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Introduction

Organizational isolation is different from social isolation. The social isolation could be due to society or the indi-
vidual isolating Williams, (1997) from social activities. Similar to that the organizational isolation could be due to
the factors which prevail in the work environment or it could be due to the individual working in that situation.
The reasons and the influencing factors are really hard to determine as we could find individuals feeling that they
are secluded and isolated and ignored in work and work situations and their challenges. It also indicates that there
is a need for support and helps to be provided to these employees and if left unattended would lead to depression
Fowler, Wareham-Fowler & Barnes, (2013) and counterproductive behavior. The consequence of this WPO is that
employee does not feel associated or related to the organization anymore as the Ferris, Brown, Berry &Lian, (2008)
sense of isolation and psychological depression seem to prevail more. This could also become a mass phenomenon
as this sense of isolation and depression could spread to other employees as well which indicates the seriousness
of the issue. The factors of culture, religion, and ethnic diversity, Nezlek et al (2012) cross-cultural workplace and
dynamics could lead to ostracism in workplace situations. As these dimensions and issues have implications for
organizational development, human psychology & workplace performance it is an important dimension to be
studied, evaluated, and assessed. The factors which lead to organizational ostracism have been evaluated and pro-
vided as abusive supervision, Wu, Wei & Hui, (2011) voice behavior, and supervisory support. Organizational sup-
port is helpful in mitigating organizational stress and workplace ostracism Anjum, Ming, Siddiqi & Rasool, (2018).

Literature Review

Workplace Ostracism: When employees feel mistreated in workplace situations it leads to stress. This could lead
to employee disengagement and dissolution which could create a negative approach toward the workplace, tar-
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gets, and goals. Employee perception of stress (Lazarus
1966) could be another indicating factor that leads to
workplace ostracism. The workplace demands and
challenges could also lead to workplace ostracism. The
nature of the job, responsibilities, job description, job
enlargement, and job enhancement factors and their
perception of prevalence (Zhao, Peng & Sheard 2013)
or its negative associations with these factors could lead
to workplace ostracism. Research studies indicate that
workplace factors do play a direct role in creating neg-
ative emotions and feelings which leads to employee
emotional disassociation in the workplace termed
workplace ostracism. This could be due to personal
direct factors (Chung &Yang 2017) and sometimes
these effects are attributed due to the employee percep-
tion of person-organization fit. If the employee does not
feel that fit, the employee would leave the organization.
Workplace ostracism is an outcome of personality and
social situations Twenge, (2006) which could influence
and have negative effects on CPWB. Workplace ostra-
cism impacts and affects an individual’s personality,
Ferris, Chen & Lim,(2017)performance, and workplace
productivity. This tends to affect the overall work-based
performances Lyu & Zhu, (2019) and it tends to affect
the work orientations as it creates a psychological inten-
tion to leave the place. It also makes a negative intention
Mahfooz, Arshad, Nisar, Ikram & Azeem, (2017) about
the work as it leads to work burnout and negative stress
which creates an uncomfortable situation at work.

Contextual Performance: Contextual perfor-
mance is defined as the activities that employees carry
out to contribute to the social and psychological core of
an organization (Borman and Motowidlo, 1993) defined
contextual performance as an individual’s performance,
which sustains and increases an organization’s social
recognition and the psychological capital that supports
technical performance and task. They also defined con-
textual performance as different formal task perfor-
mance, although contextual performance still makes
significant benefaction in the proper functioning of
the organization and overall performance. Contextual
performance is not a part of the job description but it
very crucial factor and component of job performance
for employees. Drawing on theoretical and empirical
work in organizational citizenship behavior (Organ,
1988), and prosocial organizational behavior (Brief
& Motowidlo, 1986), Borman and Motowidlo (1993)
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generalized contextual performance into five catego-
ries. The categories are (a) Self volunteering to perform
task activities that are not formally written in the job
description and are part of the job; (b) preserving keen-
ness to complete own task responsibilities successfully
whenever required; (¢) promoting teamwork and coop-
erating among each other; (d)taking extra efforts to
tulfill organizational rules and procedures even in the
inconvenient situation; and (e) approving, supporting,
and protecting organizational objectives.

Contextual Performance and workplace ostra-
cism: Employees experience many unpleasant work-
place events that can negatively affect their well-being
and contextual performance (Hoel, Rayner, & Cooper,
1999; Robinson & Bennett, 1995), but none may be
more common than workplace ostracisml (Fox &
Stallworth, 2005). Yet relatively little research consid-
ers the impact of workplace ostracism on employees’
ability to meet their contextual performance targets,
with the notable exception of Ferris et al. (2015), who
investigate the relationship of workplace ostracism
with contextual performance on in-role task behav-
iors. Workplace ostracism also implies that employ-
ees cannot turn to other members to gather relevant
knowledge during the execution of their job tasks, so
their ability to meet pre-set contextual performance
standards is thwarted even further (Seibert et al., 2001).
Employees who feel excluded are less likely to contrib-
ute to enhancing the well-being of other organizational
members (Twenge et al.,, 2007), which hampers their
ability to rely on those others’ knowledge bases when
seeking to meet their own contextual performance tar-
gets (Jones, 2009)When employee feel excluded from
important organizational knowledge, employees likely
feel frustration or even anger (Leary et al., 2006), which
threatens their happiness with their job and career sit-
uation in general (Ferris et al., 2008). When employees
have low self-Self-Efficacy, they derive less joy from
working hard and tend to be more passive in their
efforts to resolve adverse situations (Gist and Mitchell,
1992; Lee and Akhtar, 2007), which reduces the likeli-
hood that they can meet their job requirements in the
presence of workplace ostracism.

Self-Efficacy: Self-efficacy refers to the individ-
ual’s capacity to create a positive understanding and
management of a situation. Employees with high self-ef-
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ficacy are able to handle situations more positively and
feel good and therefore take the initiative to perform
better in diverse situations, Employees with low self-ef-
ficacy perceive themselves as helpless unhappy, and are
not motivated for accepting any change in the situation.
Employees with high self-efficacy have strong feelings
of accomplishment and high self-esteem in day-to-day
life (Bandura 1997, Flammer 1990). High self-efficacy
makes them willing to take initiative and try to be cre-
ative in their job performance, they are ready to apply
extra positive effort if needed for the achievement of
the individual as well as an organizational goal. organi-
zational change and stressful situations less affect their
mental health and capacity to work, they also come up
with creative solutions for the problems. However, while
self-efficacy acts as a protector against stress, sometimes
it makes individuals over ambitious to achieve high tar-
gets which makes them bear over responsibilities and
pressure that they are not able to cope with, which affects
their quality and efficiency of performance. Employees’
beliefs about their efficacy influence the precognizant
framework they build and practice. Employees who
have a high sense of self-efficacy predict a success
framework that enhances their potential to perform
and also promotes their creativity which in long term
gives them better results and progress. Those who have
low self-efficacy are low in confidence and feel them-
selves inefficient are more afraid of future failure and
are more focused on negative points which affect their
work performance and also they get low on creativity
and innovation. Research studies have shown that cog-
nitive counterfeiting in which individuals preconize
themselves implementing activities efficiently enhances
their work performance and creativity (Bandura, 1986;
Corbin, 1972; Feltz & Landers, 1983; Kazdin, 1978).
High self-efficacy build strong self-beliefs and actions
which help in the overall development of employees and
achievement of individual, group, and organizational
goal (Bandura & Adams, 1977; Kazdin, 1979.

The objective of the study:

1. To investigate the relationship between workplace
ostracism and contextual performance.

2. To examine the relationship between self-efficacy
and contextual performance.
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3. To assess the moderating effects of Self-Efficacy
on the relationships between workplace ostracism
and contextual performance.

Self-Efficacy

Contextual

Workplace
ostracism

performance

Fig. 1: Model of the study

Hypothesis:

H1: Workplace ostracism is negatively associated with
the contextual performance of employees.

H2: Self-Efficacy is positively correlated with the
contextual performance of employees.

H3: The relationship between workplace ostra-
cism and contextual performance is moderated by Self-
Efficacy.

Research methodology:

Sample and Procedure: The sample for this research
study was employees from IT companies working in
the NCR region. A total of 150 questionnaires were dis-
tributed to the employees of these companies, and 118
questionnaires were finally returned,100 were used in
the research analysis out of the questionnaire distrib-
uted 52.7% of the respondents were males and 47.3%
were females. Some 86.3% of these individuals were
in the age range of 25-40 years. The average organiza-
tional tenure was 8.26 years, with a standard deviation
of 5.63 years. Four demographic variables (i.e., gender,
age, education, and tenure), are kept as controlled vari-
ables because these variables have been found to be
related significantly to workplace ostracism and con-
textual performance (Shalley et al., 2004; Kwan et al.,
2018).

Analysis: The proposed model and hypotheses
were tested and analyzed by means of data from 100
IT employees working in the NCR Region. For testing
the reliability of instruments Cronbach’s Alpha, KMO,
Minimum factor loading, variance, and cumulative are
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used. Quantitative analysis is done through the use of
correlation, multiple regression, and ANOVA.

Workplace Ostracism: Workplace ostracism (a =
.92) was measured with a four-item scale developed by
Ferris et al. (2008). The Cronbach alpha was 0.925

Self-Efficacy: Self-Self-Efficacy was measured
by the eight-item scale developed by Chen, Gully, and
Eden (2001). The Cronbach alpha was 0.898.

Contextual performance: The contextual perfor-
mance was measured using a questionnaire developed
by Motowidlo and Van Scotter (1994). The instrument
includes 13 items.The Cronbach alpha was 0.801.

A correlation test is conducted and the result of
the test is given in the table 2. The Pearson Correlation

Table 1. Reliability statistics
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between workplace ostracism and contextual perfor-
mance is 0.428 with a p-value of 0.18 which is not
considered at a 5% level of consequence (as the p-value
is more than 0.05). Thus, it is clear that H1: workplace
ostracism is negatively associated with contextual perfor-
mance

H2: Self-Efficacy is positively correlated with the
contextual performance of employees. A correlation
test is conducted and the result of the test is given in the
table 3. The Pearson Correlation between contextual
performance and self-efficacy is 0.658 with a p-value
of 0.1 which is considered at a 5% level of consequence
(as the p-value is more than 0.05). Thus, it is clear that
contextual performance is positively associated with

self-efficacy.

No. of Chronbach’s KMO Minimum factor % of .
Factors . . . Cumulative %
items Alpha loading variance
Workplace Ostracism 4 0.925 0.892 0.587
Resilience 5 0.898 0.823 0.640 4.862 77.765
Contextual Performance 5 0.801 0.914 0.512 24.112 60.656

Table 2: Correlations for Workplace Ostracism and Contextual Performance

Workplace ostracism Contextual performance

Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

Workplace
Ostracism

Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

Contextual performance

1 428"
18
100 100
428" 1
.18
100 100

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Table 3:
Contextual Performance Self-Efficacy

Contextual Pearson Correlation 1 .658"
performance Sig. (2-tailed) 01

N 100 100
Self efficacy Pearson Correlation .658” 1

Sig. (2-tailed) .01

N 100 100

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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H3: The relationship between workplace ostra-
cism and contextual performance is moderated by
self-efficacy.

For testing hypothesis 3 regression is calculated.
The result that came up is shown in tables 3,4 and 5.
The dependent variable (contextual performance) and
independent variable (self-efficacy) regression value are
10.711 and the p-value is 0.002 where workplace ostra-
cism significance level is less than 5%. therefore, the
dependence of contextual performance on self-efficacy
shows that self-efficacy moderates the relationship between
workplace ostracism and contextual performance.

Findings: Employees, who have a strong belief
in or their capabilities to execute behaviors necessary
to complete specific performance do not get affected
much by workplace ostracism. Workplace Ostracism
impacts and affects individuals’ personalities, Ferris,
Chen &Lim, (2017) performance, and workplace pro-
ductivity. This tends to affect the contextual perfor-
mances Lyu& Zhu, (2019) and also tends to affect the

Table 4: Model Summary
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work orientations as it creates a psychological inten-
tion to leave the place. It also creates a negative inten-
tion Mahfooz, Arshad, Nisar, Ikram& Azeem, (2017)
about the work as it affects contextual performance
and negative situations which creates an uncomfort-
able situation of exclusion at work. The ability of an
individual to believe in their capabilities, positive
attitude, and resilience to the negative situation can
reduce the negative consequences of workplace ostra-
cism Tierney and Farmer, (2011). Workplace ostra-
cism has its impact and effects on work engagement
Hitlan & Noel (2009) and it also negatively affects job
satisfaction.

Discussion: The results obtained from our survey
of 100 IT employees confirmed that workplace ostra-
cism is negatively associated with contextual perfor-
mance. Workplace ostracism affects the emotional
health of employees which results in poor performance
the employee. We further found that self-efficacy mod-
erates the relationship between workplace ostracism
and contextual performance as self-efficacy is posi-

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate
1 726 .696 .690 31201
a. Predictors: (Constant), SELF -EFFICACY, WORKPLACE OSTRACISM
Table 5: ANOVA
Model Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 22.522 10.711 105.310 .000°
Residual 8.634 96 111
Total 33.401 97
a. Dependent Variable: CONTEXTUAL PERFORMANCE
b. Predictors: (Constant), SELF-EFFICACY WORKPLACE OSTRACISM
Table 6: Coefficients®
Standardized
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients
B Std. Error Beta t Sig.
1 (Constant) -.800 .253 -2.892 .002
WORKPLACE OSTRACISM 324 .054 262 4.603 .000
SELF-EFFICACY .689 .052 334 9.620 .000

a. Dependent Variable: CONTEXTUAL PERFORMANCE
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tively associated with contextual performance. In other
words, self-efficacy act as an important moderator in
the relationship between workplace ostracism and con-
textual performance and its organizational outcomes.

Implications: The study is relevant, significant,
important, and pertinent as it would help the top man-
agement of IT industries to be aware of the nature
and extent of prevalence of Workplace ostracism.
The reduction of workplace ostracism would help the
organization to increase quality, timely delivery, and
increase in performance. The productivity and output
would be increased which would also ensure workplace
happiness among employees of the Indian IT industry.
The organization must prevent the feeling of exclusion
from the employees as it is a threat to the development
of employees and also to their performance, skill, and
creativity. Training programs and sensitivity and other
behavioral training should be given to employees to
increase their level of self-efficacy and understanding
of others.

Directions for Further Research: The present
study has provided many potential gateways for future
researchers. In this study workplace ostracism, Self-
Efficacy, and contextual performance were the major
variables of research. The research study explored the
relationship between workplace ostracism and contex-
tual performance, also moderating the effect of self-ef-
ficacy. Future research can be done exploring how
self-Efficacy and workplace ostracism regulates other
areas in an organization like workplace satisfaction,
training, and development, organizational commit-
ment, job involvement, attrition, organizational con-
flict, burnout, etc. Future research may examine other
impacts of workplace ostracism, and also the other fac-
tors like workplace bullying organizational cynicism,
counter-productive work behavior, and organizational
politics on employee’s further research would be advan-
tageous to explore potential mediators and moderators
for these variables.

Limitations of the study: The study only covers
employees working in the Indian IT industry in NCR
Region therefore the generalized finding is limited. The
dimensions and the coverage of variables are given in
the conceptual framework and all other dimensions
which are there do not form a part of this study.
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