wish to build on our
findings and implement a vignette methodology, they can incorporate
more situations by increasing the number of vignettes used. This
would offer a further test of the generalizability of our findings (for
guidance on designing vignette experiments, see: Aguinis & Bradley,
2014; Atzmiuller & Steiner, 2010; Steiner et al., 2017).

Here we have not compared workplace ostracism to other
aggression constructs. For instance, research still has to determine
whether workplace ostracism is perceived as less intense, or more
ambiguous than other forms of mistreatment. There is some relevant
evidence (O'Reilly et al., 2014) and theorizing (Ferris et al., 2017) on
these differences but a more comprehensive investigation remains to
be conducted (for a similar call, see Robinson & Schabram, 2017). We
propose that future work can compare workplace ostracism to other
forms of mistreatment to investigate whether (a) whether constructs
differ as they are suggested, and (b) whether targets cope with them
differently. This could help refine predictions about how targets
respond to being the target of various forms of mistreatment at work.

We tested how targets would cope with workplace ostracism by
relying on a set of coping responses that differ based on whether
they are emotion- versus problem-focused and whether they are
approach- or avoidance-oriented. This is not an exhaustive list of
coping responses one could engage in after being ostracized at work.
Targets could also turn to religion (Aydin et al., 2010), resort to eating
comfort foods (Troisi & Gabriel, 2011) or watching favorite tv shows
(Derrick et al., 2009) to name a few options. Future work can build on
our findings and incorporate more coping responses (e.g., C. Carver
et al., 1989) to obtain a more comprehensive understanding of coping
with workplace ostracism.

Since appraisals are not the single determinant of coping
responses, researchers can build on the current contribution by
investigating additional predictors of coping responses. For instance,
given that targets of aggression likely engage in multiple coping
responses (e.g., Zapf & Gross, 2001), the outcome of one specific

coping response may possibly influence subsequent responses. For
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example, a person who talks about the stressor with their friends or
other colleagues may decide to confront the source based on their
advice. Thus, future research can investigate coping with workplace
ostracism with a longitudinal method to understand temporal effects
on different types of coping responses. In addition, future work can
also focus on situational factors such as characteristics of the source
(e.g., gender, age, role) or the organization (e.g., organizational norms
or climate). For example, the type of coping response may shift
according to whether one is ostracized by a colleague or by their
supervisor (e.g., Ferris et al., 2016) or based on the norms
surrounding how people respond to negative interactions at work
(Aquino et al., 2004). Finally, personal factors such as resilience (Jiang
et al., 2021) or political skill (Wu et al., 2012) can influence not only
how one experiences ostracism but also how one deals with it.
Therefore, we suggest that future work can investigate temporal,
situational, or individual factors such as the ones we listed above to
contribute to the understanding of how people cope with being
ostracized at work.

8 | CONCLUSION

This study aimed to offer an empirical investigation of what has long
been theorized about the nature of workplace ostracism and the
responses of targets. In line with previous theorizing, targets'
subjective experience suggested a three-dimensional structure based
on perceived intensity, intent, and ambiguity. Crucially, these
dimensions were related to how targets choose to cope with
workplace ostracism. While intensity, and to a lesser extent, intent
emerged as direct predictors of coping responses, the explanatory
power of perceived ambiguity was lower than the other appraisals.
These findings suggest that the researcher-defined dimensions of
workplace ostracism do indeed resonate with targets, but also stress
that explicitly measuring these dimensions is necessary to refine
predictions on behavioral outcomes.
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1 We mistakenly included only two attention checks in Study 2.1. We
opted to only exclude participants who failed both attention checks in
that study.
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2 Due to a typo in Study 2.3 in one of the perceived ambiguity items, we
relied on two items on that study instead of three. And we calculated a
spearman-brown correlation coefficient than Cronbach's alpha.

There was a technical error in the perceived intensity and perceived
ambiguity question blocks in Study 2.1—intensity. The anchors “slightly”
and “moderately” were switched such that “moderately” came before
“slightly” instead of the other way around. We report the analyses as if
there were no mix up with the anchors. The direction of the results and
the statistical significance of the tests remain the same when we recode
the variables to reflect the correct ordering of the anchors.

REFERENCES

Aguinis, H., & Bradley, K. J. (2014). Best practice recommendations for
designing and implementing experimental vignette methodology
studies. Organizational Research Methods, 17(4), 351-371. https://
doi.org/10.1177/1094428114547952

Aquino, K., Douglas, S., & Martinko, M. J. (2004). Overt anger in response
to victimization: Attributional style and organizational norms as
moderators. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 9(2),
152-164. https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.9.2.152

Archer, J., & Coyne, S. M. (2005). An integrated review of indirect, relational,
and social aggression. Persondlity and Social Psychology Review, 9(3),
212-230. https://doi.org/10.1207/515327957pspr0903_2

Atzmiiller, C., & Steiner, P. M. (2010). Experimental vignette studies in
survey research. Methodology, 6(3), 128-138. https://doi.org/10.
1027/1614-2241/a000014

Aydin, N., Fischer, P., & Frey, D. (2010). Turning to god in the face of
ostracism: Effects of social exclusion on religiousness. Personality
and Social Psychology Bulletin, 36(6), 742-753. https://doi.org/10.
1177/0146167210367491

Baker, J. P., & Berenbaum, H. (2007). Emotional approach and problem-
focused coping: A comparison of potentially adaptive strategies.
Cognition & emotion, 21(1), 95-118. https://doi.org/10.1080/02699
930600562276

Baron, R. A. (1977). Human Aggression. Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/
978-1-4615-7195-7

Bedi, A. (2021). No herd for black sheep: A meta-analytic review of the
predictors and outcomes of workplace ostracism. Applied Psychology,
70(2), 861-904. https://doi.org/10.1111/apps.12238

Biggs, A., Brough, P., & Drummond, S. (2017). Lazarus and Folkman's
psychological stress and coping theory. In C. L. Cooper & J. C. Quick
(Eds.), The Handbook of Stress and Health (pp. 349-364). John Wiley
& Sons, Ltd. https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118993811.ch21

Breaugh, J. A., & Colihan, J. P. (1994). Measuring facets of job ambiguity:
Construct validity evidence. Journal of Applied Psychology, 79(2),
191-202. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.79.2.191

Bunk, J. A., & Magley, V. J. (2013). The role of appraisals and emotions
in understanding experiences of workplace incivility. Journal of
Occupational Health Psychology, 18(1), 87-105. https://doi.org/10.
1037/a0030987

Campbell, A., & Muncer, S. (2008). Intent to harm or injure? Gender and
the expression of anger. Aggressive Behavior, 34(3), 282-293.
https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.20228

Carver, C. S., & Harmon-Jones, E. (2009). Anger is an approach-related
affect: Evidence and implications. Psychological Bulletin, 135(2),
183-204. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0013965

Carver, C. S., Scheier, M. F., & Weintraub, J. K. (1989). Assessing coping
strategies: A theoretically based approach. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 56(2), 267-283.

Chen, G., Gully, S. M., & Eden, D. (2001). Validation of a new general Self-
Efficacy Scale. Organizational Research Methods, 4(1), 62-83. https://
doi.org/10.1177/109442810141004

Chester, D. S., Eisenberger, N. ., Pond, R. S., Richman, S. B., Bushman, B. J.,
& Dewall, C. N. (2014). The interactive effect of social pain and
executive functioning on aggression: An fMRI experiment. Social
Cognitive and Affective Neuroscience, 9(5), 699-704. https://doi.org/
10.1093/scan/nst038

Cortina, L. M., Lonsway, K. A,, Magley, V. J., Freeman, L. V., Collinsworth, L. L.,
Hunter, M., & Fitzgerald, L. F. (2002). What's gender got to do with it?
Incivility in the federal courts. Law & Social Inquiry, 27(2), 235-270.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1747-4469.2002.tb00804.x

Cortina, L. M., & Magley, V. J. (2009). Patterns and profiles of response to
incivility in the workplace. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology,
14(3), 272-288. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0014934

Cowan, R. L. (2012). It's complicated: Defining workplace bullying from
the human resource professional's perspective. Management
Communication Quarterly, 26(3), 377-403.

Derrick, J. L., Gabriel, S., & Hugenberg, K. (2009). Social surrogacy: How
favored television programs provide the experience of belonging.
Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 45(2), 352-362. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2008.12.003

DeWall, C. N., Twenge, J. M., Gitter, S. A., & Baumeister, R. F. (2009). It's
the thought that counts: The role of hostile cognition in shaping
aggressive responses to social exclusion. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 96(1), 45-59. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0013196

Einarsen, S., Hoel, H., Zapf, D., & Cooper, C. L. (2003). Bullying and
Emotional Abuse in the Workplace: International Perspectives in
Research and Practice.

Faul, F., Erdfelder, E., Lang, A.-G., & Buchner, A. (2007). G Power 3: A
flexible statistical power analysis program for the social, behavioral,
and biomedical sciences. Behavior Research Methods, 39(2),
175-191.

Feng, L., Li, J., Feng, T., & Jiang, W. (2019). Workplace ostracism and job
performance: Meaning at work and family support as moderators.
Social Behavior and Personality: An international journal, 47(11), 1-13.
https://doi.org/10.2224/sbp.8244

Ferris, D. L., Brown, D. J., Berry, J. W., & Lian, H. (2008). The development
and validation of the Workplace Ostracism Scale. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 93(6), 1348-1366. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0012743

Ferris, D. L., Chen, M., & Lim, S. (2017). Comparing and contrasting
workplace ostracism and incivility. Annual Review of Organizational
Psychology and Organizational Behavior, 4, 315-338. https://doi.org/
10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-032516-113223

Ferris, D. L., Yan, M., Lim, V. K. G, Chen, Y., & Fatimah, S. (2016). An
approach-avoidance framework of workplace aggression. Academy
of Management Journal, 59(5), 1777-1800. https://doi.org/10.5465/
amj.2014.0221

Fiset, J., Al Hajj, R., & Vongas, J. G. (2017). Workplace ostracism seen
through the lens of power. Frontiers in Psychology, 8(SEP), 1528.
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.01528

Fiset, J., & Robinson, M. A. (2018). Considerations related to intentionality
and omissive acts in the study of workplace aggression and
mistreatment. Industrial and Organizational Psychology, 11(1),
112-116. https://doi.org/10.1017/i0p.2017.93

Hainmueller, J., Hangartner, D., Yamamoto, T. (2015) Validating vignette
and conjoint survey experiments against real-world behavior.
Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 112(8), 2395-2400.
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1416587112

Haney, C. J., & Long, B. C. (1995). Coping effectiveness: A path analysis of
self-efficacy, control, coping, and performance in sport competi-
tions. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 25(19), 1726-1746.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.1995.tb01815.x

He, Y., Zimmerman, C. A., Carter-Sowell, A. R., & Payne, S. C. (2020). It's
the reoccurring thoughts that matter: Rumination over workplace
ostracism. Occupational Health Science, 4, 519-540. https://doi.org/
10.1007/s41542-020-00076-z

55UB011 SUOLLILIOD SA1IE10 3 o1 [dde 3 Aq pouienob 8.2 SILE YO 98N J0'SBINI 10y ARi1 BUIIUO AB]1A UO (SUORIPUOD-PLE-SLLLIBILIO"AB 1MW ARG [pUIUO//SdNY) SUONIPUOD PUe S 1 81 39S *[2202/ZT/TZ] U0 ARIdiTauIuO 5|1 'SPUR|iSUIBN BUBIL0D Aq 09022 GB/Z00T OT/10p/LI0D"AB] I A RIGIpUIIUO//STNY UOIJ POpeOIUMOQ ‘0 */EEZ860T


https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428114547952
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428114547952
https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.9.2.152
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327957pspr0903_2
https://doi.org/10.1027/1614-2241/a000014
https://doi.org/10.1027/1614-2241/a000014
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167210367491
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167210367491
https://doi.org/10.1080/02699930600562276
https://doi.org/10.1080/02699930600562276
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4615-7195-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4615-7195-7
https://doi.org/10.1111/apps.12238
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118993811.ch21
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.79.2.191
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0030987
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0030987
https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.20228
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0013965
https://doi.org/10.1177/109442810141004
https://doi.org/10.1177/109442810141004
https://doi.org/10.1093/scan/nst038
https://doi.org/10.1093/scan/nst038
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1747-4469.2002.tb00804.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0014934
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2008.12.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2008.12.003
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0013196
https://doi.org/10.2224/sbp.8244
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0012743
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-032516-113223
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-032516-113223
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2014.0221
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2014.0221
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.01528
https://doi.org/10.1017/iop.2017.93
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1416587112
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.1995.tb01815.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s41542-020-00076-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s41542-020-00076-z

MERAL ET AL

Herman, K. C., Hickmon-Rosa, J., & Reinke, W. M. (2018). Empirically derived
profiles of teacher stress, burnout, self-efficacy, and coping and
associated student outcomes. Journal of Positive Behavior Interventions,
20(2), 90-100. https://doi.org/10.1177/1098300717732066

Hershcovis, M. S. (2011). Incivility, social undermining, bullying...oh my!":
A call to reconcile constructs within workplace aggression research.
Journal of Organizational Behavior, 32(3), 499-519. https://doi.org/
10.1002/job.689

Hershcovis, M. S., Cameron, A. F., Gervais, L., & Bozeman, J. (2018). The
effects of confrontation and avoidance coping in response to
workplace incivility. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 23(2),
163-174. https://doi.org/10.1037/0cp0000078

Hershcovis, M. S., & Reich, T. C. (2013). Integrating workplace aggression
research: Relational, contextual, and method considerations. Journal
of Organizational Behavior, 34(S1), S26-5S42. https://doi.org/10.
1002/job.1886

Hobfoll, S. E., Dunahoo, C. L., Ben-Porath, Y., & Monnier, J. (1994).
Gender and coping: The dual-axis model of coping. American
Journal of Community Psychology, 22(1), 49-82. https://doi.org/10.
1007/BF02506817

Howard, M. C., Cogswell, J. E., & Smith, M. B. (2020). The antecedents and
outcomes of workplace ostracism: A meta-analysis. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 105(6), 577-596. https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000453

Hu, L., & Bentler, P. M. (1999). Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance
structure analysis: Conventional criteria versus new alternatives.
Structural Equation Modeling: A Multidisciplinary Journal, é(1), 1-55.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705519909540118

Hughes, R., & Huby, M. (2002). The application of vignettes in social and
nursing research. Journal of Advanced Nursing, 37(4), 382-386.
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-2648.2002.02100.x

Jiang, H., Jiang, X., Sun, P., & Li, X. (2021). Coping with workplace
ostracism: The roles of emotional exhaustion and resilience in
deviant behavior. Management Decision, 59(2), 358-371. https://doi.
org/10.1108/MD-06-2019-0848

Jéhannsdéttir, H. L., & Olafsson, R. F. (2004). Coping with bullying in the
workplace: The effect of gender, age and type of bullying. British
Journal of Guidance & Counselling, 32(3), 319-333. https://doi.org/
10.1080/03069880410001723549

Kim, S., Liu, P. J., & Min, K. E. (2021). Reminder avoidance: Why people
hesitate to disclose their insecurities to friends. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, July, 121(1), 59-75. https://doi.org/10.1037/
pspi0000330

Kish-Gephart, J. J., Harrison, D. A., & Trevifio, L. K. (2010). Bad apples, bad
cases, and bad barrels: Meta-analytic evidence about sources of
unethical decisions at work. Journal of Applied Psychology, 95(1),
1-31. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0017103

Lazarus, R. S., & Folkman, S. (1984). Stress, Appraisal, and Coping. Springing
Publishing Company, Inc.

Levine, L. J., Schmidt, S., Kang, H. S., & Tinti, C. (2012). Remembering the
silver lining: Reappraisal and positive bias in memory for emotion.
Cognition & Emotion, 26(5), 871-884. https://doi.org/10.1080/
02699931.2011.625403

Lindstréom, B., & Tobler, P. N. (2018). Incidental ostracism emerges
from simple learning mechanisms. Nature Human Behaviour, 2(6),
405-414. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-018-0355-y

Liu, C. (2019). Ostracism, attributions, and their relationships with
international students' and employees' outcomes: The moderating
effect of perceived harming intent. Journal of Occupational Health
Psychology, 24(5), 556-571. https://doi.org/10.1037/0cp0000130

Marchiondo, L. A., Cortina, L. M., & Kabat-Farr, D. (2018). Attributions and
appraisals of workplace incivility: Finding light on the dark side?
Applied Psychology, 67(3), 369-400. https://doi.org/10.1111/apps.
12127

McLain, D. L., Kefallonitis, E., & Armani, K. (2015). Ambiguity tolerance in
organizations: Definitional clarification and perspectives on future

13
AGGRESSIVE )—WI LEY

BEHAVIOR

research. Frontiers in Psychology, 6(MAR), 344. https://doi.org/10.
3389/fpsyg.2015.00344

Meral, E. O., van Osch, Y., Ren, D., van Dijk, E., & van Beest, I. (2021). The
anticipated social cost of disclosing a rejection experience. European
Journal of Social Psychology, 51(7), 1181-1197. https://doi.org/10.
1002/ejsp.2807

Nixon, A. E., Arvan, M., & Spector, P. E. (2021). Will the real mistreatment
please stand up? Examining the assumptions and measurement of
bullying and incivility. Work and Stress, 35(4), 398-422. https://doi.
org/10.1080/02678373.2021.1891584

Nixon, A. E., & Spector, P. E. (2015). Seeking clarity in a linguistic fog:
Moderators of the workplace aggression-strain relationship. Human
Performance, 28(2), 137-164. https://doi.org/10.1080/08959285.
2015.1006325

O'Reilly, J., Robinson, S. L., Berdahl, J. L., & Banki, S. (2015). Is negative
attention better than no attention? The comparative effects of
ostracism and harassment at work. Organization Science, 26(3),
774-793. https://doi.org/10.1287/0rsc.2014.0900

Owens, L., Shute, R., & Slee, P. (2000). Guess what | just heard!?: Indirect
aggression among teenage girls in Australia. Aggressive Behavior, 26(1),
67-83. https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1098-2337(2000)26:1<67::AlD-
AB6>3.0.CO;2-C

Peer, E., Brandimarte, L., Samat, S., & Acquisti, A. (2017). Beyond the Turk:
Alternative platforms for crowdsourcing behavioral research. Journal
of Experimental Social Psychology, 70, 153-163. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.jesp.2017.01.006

Reijntjes, A., Thomaes, S., Kamphuis, J. H., Bushman, B. J., de Castro, B. O.,
& Telch, M. J. (2011). Explaining the paradoxical rejection-aggression
link: The mediating effects of hostile intent attributions, anger, and
decreases in state self-esteem on peer rejection-induced aggression
in youth. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 37(7), 955-963.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167211410247

Reiter-Scheidl, K., Papousek, I., Lackner, H. K., Paechter, M., Weiss, E. M.,
& Aydin, N. (2018). Aggressive behavior after social exclusion is
linked with the spontaneous initiation of more action-oriented
coping immediately following the exclusion episode. Physiology &
Behavior, 195(June), 142-150. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physbeh.
2018.08.001

Revelle, W. (2021). psych: Procedures for psychological, psychometric, and
personality research. Northwestern University. https://cran.r-project.
org/package=psych

Rimé, B., Philippot, P., Boca, S., & Mesquita, B. (1992). Long-lasting
cognitive and social consequences of emotion: Social sharing and
rumination. European Review of Social Psychology, 3(1), 225-258.
https://doi.org/10.1080/14792779243000078

Riva, P., Montali, L., Wirth, J. H., Curioni, S., & Williams, K. D. (2017).
Chronic social exclusion and evidence for the resignation stage.
Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 34(4), 541-564. https://
doi.org/10.1177/0265407516644348

Riva, P., Wesselmann, E. D., Wirth, J. H. Carter-Sowell, A. R.,, &
Williams, K. D. (2014). When pain does not heal: The common
antecedents and consequences of chronic social and physical pain.
Basic and Applied Social Psychology, 36(4), 329-346. https://doi.org/
10.1080/01973533.2014.917975

Robinson, S. L., O'Reilly, J., & Wang, W. (2013). Invisible at work: An
integrated model of workplace ostracism. Journal of Management,
39(1), 203-231. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206312466141

Robinson, S. L., & Schabram, K. (2017). Invisible at work: Workplace
Ostracism as aggression. In N. A. Bowling, & M. S Hershcov-
isResearch and Theory on Workplace Aggression( pp. 221-244).
Cambridge University Press..https://doi.org/10.1017/9781316
160930.010

Rosseel, Y. (2012). lavaan: An R package for structural equation modeling.
Journal of Statistical Software, 48(2), 1-36. https://doi.org/10.
18637/jss.v048.i102

55UB011 SUOLLILIOD SA1IE10 3 o1 [dde 3 Aq pouienob 8.2 SILE YO 98N J0'SBINI 10y ARi1 BUIIUO AB]1A UO (SUORIPUOD-PLE-SLLLIBILIO"AB 1MW ARG [pUIUO//SdNY) SUONIPUOD PUe S 1 81 39S *[2202/ZT/TZ] U0 ARIdiTauIuO 5|1 'SPUR|iSUIBN BUBIL0D Aq 09022 GB/Z00T OT/10p/LI0D"AB] I A RIGIpUIIUO//STNY UOIJ POpeOIUMOQ ‘0 */EEZ860T


https://doi.org/10.1177/1098300717732066
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.689
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.689
https://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000078
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.1886
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.1886
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02506817
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02506817
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000453
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705519909540118
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-2648.2002.02100.x
https://doi.org/10.1108/MD-06-2019-0848
https://doi.org/10.1108/MD-06-2019-0848
https://doi.org/10.1080/03069880410001723549
https://doi.org/10.1080/03069880410001723549
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspi0000330
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspi0000330
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0017103
https://doi.org/10.1080/02699931.2011.625403
https://doi.org/10.1080/02699931.2011.625403
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-018-0355-y
https://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000130
https://doi.org/10.1111/apps.12127
https://doi.org/10.1111/apps.12127
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2015.00344
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2015.00344
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2807
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2807
https://doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2021.1891584
https://doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2021.1891584
https://doi.org/10.1080/08959285.2015.1006325
https://doi.org/10.1080/08959285.2015.1006325
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.2014.0900
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1098-2337(2000)26:1%3C67::AID-AB6%3E3.0.CO;2-C
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1098-2337(2000)26:1%3C67::AID-AB6%3E3.0.CO;2-C
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2017.01.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2017.01.006
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167211410247
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physbeh.2018.08.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physbeh.2018.08.001
https://cran.r-project.org/package=psych
https://cran.r-project.org/package=psych
https://doi.org/10.1080/14792779243000078
https://doi.org/10.1177/0265407516644348
https://doi.org/10.1177/0265407516644348
https://doi.org/10.1080/01973533.2014.917975
https://doi.org/10.1080/01973533.2014.917975
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206312466141
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781316160930.010
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781316160930.010
https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v048.i02
https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v048.i02

14 W] LE Y—AGGRESSIVE \

MERAL ET AL

BEHAVIOR |

Roth, S., & Cohen, L. J. (1986). Approach, avoidance, and coping with
stress. American Psychologist, 41(7), 813-819. https://doi.org/10.
1037/0003-066X.41.7.813

Schaubroeck, J., Lam, S. S. K., & Xie, J. L. (2000). Collective efficacy versus
self-efficacy in coping responses to stressors and control: A cross-
cultural study. Journal of Applied Psychology, 85(4), 512-525. https://
doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.85.4.512

Scott, K. L., & Duffy, M. K. (2015). Antecedents of workplace ostracism:
New directions in research and intervention. Research in
Occupational Stress and Well Being, 13, 137-165. https://doi.org/
10.1108/51479-355520150000013005

Spector, P. E. (1994). Using self-report questionnaires in OB research: A
comment on the use of a controversial method. Journal of
Organizational Behavior, 15(5), 385-392. https://doi.org/10.1002/
job.4030150503

Steiner, P. M., Atzmiiller, C., & Su, D. (2017). Designing valid and reliable
vignette experiments for survey research: A case study on the fair
gender income gap. Journal of Methods and Measurement in the Social
Sciences, 7(2), 52-94. https://doi.org/10.2458/v7i2.20321

Tepper, B. J. (2000). Consequences of abusive supervision. Academy
of Management Journal, 43(2), 178-190. https://doi.org/10.5465/
1556375

Thompson, M. J.,, Carlson, D. S., Kacmar, K. M., & Vogel, R. M. (2020). The
cost of being ignored: Emotional exhaustion in the work and family
domains. Journal of Applied Psychology, 105(2), 186-195. https://doi.
org/10.1037/apl0000433

Tobin, D. L., Holroyd, K. A., Reynolds, R. V., & Wigal, J. K. (1989). The
hierarchical factor structure of the coping strategies inventory.
Cognitive Therapy and Research, 13(4), 343-361. https://doi.org/10.
1007/BF01173478

Troisi, J. D., & Gabriel, S. (2011). Chicken soup really is good for the soul:
“Comfort food” fulfills the need to belong. Psychological Science,
22(6), 747-758. https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797611407931

Williams, K. D. (2009). Ostracism: A temporal need-threat model. In (Ed.)
M. P. Zanna, Advances in Experimental Social Psychology (41, pp.
275-314). Elsevier Inc. Issue 08. https://doi.org/10.1016/50065-
2601(08)00406-1

Wu, L. Z, Yim, F. H., Kwan, H. K., & Zhang, X. (2012). Coping with
workplace ostracism: The roles of ingratiation and political
skill in employee psychological distress. Journal of Management
Studies, 49(1), 178-199. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.
2011.01017.x

Xia, A., Wang, B., Song, B., Zhang, W., & Qian, J. (2019). How and
when workplace ostracism influences task performance: Through
the lens of conservation of resource theory. Human Resource
Management Journal, 29(3), 353-370. https://doi.org/10.1111/
1748-8583.12226

Zapf, D., & Gross, C. (2001). Conflict escalation and coping with workplace
bullying: A replication and extension. European Journal of Work and
Organizational Psychology, 10(4), 497-522. https://doi.org/10.1080/
13594320143000834

SUPPORTING INFORMATION
Additional supporting information can be found online in the

Supporting Information section at the end of this article.

How to cite this article: Meral, E. O., Vranjes, ., van Osch, Y.,
Ren, D., van Dijk, E., & van Beest, I. (2022). Intensity, intent,
and ambiguity: Appraisals of workplace ostracism and
coping responses. Aggressive Behavior, 1-14.
https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.22060

55UB011 SUOLLILIOD SA1IE10 3 o1 [dde 3 Aq pouienob 8.2 SILE YO 98N J0'SBINI 10y ARi1 BUIIUO AB]1A UO (SUORIPUOD-PLE-SLLLIBILIO"AB 1MW ARG [pUIUO//SdNY) SUONIPUOD PUe S 1 81 39S *[2202/ZT/TZ] U0 ARIdiTauIuO 5|1 'SPUR|iSUIBN BUBIL0D Aq 09022 GB/Z00T OT/10p/LI0D"AB] I A RIGIpUIIUO//STNY UOIJ POpeOIUMOQ ‘0 */EEZ860T


https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.41.7.813
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.41.7.813
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.85.4.512
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.85.4.512
https://doi.org/10.1108/S1479-355520150000013005
https://doi.org/10.1108/S1479-355520150000013005
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.4030150503
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.4030150503
https://doi.org/10.2458/v7i2.20321
https://doi.org/10.5465/1556375
https://doi.org/10.5465/1556375
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000433
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000433
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01173478
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01173478
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797611407931
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(08)00406-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(08)00406-1
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2011.01017.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2011.01017.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/1748-8583.12226
https://doi.org/10.1111/1748-8583.12226
https://doi.org/10.1080/13594320143000834
https://doi.org/10.1080/13594320143000834
https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.22060



