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ARTICLE INFO ABSTRACT

N In this study, it is aimed to adapt Ferris et al.’s (2008) workplace
iggg;ﬁg %"géégg ostracism scale into Turkish in two separate studies (Study 1, N = 337)
Available online: 23.06.2023 (Study 2, N = 348). We tested the internal consistency, factor structure
Article type: Research and construct validity (in terms of convergent validity) and the Turkish
article version of WOS criterion-related validity. Results indicated that the

internal consistency level of the Turkish version of WOS is high and the
factor structure is compatible with the original scale. In both studies,
findings supported the construct validity. In Study 1, workplace
ostracism was positively related to supervisor undermining and turnover
intention, and negatively related to interpersonal justice, job satisfaction

Keywords: ) and psychological well-being. In Study 2, workplace ostracism
Workplace Ostracism, positively correlated with perceived stress and anxiety and negatively
Reliability, Validity, correlated with organizational citizenship behavior and affective
Scale Adaptation. commitment. In this respect, evidence supported the psychometric

properties of the Turkish version of WOS, and the adapted Turkish
version of the scale could be used in future studies. Since WOS is a
widely used scale worldwide to measure workplace ostracism, adapting
WOS to Turkish following international scale adaptation standards is a
remarkable contribution to organizational behavior literature.

Isyerinde dislanma 6lceginin Tiirk¢e’ye uyarlanmasi

MAKALE BILGISI oz

Gelis tarihi: 01.01.2022 Bu calismada, Ferris ve arkadaslarinin (2008) gelistirdikleri Isyerinde
Kabul tarihi: 19.06.2023 Dislanma Olgeginin iki ayr ¢alisma ile (Calisma I, N=337; Calisma II,
Cevrimigi kullanim _ irkce’ 1 1 Bu k da: i ind
tarihi: 23.06.2023 N=348) Tirkge ye uyarlanmasi amag anmistir. Bu kapsamda; Isyerinde
Makale Tiirii: Arastirma Diglanma Olgegi Tiirkge formunun igsel tutarliligi, faktor yapisi, yapi
makalesi gecerliligi (yakinsak gecerlilik agisindan) ve oOlgiit gecerliligi test

edilmistir. Elde edilen bulgular, Isyerinde Dislanma Olgegi Tiirkge
formunun i¢ tutarlilik diizeyinin yliksek oldugunu ve faktdr yapisinin
orijinal Olgekle uyumlu oldugunu gostermistir. Her iki g¢alismanin
bulgular1 da 6lgegin yap1 gegerliligini desteklemektedir. Calisma I’in
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bulgulari, isyerinde diglanmanin yoneticinin ¢alisani baltalama davranisi
ve isten ayrilma niyeti ile pozitif yonlii; kisilerarasi adalet, is tatmini ve
psikolojik iyi olus ile negatif yonlii iliskide oldugunu gostermektedir.
Caligma II’de ise isyerinde diglanmanin; algilanan stres ve anksiyete ile
pozitif yonlii iligkili oldugu, orgiitsel vatandaglik davranig1 ve duygusal
isyerinde Dislanma, baglilik i.le negatif yonlii iliskili oldugu sap:canmlst'lr'. C.all‘lsma sqnucqnda
Giivenilirlik elde edilen bulgular genel olarak degerlendirildiginde; Isyerinde
Gecerlilik 61 Kk Dislanma Olgegi Tiirkge formunun gegerli ve giivenilir bir dlgek oldugu
cerlilik, Olge e o .

ve gelecek calismalarda kullanilabilecegi soylenebilir. Isyerinde
Dislanma Olgeginin (Ferris vd., 2008) diinya capinda, isyerinde
dislanma olgusunun Ol¢iimiinde oldukc¢a yaygin kullanilan bir 6lgek
oldugu goz oniinde bulunduruldugunda, bu 6lcegin uluslararasi 6lgek
uyarlama standartlar1 izlenerek Tiirkce'ye uyarlanmasinin oOrgiitsel
davranig yazini ig¢in 6nemli bir katki oldugu diisiiniilmektedir.

Anahtar Kelimeler:

Uyarlama.

1. Introduction

The factors that trigger ostracism in working life are increasing gradually. The competition among
informal groups, ambition, desire to promote, gain and sustain power, and some pathological personality
traits are the most fundamental antecedents of ostracism (Robinson and Schabram, 2017; Sommer et al.,
2001). The most fundamental effects of ostracism on group dynamics and employee psychology are the
deterioration of synergy, decrease in organisational citizenship behavior, weakening of belonging to the
institution, deterioration of the organisational climate, and the increase in the levels of stress, depression,
and burnout of employees (Ferris et al., 2008; Williams et al., 2000; Williams, 2001; Wu et al., 2011).
In short, workplace ostracism both negatively affects employee psychology and creates a disadvantage
in terms of the organisation's sustainability. Thus, it is necessary to analyse workplace ostracism reasons
in-depth and develop policies to take the relevant measures systematically (Gamian-Wilk and Madeja-
Bien, 2018). To carry out more research on ostracism, the construct should be measured with a valid
and reliable scale with comprehensively tested psychometric properties (Ferris et al., 2008).

Ostracism is intertwined with many concepts. Among these, concepts such as loneliness, bullying,
aggression, social undermining, interpersonal deviance, and social exclusion come to the fore (Ferris et
al., 2008). However, although these concepts overlap conceptually and theoretically with ostracism, they
differ in terms of the level of ostracism. For this reason, for the measurement of workplace ostracism,
scales based on the theoretical and empirical background of direct ostracism are needed rather than the
scales developed to measure the concepts mentioned above. To fill this gap in the literature, Ferris et al.
(2008) conducted a comprehensive scale development study through four separate studies (N = 727). As
a result of these studies, Ferris et al. (2008) developed a valid and reliable 10-item WOS whose
psychometric properties were tested.

This scale is the only widely used scale worldwide to measure workplace ostracism. It is a
significant need to adapt this scale to different languages and cultures to better understand and manage
workplace ostracism, which is a critical issue in organizational psychology studies. In this respect, this
study focuses on the Turkish adaptation of the WOS developed by Ferris et al. (2008). The ostracism
scales developed by Turkish researchers in studies conducted in Turkey exist in the literature (e.g.,
Abash and Ozdemir, 2019). However, it was observed that there were critical limitations in the
development of the relevant scales. The limitations of the existing workplace ostracism scales are issues
such as lack of a clear conceptual distinction of workplace ostracism, not adopting a comprehensive
approach in creating an item pool, not testing the construct validity of the scales and not being developed
with appropriate methods by including critical variables for the construct validity testing. Overcoming
these limitations is essential to provide supporting evidence on the psychometric properties of a scale.

In addition, in some studies conducted in the Turkish sample, WOS developed by Ferris et al. (2008)
was used. However, there was no explanation of the scale’s adaptation or translation process. This
situation indicates that these studies are contented with only the translation of the scale. This is basically
an important limitation as a scale needs to be adapted comprehensively to a different culture. In a recent
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study, Caliskan and Pekkan (2020) adapted the WOS developed by Ferris et al. (2008) into Turkish.
However, in the adaptation of the process, the construct validity was not tested; only factor analysis was
performed. This is also a significant limitation in a typical adaptation study. For these reasons, adapting
the scale developed by Ferris et al. (2008) in Turkish is vital. The relevant scale is the most preferred in
the world and is used by many researchers in various studies (Wu et al., 2011; Zimmerman et al., 2016).
In this context, in the present study, we aimed to adapt Ferris et al.’s (2008) WOS to Turkish based on
the international adaptation standards, and by this way, it is expected that the study will make a
remarkable contribution to the literature and also increase the number of ostracism research conducted
in Turkey.

Adapting the workplace ostracism scale to Turkish requires a series of procedures. First of all, an
ideal procedure should be followed in the translation process into Turkish. In this study, the
psychometric properties of the Turkish version of the scale were tested through; a) factor structure, b)
internal consistency, ¢) construct validity (convergent validity), and d) criterion-related validity. In
testing the psychometric properties of the scale, two separate studies were conducted in two samples. In
the first study, workplace ostracism, supervisor undermining (for convergent validity testing), as for the
criterion-related validity testing variables such as job satisfaction, interpersonal justice, intention to quit,
psychological well-being and job performance variables were measured. In the second sample,
workplace ostracism, perceived stress, organizational citizenship behaviour, anxiety, and affective
commitment variables were measured to test the criterion-related validity.

To test the validity of the Turkish form of the scale, it must meet some criteria. In this direction,
firstly, the internal consistency of the scale should be at an acceptable level. Then, the factor structure
of the scale should be determined following the original scale. Another critical issue is testing the
construct validity of the scale. To test the construct validity of the scale, workplace ostracism should be
positively associated with variables such as supervisor undermining, turnover intention, perceived
stress, and anxiety. On the other hand, it should be negatively associated with variables such as job
satisfaction, psychological well-being, job performance, affective commitment, and organizational
citizenship behavior (Choi, 2020; Howard et al., 2020). In determining these variables, the variables in
the study of Ferris et al. (2008) were taken as basis. Accordingly, the WOS was expected to be
negatively correlated with affective commitment, job satisfaction, job performance, psychological well-
being, and organizational citizenship behavior. The relationship pattern mentioned above should be
obtained for criterion validity to be supported within the scope of relationships with other constructs.
As the level of meeting the validity expectations of the scale increases, findings that support the
psychometric features will be obtained.

2. Method

While creating the Turkish version of the workplace ostracism scale, the procedure recommended
by Sousa and Rojjanasrirat (2011) was followed. Accordingly, the authors first obtained permission to
adapt the scale (Personal contact: Dr. Lance Ferris). Later, the scale was translated into Turkish
independently by two linguists and the researcher. The relevant translations have been integrated into a
single format by a group of academics working in the organizational psychology field. Then, with the
participation of a group of doctoral students, what is understood from the items was asked with the
sound thinking technique. Turkish translation of the scale was finalized after some minor revisions.
Later, a back-translation into English was performed by a bilingual linguist who did not know the
original items. The relevant back translation was compared with the original scale by the researcher and
another linguist. It was concluded that similar words were used in some verbs and nouns, and although
there were partial differences in the sentence structure of the two items in the scale, there was no
difference in meaning integrity. Thus, the Turkish version of the scale was finalized. In two separate
studies (Study 1 N = 337, Study 2 N = 348), the internal consistency, factor structure, and construct
validity (convergent validity, discriminative validity, relationships with other structures) of the Turkish
version of the final scale were examined. Thus, the psychometric properties of the scale were tested.
Ethical approval for this study was obtained from Sakarya University Social and Human Sciences
Publication Ethics Committee (No: E-61923333-050.99-29282, Date: 07.05.2021).
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2.1. Study |
2.1.1. Participants and procedure

The first questionnaire form was sent to approximately 500 employees working in different sectors
with the convenience sampling method. Considering the limitations of the pandemic period, the
guestionnaire form was created through a website and applied online. E-mail and social media were
used to deliver the questionnaire to potential participants, and people were asked to participate in
research voluntarily. 354 people participated in research. However, 17 of them, which were sloppy
through control questions, were excluded. As a result, the first study’s sample size was 337 participants.

2.1.2. Scales

Workplace ostracism: Employees’ level of ostracism was measured using a 10-item scale developed
by Ferris et al. (2008). Participants were asked to rate their agreement (1=never; 7=always) for each
item.

Interpersonal justice: The Turkish version (Yelboga, 2012) of the 4-item interpersonal justice scale
generated by Colquitt (2012) was used. Participants reported their agreement with items (1=to a small
extent; 5=to a large extent).

Supervisor undermining: Supervisor undermining was measured by the supervisor undermining
dimension of the social undermining scale. It was generated by Duffy et al. (2002) and a Turkish version
(Ulbegi et al., 2014) was used. Participants were asked to rate their agreement (1=never; 6=every day)
for each item.

Job satisfaction: The Turkish version (Keser and Ongen Bilir, 2019) of the 5-item overall job
satisfaction scale generated by Brayfield and Rothe (1951) was used on a five five-point Likert-type and
each item is rated from “l=strongly disagree” to “S=strongly agree”.

Turnover intention: The Turkish version of (Giiger et al., 2017) a 3-item Turnover intention scale
developed by Cammann et al. (1979) was used. The participants rated the items (1=strongly disagree;
5=strongly agree).

Job performance: The Turkish translation (Akkog et al., 2012) of the 4-item job performance scale
generated by Kirkman and Rosen (1999) was employed. The participants rated the items (1=strongly
disagree; 5=strongly agree).

Psychological well-being: The Turkish form (Telef, 2013) of the 8-item psychological well-being
scale developed by Diener et al. (2009). The participants rated their agreement with the items
(1=strongly disagree; 7=strongly agree).

2.1.3. Results

2.1.3.1. Item analysis and confirmatory factor analysis

Before applying the CFA, the total item correlations of the scale were examined. Total-item
correlations of WOS (.58 and .76) were found to be at satisfactory levels. In addition, it was determined
that if the item was removed from the scale, the level of internal consistency would not increase.

As a result of CFA, the single-factor structure of the scale was endorsed in the first study, as it was
in the original. CFA findings showed that the factor structure of WOS was satisfactory in the first sample
(x2 = 104.827, p <.000, x2 / df = 2.99, TLI = .95, CFI = .96, GFI = .94, AGFI = .91, RMSEA = .07)
(Kline, 2005; Schermelleh-Engel et al, 2003).

2.1.3.2. Descriptive statistics and reliability findings

Table 1 shows descriptive statistics as well as internal consistency values for the variables
investigated in the first study.
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Table 1
Descriptive statistics, correlations, and internal consistency values for Study 1
M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1.WOS 6.56 .66 (.91)
2.SU 5.27 .89 S1*** - (196)
3.1 1.78 .88 -33F** L 43*** (.86)
4.3S 2.24 .88 S33FF* L QQx*E - ZgEFE* (.82)
5 TI 3.81 1.28 B0*** - 36%** - 26%** - 70***  (.88)
6. JP 1.66 .70 =20%** L 16**F 24%*F* 3R - 22%** (.8l)
7.PW 230 1.13 S 20%FK QLXK ZoRAk AFRKR U BAFRxx A4R*(.90)

Note: N = 337. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001. M = Mean, SD = Standard Deviation, WOS = Workplace
Ostracism, SU = Supervisor Undermining, 1J = Interpersonal Justice, JS = Job Satisfaction, Tl = Turnover
Intention, JP = Job Performance, PW = Psychological Well-Being. Values in parentheses indicate Cronbach’s
Alpha coefficients.

2.1.3.3. Convergent and criterion-related validity testing

To test the construct validity, convergent validity, and the relationships of workplace ostracism with
other constructs (to test criterion validity) were examined in the first study. Relationships between
variables are shown in Table 1. The relationship between supervisor undermining and workplace
ostracism was examined to test convergent validity. Supervisor undermining was examined in the test
of convergent validity in this first study, and a positive relationship between workplace ostracism and
supervisor undermining was expected. Another process in the test of construct validity is to examine the
relationships of workplace ostracism with other variables. When the findings were examined, workplace
ostracism was positively correlated (r: .51; p <.001) with supervisor undermining. The finding supports
the convergent validity of the workplace ostracism scale. When other findings are examined, as expected
workplace ostracism was found to be negatively related to interpersonal justice (r: -.33; p <.001), job
satisfaction (r:-.33; p <.001), job performance (r:-.20; p <.001) and psychological well-being (r:-.29; p
<.001) and positively with the intention to quit (r:.30; p <.001). All these findings support the
appropriateness of the psychometric properties of the workplace ostracism scale.

2.2.Study Il
2.2.1. Participants and procedure

The second questionnaire form, similar to the first one, was applied online, and employees working
in different sectors were asked to participate voluntarily. E-mail and social media were used to deliver
the questionnaire form to potential participants. A total of 361 people participated in research. However,
13 of them, were found to be filled sloppy and excluded. Thus, the sample of the second study consisted
of 348 participants.

2.2.2. Scales

Perceived stress: The Turkish version (Eskin et al., 2013) of the 14-item scale generated by Cohen
et al. (1983) was used to measure participants’ stress perceptions. Participants were asked to rate their
agreement (1=never; 5=very often) for each item.

Organizational citizenship behaviour: Organizational citizenship was measured by a 21-item scale
generated by Basim and Sesen (2006). Participants were asked to rate their agreement (1=never;
6=always) for each item.

Anxiety: A 10-item “worry and anxiety scale” generated by Dugas et al. (2001) was used to assess
participants’ anxiety levels. The scale was adapted into Turkish by Akyay (2016). The scale is on a nine-
point Likert-type. While some items are graded from “1=no difficult” to “9=extremely difficult”, while
others are graded from “l1=never” to “9=seriously”.

Affective commitment: Affective commitment was measured by affective commitment dimension
of the organizational commitment scale generated by Meyer and Allen (1997). Turkish adaptation
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procedures were conducted by Wasti (2000). Affective commitment consists of six items and all items
are rated from 1=strongly disagree to 5=strongly agree by the participants.

2.2.3. Results
2.2.3.1. Item analysis and confirmatory factor analysis

Total-item correlations (.51 and .74) of WOS were observed at acceptable levels. In addition, it was
determined that if the item was removed from the scale, the level of internal consistency would not
increase.

Due to the CFA, the single-factor structure of the scale was also endorsed in the second study, as it
was in the original. CFA findings indicated that the factor structure of WOS was also satisfactory in the
second sample (2 = 105.003, p <.000, %2 / df = 3.00, TLI = .94, CFI = .95, GFI = .94, AGFI = .90,
RMSEA = .07) (Kline, 2005; Schermelleh-Engel et al, 2003).

2.2.3.2. Descriptive statistics and reliability findings

Descriptive statistics and internal consistency values for the variables examined within the scope of
the second study are shown in Table 2.

Table 2
Descriptive statistics, correlations, and internal consistency values for Study 2
M SD 1 2 3 4 5
1. WOS 6.60 54 (.88)
2.PS 3.26 58 20%**  (.85)
3.0CB 2.54 79 SA7%% 230%%*  (.90)
4.A 5.59 1.69 15%* B3F*  _14%%  (88)
5. AC 2.50 .94 -.12* - 34%**  3QFKk - 15%* (.91)

Note: N = 348. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p <.001. M = Mean, SD = Standard Deviation, WO = Workplace
Ostracism, PS = Perceived Stress, OCB = Organizational Citizenship Behaviour, A = Anxiety, AC = Affective
Commitment. Values in parentheses indicate Cronbach’s Alpha coefficients

2.2.3.3. Criterion related validity testing

In the second study, the relationships of workplace ostracism with another construct were examined
to test the criterion related validity. Relationships among variables are shown in Table 2. It was found
to be negatively associated with organizational citizenship behaviour (r: -.17; p <.01), affective
commitment (r: -.12; p <.05) and associated positively with perceived stress (r:.20; p <. 001) and
anxiety (r:.15; p <.01). All these findings support the appropriateness of the psychometric properties of
WOS in the context of the second study.

3. Discussion and conclusion

Interest in ostracism has increased considerably, and many recent studies have emphasized its
importance (Chen et al., 2020; Howard et al., 2020, Uslu, 2021). One of the areas for improvement
regarding ostracism is that the scales aiming to measure workplace ostracism are quite limited. Despite
recent efforts towards this goal, the need for reliable and valid scales has yet to be fully met. In this
context, there is a great need for new scales or adaptation studies of previous scales that have been
validated in the international literature. Especially the lack of a valid and reliable workplace ostracism
scale in Turkish makes this situation even more compulsory. For these reasons, the present study is
aimed to adapt WOS developed by Ferris et al. (2008) to Turkish based on international standards. For
this purpose, two studies were designed in two samples, and the psychometric properties of the relevant
scale were tested.

The findings are congruent with the original study (Ferris et al., 2008). The reliability values of the
original scale in all four studies are similar to the findings obtained in this study (e.g., 0.88 and 0.89).
The fit indices obtained from the CFA in both studies provided acceptable results. The first study
examined the relationship between supervisor undermining and workplace ostracism to test convergent
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validity and, a moderate positive correlation was obtained. This finding is very close to the coefficient
obtained in Ferris et al. (2008)’s study (e.g., .51 and .56). Relationships of workplace ostracism with
other constructs are also consistent with the previous research. Workplace ostracism was negatively
related to interpersonal justice, job satisfaction, job performance, and psychological well-being and
positively related to turnover intention. Both according to Ferris et al. (2008)’s scale development study
and other studies in the literature, workplace ostracism was negatively related to interpersonal justice
(Ferris et al., 2008), job satisfaction (Leung et al., 2011), job performance (Choi, 2020; Uslu, 2021), and
psychological well-being (Wang et al., 2020) and positively related with turnover intention (Singh and
Srivastava, 2021). All these findings supported the psychometric properties of the adapted Turkish
version of WOS.

The second study investigated only the relationships between workplace ostracism and other
constructs for construct validity. According to the findings, workplace ostracism was negatively
associated with affective commitment and organizational citizenship behavior and positively associated
with perceived stress and anxiety. Relationships of workplace ostracism with other constructs are also
consistent with existing empirical findings. According to previous empirical studies, workplace
ostracism was found to be negatively associated with organizational citizenship behaviour (Choi, 2020)
and affective commitment (Ferris et al., 2008; Lyu and Zhu, 2019) and negatively associated with
perceived stress (Chung, 2018; Wang et al., 2020;) and anxiety (Ferris et al., 2008; Samma et al., 2020).
Only the significant relationship between organizational citizenship behaviour and workplace ostracism
did not align with the finding in Ferris et al.’s (2008) study. However, in general, a negative relationship
between the two variables is expected, and the second study’s findings also endorsed the WOS’
psychometric properties.

As with any research, this research also has some limitations. First, convergent validity was tested
only with the supervisor undermining variable in the first study and not in the second study. The main
reason for this situation is the absence of a Turkish workplace ostracism scale, which has been validated
by international standards. The other limitation is that self-report measurements were performed in both
studies. Self-report measurements are often criticized for carrying bias (Podsakoff et al., 2003).
However, it is very challenging to measure ostracism other than the self-report method. Also, no test-
retest reliability testing was applied.

There is still a need for new scale adaptations in the literature. In this sense, designing new
adaptation studies for workplace ostracism, therefore, would be significant in future studies. New
adaptation studies can be conducted, especially in the Turkish context, and the scale obtained in the
current study can be used to test the convergent validity of new subsequent scales. The variables
included in the present study to test construct validity were designed based on Ferris et al. (2008) 's
suggestions. However, adaptation studies can also be conducted by considering variables including
some other attitudes and behaviours (i.e., perceived organizational support, fear-based silence, cynicism,
or trust). Thus, it is significant both in terms of widespread use of the workplace ostracism scale and
proving that workplace ostracism has a different construct than other constructs.

In conclusion, in the present study, WOS developed by Ferris et al. (2008) was adapted into Turkish,
and its psychometric properties were tested. All findings reveal that the Turkish version of the scale can
be used in future studies (see Appendix).
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Appendix
Turkish version of workplace ostracism scale
Turkish Items

. Digerleri sizi isyerinde gérmezden geldi.

. Igeri girdiginizde digerleri alani terk etti.

. Selamlariniz isyerinde karsiliksiz kaldi.

. Isyerinde kalabalik bir yemekhanede istemeden yalniz oturdunuz.
. Digerleri isyerinde sizden uzak durdu.

. Isyerinde digerlerinin size bakmayacagim fark ettiniz.

. Isyerinde digerleri sizi konusmanin disinda birakt1.

. Digerleri isyerinde sizinle konugmayi reddetti.

O 0 3 N U B W N

. Isyerindeki digerleri sanki siz orda yokmussunuz gibi muamele etti.

10. Isyerindeki digerleri kahve molasi i¢in disar1 giktiklarinda sizi davet etmedi veya bir sey isteyip
istemediginizi sormadi.

Original Items in English (Ferris et al, 2008)

1. Others ignored you at work.

2. Others left the area when you entered.

3. Your greetings have gone unanswered at work.

4. You involuntarily sat alone in a crowded lunchroom at work.
5. Others avoided you at work.

6. You noticed others would not look at you at work.
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7. Others at work shut you out of the conversation.
8. Others refused to talk to you at work.
9. Others at work treated you as if you weren’t there.

10. Others at work did not invite you or ask you if you wanted anything when they went out for a
coffee break

Note. The measurement was made using 7-point Likert as in the original scale. The levels of participation in
statements are as follows: 1 = Never, 2 = Occasionally, 3 = Sometimes, 4 = Somewhat Frequently, 5 = Often, 6 =
Quite Frequently, 7 = Always. The order of the items are the same with the original order.

Compliance with Ethical Standards: This study was approved by the Sakarya University Research Ethics Board
(No: E-61923333-050.99-29282, Date: 07/05/2021). Informed Constent: Informed consent was obtained from all
participants before answering online questionnaire by clicking "I agree" button.
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