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ABSTRACT
With the presence of negative organizational behaviors, not only is the employee’s 
productivity and job satisfaction affected, but the entire organizational performance of 
employees also declines. Workplace ostracism affects employees’ psychological 
well-being by fostering exhaustion of their emotional, psychological, and material 
resources, significantly influencing counterproductive work behavior. The present 
research also addresses the emerging negative workplace behaviors by studying the 
mediation of transactional and relational psychological contract breaches. The research 
has adopted a ‘quantitative research design’ followed by a survey approach to collect 
data from Pakistan’s healthcare sector employees. 420 questionnaires were disbursed 
among employees, of which 350 were received back, and 332 questionnaires were 
finalized after data cleaning and screening. Smart-Pls was used to analyze data and 
assess the association among different variables. Different tests were performed 
including the descriptive summary, validity (convergent and discriminant), model fitness 
and path analysis. Results indicated that WOC significantly impacts CWB. RPCB also 
significantly influences the CWB. TPCB insignificantly effects CWB and WOC significantly 
influences RPCB and TPCB. Mediation of TPS has been insignificant, whereas the 
mediation of RPS has resulted as significant. The present research holds considerable 
theoretical and practical importance as it provides practical insights to the managerial 
bodies of the healthcare sector in Pakistan to make strategies for vanishing such 
counterproductive work behaviors of employees that damage the morale and mental 
peace of other workers. The limitations of this research have also been addressed in the 
last section.

IMPACT STATEMENT
This research examined how workplace ostracism leads to counterproductive work 
behaviors in healthcare employees in Pakistan, mediated by relational and transactional 
psychological contract breaches. A quantitative survey collected data from 350 
employees, with 332 used after screening. Analysis with SmartPLS tested associations 
between workplace ostracism, contract breaches, and counterproductive behavior. 
Results showed workplace ostracism significantly impacted counterproductive behavior. 
Relational contract breach mediated this relationship, while transactional breach did 
not. The findings contribute theoretically by linking workplace ostracism to 
counterproductive behaviors through psychological contract violations. Practically, they 
suggest reducing ostracism and relational contract breaches to curb counterproductive 
behaviors in healthcare organizations. Limitations include the cross-sectional design 
and sampling from one sector in one region. Further research could use experimental, 
longitudinal approaches and more diverse samples. Overall, this highlights the need to 
address emerging negative behaviors like ostracism to maintain positive psychological 
contracts and productive work environments.
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1.  Introduction

Counterproductive work behaviors (CWBs) refer to any action employees engage in to harm their com-
pany and company members (Pletzer, 2021; Spector & Fox, 2002). Examples of such behavior that are 
identified as counterproductive include sabotage, drug abuse, employee theft, and aggression. On the 
basis of the nature of such behaviors, it is evident that numerous empirical evidence indicates their 
negative consequence on the well-being of organizational members (Bowling & Gruys, 2010). CWBs are 
examined as a common workplace deviance that highlights the negative work behavior of employees 
and becomes a significant cause of disadvantageous effects on individual and organizational outcomes 
(Kundi & Badar, 2021). Counterproductive work behaviors (CWBs) are detrimental to an organization and 
its members, and includes actions like drug and alcohol abuse, aggression, employee theft and sabotage. 
Considerable empirical evidence supports the idea that each kind of CWB that is studied has significant 
negative consequences for supporting organizations. This study diverges from mainstream thinking by 
studying Workplace Ostracism (WO) as a possible root cause for CWBs specifically in the context of the 
Health Care sector in Pakistan.

The vast number of empirical studies in existing literature focuses on forecasting of CWBs as a way 
to examine why individuals are involved in such behaviors and what measures can be taken to mitigate 
its impact on organizational performance (Kelloway et  al., 2010), which illustrates the partial explanation 
of the broad range of organizational behavior (Cohen & Diamant, 2019). In this accordance, theory and 
research mainly focus on the deviation of employees while neglecting the managerial and organizational 
factors, which is a notable cause of developing CWBs. This study has been conducted to explore work-
place ostracism among employees and how it is associated with counterproductive workplace behavior 
(CWB). WO, marked by exclusion and neglect, is recognized as a potent and distressing phenomenon 
(Gamian-Wilk & Madeja-Bien, 2021).

The researcher identified the existing gap and used this opportunity to indicate workplace ostracism 
as a significant determinant of CWBs, increasing employees’ negative behavior and enhancing their devi-
ant work behavior. The theoretical model of this research paper examines that the impact of WO is likely 
to increase CWBs in employees, which triggers employees to retaliate. This study has started out by 
examining the literature on CWBs by looking into the relevant journals and checking to see if any new 
pieces of empirical or theoretical work have been done in the area. Furthermore, To address this research 
gap, a theoretical model is proposed, exploring the direct impact of WO on CWBs while considering the 
mediating role of transactional and relational psychological contract breach. Psychological contract 
breach (PCB), linked to job insecurity, is investigated as a potential mediator in the association between 
WO and CWBs, given the fact that psychological contract breach (PCB) partially enhance the job insecu-
rity of employees (Ma et  al., 2019).

Taking all this together, contributing to existing literature, this research also considers the unique 
context of the healthcare sector in Pakistan. This study provides a more comprehensive examination of 
CWBs within the broader healthcare context. The other novel contribution of this paper is the context 
of the geographical location and sector in which this study is conducted (i.e. the Health care sector of 
Pakistan), as only one dimension of this sector (nursing staff ) has been examined by Attaullah & Afsar 
(2021). Given the significant threats CWBs pose to organizational performance in the healthcare sector 
of Pakistan, this study addresses the pressing need for understanding determinants – WO, transactional 
psychological contract breach, and relational psychological contract breach – that manifest in CWBs.

2.  Theoretical framework and hypothesis development

2.1.  Workplace ostracism and counterproductive work behavior

Ostracism is the extent to which a person is ostracized or neglected by others in a job or organization 
(Howard et  al., 2020). As far as ostracism is concerned, several studies, specifically in sociology, education, 
and psychology, have discovered that one of the most distinct, powerful, and regular occurrences in 
human life is ostracism. It is the same as a physical injury as indicated by FMRI (‘Functional Magnetic 
Resonance Imaging’). On the other hand, when people are faced with ostracism it is quite common to 
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say that they experience psychological distress, impaired cognitive function, and becomes aggressive 
towards others (Mao et  al., 2018).

However, behavior and workplace ostracism are generally interconnected as they highlight the poten-
tial outcomes of ostracism in the workplace (Hitlan & Noel, 2009). Withdrawal is a common result of 
people experiencing ostracism in the workplace. Employees may become demotivated by the lack of 
interaction and become less engaged in their work and more disengaged from their colleagues. This can 
also influence the productivity of the organisation. Furthermore, some employees may retaliate or involve 
themselves in counterproductive behaviors to seek revenge or attention. Besides, job dissatisfaction 
arises due to ostracism (Yang & Treadway, 2018). The individual sense of belonging may erode due to 
ignorance and exclusion, affecting the work fulfillment targets. CWB can be manifested due to this dis-
satisfaction as employees tend to express their unhappiness and frustration through it. The norms of 
equity and fairness usually get violated by ostracism happening at the workplace, and employees do not 
get the opportunity to participate in social interactions (Gürlek, 2021). Negative emotions, resentment, 
and anger can be fostered by perceived injustice which may fuel CWB.

Employees may engage in acts like theft, sabotage, and spreading rumors in order to retaliate against 
the individuals when they experience ostracism. Individuals’ self-esteem and social identity get threat-
ened by ostracism. Individuals tend to seek ways in order to restore their worth (Yan et  al., 2014). Many 
individuals’ resort to CWB to regain their influence and perceived status by gaining attention and assert-
ing power. Negative behaviors are normalized in an environment where ostracism exists, creating a toxic 
environment. A cycle of counterproductive actions is perpetuated within organizations through this 
social influence. Organizations need to foster a respectful and inclusive culture to address workplace 
ostracism. The likelihood of employees resorting to CWB, and the occurrence of ostracism can be less-
ened through collaboration, communication, and fairness within organizations.

The Social Exchange Theory suggests that employees with negative experiences of workplace ostra-
cism may engage in counterproductive work behavior as a form of retaliation toward supervisors or 
participate in another way that they feel evens out the mistreatment received. The Social Exchange 
Theory assumes that individuals have the tendency to bargain and exchange reciprocities in their work 
relationship (Stafford & Kuiper, 2021). Therefore, negative experiences of ostracism in working environ-
ment deviate from threshold of this reciprocity, and may have an impact on counterproductive behaviors 
in order to regulate the imbalances felt.

H1: Workplace ostracism positively influences counterproductive work behavior.

2.2.  Workplace ostracism and transactional psychological contract breach

Ostracism, characterized by exclusion and neglect from the workplace, has significant implications for the 
employer-employee psychological contract (Ali Awad & Mohamed El Sayed, 2023). Specifically, the psy-
chological contract is an exchange process between the employer and employee that includes the 
employee’s perception of mutual obligations and expectations of the parties involved (Ali, 2020). 
Transactional psychological contract breach capture violations of perceived transactional terms related to 
rewards, job security and performance feedback. According to studies conducted by Bari et  al. (2023), 
the role of workplace ostracism factors considerably into the correlate of transactional psychological con-
tract breaches. When employees undergo ostracism, they are more prone to an increase in perceive 
violation of principles of social exchange, leading them to feel an intensification of transactional contract 
breaches (Kim & Jo, 2022). Once employees feel ostracized they are most likely to have emotions of 
breach transactional promises of fair treatment, recognition, and in terms of psychological rewards 
(Robinson, 2019). Bari et  al. (2023) identifies relational ostracism as a cause of a contract breach. When 
employees see themselves as targets of ostracism, it will be an interpretation of the violation of transac-
tional agreement for fair and equitable treatment by organizational authorities (Robinson, 2019). 
Furthermore, the absence of legitimate explanations or an understanding of the causes of ostracism, also 
serves to strengthen the link between ostracism and perceived breach of transactional obligations 
(Gamian-Wilk & Madeja-Bien, 2021). The lack of trust and perceived injustice associated with ostracism 
also links to perceived breach of transactional obligations (Jahanzeb et  al., 2022). Consistent with the 
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predictions of Social Exchange Theory, this reasoning is based on the belief that workplace ostracism 
may cause feelings of violated obligations of a transactional nature in the psychological contract. 
Individuals who experience ostracism may interpret the act of being ignored as a breach of the promises 
or expectations made within the social exchange in relation to job security, favorable work conditions, 
and rewards (Qadir et  al., 2021). According to the principles of social exchange, when individuals per-
ceive obligations in the workplace relationship as having been violated, they may view this violation as 
a breach of the economic or transactional psychological contract, which has resulted in a failure in the 
mutually expected reciprocal exchanges (Memon & Ghani, 2020). Consequently, the following hypothesis 
can be formulated:

H2: Workplace ostracism positively influences Transactional psychological contract breach.

2.3.  Workplace ostracism and relational psychological contract breach

Relational psychological contract breach specifically, refers to the perceived violation of the socio-emotional 
aspects of the employment, including trust, support and organizational justice (Tufan & Wendt, 2020). 
The interactive effects of workplace ostracism and relational psychological contract breach must be con-
sidered as an important issue to the social exchange process related to psychological contract breach, 
examining how social exclusion impacts upon wider psychological contract i.e. the nature of exchange 
between employees and the organization. The correlation between workplace ostracism and relational 
psychological contract breach is defined by a lot of studies (Bari et  al., 2023; Chen & Song, 2019; Khan 
et  al., 2021). According to Zhao et  al. (2019), workplace ostracism is associated with relational psycholog-
ical contract breach, whereby employees that have been ostracized, they will tend to feel there is a 
breach in the unspoken terms regarding emotional support and interpersonal fairness.

Ostracism is a relational event as it occurs between a perceiver and a target (Pelliccio & Walker, 2022). 
When employees who perceived relational psychological contract breach are ostracized, they interpret 
the exclusionary behaviors as violative of the mutual understanding about fair treatment, respect and 
caring (Robinson, 2019). The place of emotional trust and security in the workplace can be impaired by 
the relational aspects of the psychological contract when individuals experience exclusion (Arasli et  al., 
2019). The emotional distress that comes with being ostracized, such as psychological distress and 
aggression, also contributes to relational misconduct which contributes to the breach (Bhatti et  al., 2023).

Based on the social exchange theory perspective, it suggests that experiences of workplace ostracism 
will result in perceptions of relational psychological contract breach. Ones’ experiences workplace of 
ostracism the psychological contract underpins many of the core principles of social exchange which 
include trust, support and interpersonal fairness. Thus, this can be hypothesized that:

H3: Workplace ostracism positively influences relational psychological contract breach.

2.4.  Transactional psychological contract and counterproductive work behavior

Transactional psychological contract breach refers to the violation from the perception of employees 
regarding specific employment deal of situational and explicit terms containing structural electronic 
terms, performance feedback, rewards and job security (Topa et  al., 2022). There are several empirical 
studies in multiple frameworks reporting significant positive impact of transactional psychological con-
tract breach on counterproductive work behavior (Bari et  al., 2022; Ma et  al., 2019; Protsiuk, 2019). When 
employees perceive a breach in transactional obligations (e.g. unfair treatment, lack of recognition, inad-
equate rewards), they are likely to enact in counterproductive work behavior in reactive, and sometimes 
as a coping mechanism (Adekanmbi, 2019). Counterproductive work behaviors as the result of a trans-
actional breach lead to feelings of dissatisfaction, frustration and disillusionment by employees (Kim & 
Jo, 2022). These feelings, in turn, provide a vulnerable ground on which counterproductive behaviors 
begins to emerge. Because individuals perceive a breach in the fair exchange clause in the transactional 
contract, they will typically proceed to sabotage and/or theft, or in some cases aggression in order to 
restore, control or influence over their workplace (Low et  al., 2021). This hypothesis is in agree with Social 
Exchange Theory that employees who perceived a breach in their transactional obligations such as unfair 
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treatment, lack of recognition, and inadequate rewards may activate their CWB as a response or coping 
mechanism (Witten, 2019). To elaborate this theory, employees in their workplace use to engage their 
self in a social exchange where they expect for fair and reciprocal treatment (Cross & Dundon, 2019). 
Thus, this can be hypothesized that:

H4: Transactional psychological contract breach positively influences counterproductive work behavior.

2.5.  Transactional psychological contract and counterproductive work behaviour

The dynamic interplay between relational psychological contract breach and counterproductive work 
behavior can provoke interest to explore the socio-emotional aspects of the employment relationship 
dynamics which influence employee’s action on deviant at workplace (Griep et  al., 2020). Relational psy-
chological contract breach represents where the employee they feel that their employer has violate 
socio-emotional aspects of the contract such as for example organizational justice, organizational trust 
and organizational support (Faruk, 2019). An employee who perceives a relational breach in the psycho-
logical contract, through the loss of trust, support and fairness, is more likely to respond with counter-
productive work behavior, because emotion disturbance is most driven by relational psychological 
contract breach (Estreder et  al., 2020). A relational breach in the psychological contract makes an 
employee feel betrayed, unjustly treated, and emotionally distressed, which is a perfect context for coun-
terproductive behaviour to arise (Gulzar et  al., 2021). Employee seeking to experience emotional equity 
are most likely to enact counterproductive work behaviours that include; sabotage, spreading rumours, 
and interpersonal aggression (Witten, 2019).

Furthermore, workplace ostracism to causes people to split the psychological contract that they have 
created while they were employed there and this breach also won’t allow people to perform their best 
when it comes to their daily tasks. The relational dynamics that are interrupted by ostracism may further 
contribute to CWB, but this is another issue that needs to be looked at in the future (Zappalà et  al., 
2022). A breach to the social and emotional aspects at work leads valuable condition to become dissat-
isfied and to engage in deviant actions (Azeem et  al., 2020). Furthermore, work place ostracism influ-
enced on counterproductive work behaviour through relational psychological contract breach is a sign 
of the intricacy of employees’ responses to relational psychological contract breach when social and 
emotional aspects are violated at work (Coyle-Shapiro et  al., 2019).

According to the Social Exchange Theory, when employees foresee a violation in socio-emotional psy-
chological contracts such as: trust, support, and fairness, it may produce counterproductive work behavior 
(Griep et al., 2020). Employees are in a reciprocated social exchange in the work place and they may expect 
to be treated fairly and supported with social contracts (Cross & Dundon, 2019). When the emotional rec-
iprocity is violated in the relationship psychological contract, employees may display counterproductive 
work behavior as an indicator of betrayal, injustice, and resignation in the breach of social and emotional 
psychological contracts. The social and emotional psychological contract increases the possibility of coun-
terproductive work behavior such as sabotage, rumors, and interpersonal aggression as individuals might 
try to restore equity of emotional at work (Mapira et  al., 2023). Thus, this can be hypothesized that:

H5: Relational Psychological Contract breach positively influences counterproductive work behavior.

2.6.  Mediation of transactional psychological contract breach

The perceived violation of implicit and explicit promises specifically made between the organization and 
employees in terms of employment is called a ‘Transactional Psychological Contract Breach.’ It generally 
occurs when employees cannot fulfill their obligations with respect to their organizations (Agarwal & 
Gupta, 2018). This may involve failure to provide a supportive work environment, career advancement 
opportunities, or fair compensation. By breaching the relationship between employer and employees, 
clear conditions appear in terms of CWB. It has been noted that the relationship between ‘workplace 
ostracism’ and ‘counterproductive behavior’ seems to be mediated and affected by a ‘Transactional psy-
chological contract breach.’ In terms of workplace ostracism, it has been observed that ‘Transactional 
Psychological Contract Behavior’ acts as a catalyst as it gives rise to CWB (Jafri, 2011). Employees tend 
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to involve themselves in such actions as their obligations and expectations fail to be fulfilled by the 
organizations (Montes & Irving, 2008). Employees tend to retaliate and engage in such actions to seek 
justice and retribution. Also, employees tend to view CWB as their only way to regain power, express 
their dissatisfaction as well as regain their expectations (Zagenczyk et  al., 2011). Moreover, increased 
perceptions of TPCB can be due to ‘Workplace Ostracism’. Employees may perceive this behavior as vio-
lence against their fair treatment and expectations due to feeling ignored and excluded.

Furthermore, these feelings of TPCB may exacerbate the negative feelings particularly related to ostra-
cism. It may intensify the likelihood of involving in CWB. TPCB can shape the perceptions of employees. 
An environment related to negative behaviors gets ignited when employees tend to breach the rules of 
the environment. In response to ‘WO,’ such behaviors tend to be ignited by the normalization of TPCB 
(Astrove et  al., 2015). Transaction psychological contract breach may also negatively impact employees’ 
commitment. The commitment and loyalty of employees towards their organization get affected due to 
it. This arises reduced organizational commitment and the possibility of CWB involvement. Employees are 
normally complemented to play their part in the effectiveness of the organization. The trust between 
organizations and employees gets undermined due to transactional psychological contract breaches 
(Atkinson, 2007). Employees become willing to engage and cooperate in positive organizational behav-
iors when employees tend to breach (Chan, 2021).

Furthermore, the trust between the organization and employee relationship gets affected, which 
enhances the likelihood of involving in CWB as a means of self-interest. The negative emotions weaken 
organizational commitment and get intensified by the perception of TPCB. Thus, organizations need to 
focus much on positive psychological contracts and mitigate the occurrence of CWB.

Social Exchange Theory is a further reason this study has been brought into light as it out lines that 
the relationship amid workplace ostracism and counterproductive work behavior is moderated through 
the means of transactional psychological contract violation. According to the Social Exchange Theory, 
employees have a cooperative relationship with the organization they are a part of based on equitable 
treatment and the fulfillment of both implicit and explicit agreements (Paolillo et  al., 2021). Thus, the 
mediation effect thus being further discussed is that’s the more the workplace ostracism goes on, the 
more the employees perceive transaction psychological contract violation, the more negative emotion 
they will perform and the less commitment they will commit. Thus, it can be hypothesized that:

H6: Transactional psychological contract breach positively mediates between workplace ostracism and coun-
terproductive work behaviour.

2.7.  Mediation of relational psychological contract breach

As far as RPCB is concerned, it generally occurs when employees perceive violence in terms of relational 
obligations. It can be violence in terms of support, trust, respect, or their relationship. However, a breach 
can occur by violating the relational expectations and undermining the relationship quality between 
supervisor and subordinate (Bari, Khan, et  al., 2023). Many studies have found that RPCB mediates 
between these factors through the degradation of trust. Employees’ faith in their organization and super-
visors is eroded by abusive supervision. As a result, when confronted with workplace ostracism, employ-
ees tend to see a breach in their relationship commitments, which may lead to a trust breakdown.

On the other hand, their hostile work environment was formed by a lack of trust, which may lead to 
employees engaging in CWB. Furthermore, RPCB influences the normative attitudes of employers. 
Employees typically believe the organization is not meeting their commitments and become involved in 
various CWB-related activities. However, negative sentiments and distress is generated through RPCB. By 
comprehending the mediating role of RPCB, organizations can interpret the significance of promoting 
trust and subordinate relationships (Montes & Irving, 2008).

Moreover, a ‘Relational psychological contract breach’ appears to mediate and alter the link between work-
place ostracism and unproductive behavior. It has been discovered that ‘Relational Psychological Contract 
Behaviour’ significantly influences workplace ostracism through giving birth to CWB. However, employees 
often react and engage in such acts in order to seek justice and revenge (Salazar-Fierro & Bayardo, 2015). 
Furthermore, employees tend to see CWB as their only means of regaining authority, expressing unhappiness, 
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and regaining their expectations. Furthermore, heightened perceptions of RPCB may be linked to ‘Workplace 
Ostracism.’ When social exclusion occurs to an individual it is no surprise that that individual tends to experi-
ence some sort of psychological distress, impaired cognitive function or aggression toward oneself or to oth-
ers. Thus, RPCB sentiments may enhance negative sensations, particularly those associated with ostracism 
(Atkinson, 2007). It may increase the probability of being involved in CWB. RPCB can affect employee percep-
tions. When employees violate the environment’s norms, an environment conducive to undesirable behavior 
is created. RPCB impacts employees’ passion and loyalty to their organization (Aggarwal & Bhargava, 2010). 
This leads to decreased organizational commitment and increases the possibility of involvement in CWB. 
Employees are typically encouraged to contribute to the organization’s success. Negative emotions undermine 
organizational commitment and are exacerbated by RPCB perception.

Social Exchange theory can be linked to this relation as a possible theoretical framework. Based on 
cost-benefit analysis, this theory proposes that individuals tend to engage in social interactions (Li & Yu, 
2017). Mutual obligations and expectations are outlined by the psychological contracts within an orga-
nization, as referred to by this theory (Birtch et  al., 2016). A positive outcome is observed when these 
expectations are fulfilled, which fosters commitment, trust, and cooperation. Still, when there is a breach 
in that psychological contract, an imbalance between these factors is observed, which tends to give rise 
to negative outcomes and a desire to restore equity (Madden et  al., 2017). Employees may tend to face 
isolation and exclusion in this context of workplace ostracism due to a breach of the psychological con-
tract. This is usually observed in terms of fair treatment and social support.

In this perspective, this study proposes Social Exchange Theory as a viable framework for investigating the 
intervening mechanism, which rests on breach in the relational psychological contract in the mediation 
between workplace ostracism and counterproductive work behavior. When holding up the causal mechanism 
of Social Exchange Theory, individuals engage in behavior or engage in relationship within the organization 
based on underlying condition attributed to psychological contracts that are embedded within the social 
relationship and interactions (Knapp et  al., 2020). In light of social exchanges, this can be hypothesized that:

H7: Relational psychological contract breach positively mediates between workplace ostracism and counter-
productive work behavior.

Figure 1 shows Research framework.

3.  Methods

3.1.  Participants and procedure

For data collection, we have adopted an online survey research strategy. One of the most common 
methods of data collection is a survey (Vitrano et  al., 2021). Corresponding to the research aims and 
objectives along with the main idea of this study, the employees of healthcare sector were selected as 
the target audience. Therefore, the respondents of our study’s survey were the health sector employees. 
The first author of our study took in-charge of the data collection. The author contacted health sector 
employees via email. He informed them about the study’s purpose and asked them to partake in the 
survey. It was ensured that we collected the data from the most relevant target population to ensure 
the validity, authenticity, and quality of the responses. After one week of taking their consent, we sent 
them an invitation to complete the questionnaire via google forms. The invitation was sent through 

Figure 1.  Research framework.
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email to 420 employees. We have completed data collection in a single wave, as our study is 
cross-sectional. The cross-sectional approach allows us to collect the data in a single unit, saving our cost 
and time. For data collection, we have adopted a non-probability convenience sampling method. 
Participation was voluntary, and data was collected from only respondents willing to participate in the 
study at their convenience. We have received a total of 350 responses; after carefully analysing the col-
lected data, it was found that 18 responses were not according to our criterion; they were either irrele-
vant or incomplete; thus, we eliminated those responses from further analysis. Hence, we kept a total of 
332 authentic and accurate responses. Of these 332 participants, 158 were women, i.e. 47.59%, and 174 
were men, i.e. 52.40%. Most respondents had a job experience of 2 to 5 years.

3.2.  Questionnaire development and measures

The questionnaire was constructed in three sections. In the first section, a brief research purpose was 
explained to enhance the clarity and understanding of research purpose. In the second section, the 
demographics of the respondents were included. It included questions related to the respondent’s gen-
der, working experiences and educational background etc. The third section involved questions related 
to the items concerning each variable. In this way the questionnaire was designed. To develop an effec-
tive questionnaire, we did an extensive literature review. The researcher carefully investigated the sources 
of item mention in Table 1. Before data collection, these questionnaires were adequately tested. Apart 
from checking the authenticity of the sources of items included in the questionnaire, the questionnaire 
was re-checked multiple times to ensure its accuracy. Moreover, the inculcation of previously validated 
scales ensured that the items were pre-tested.

The study has five observable variables: ‘Workplace Ostracism, Transactional Psychological Contract Breach, 
Relational Psychological Contract Breach, and Counterproductive Work Behaviour.’ We have adopted a ‘5-point 
Likert scale which ranged from 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neutral, 4 = agree to 5 = strongly agree’. 
For the measurement of these constructs, we have adopted scales from past researchers; we adopted these 
scales because they have been validated and authenticated. The details regarding each variable’s respective 
item through which these are measured. As the items were taken from the previously validated scales, there-
fore their validity and reliability were confirmed. The details of the measurement scale, their authors, the 
number of items, and an exemplary item from each scale are discussed in Table 1 below:

3.3.  Data analysis approach

For data analysis, we have utilized Smart-Pls. We have performed several tests, including descriptive sta-
tistics, data normality, validity, and other necessary tests. We have also performed an analysis of outliers 
and missing values to ensure that there is not any outlier and missing value existing in the data set. We 
have ensured that the data set is normal and valid. Through Smart-pls we have analyzed the measure-
ment model of the study, and to ensure the validity of the items of the measurement scale, we have 
also tested the factor analysis test. Then, we conducted an analysis to test the study’s hypotheses to 
check if the hypotheses were valid and thus accepted or not valid, thus rejected.

Ethical considerations are very critical for performing an effective research study. According to 
Kaewkungwal & Adams (2019), ethical considerations provide researchers with moral and ethical 

Table 1.  Measurement scales.
Variable Adopted from Number of items Exemplary items

Workplace Ostracism (Ferris et  al., 2008) 13 ‘Others at work did not invite you 
or ask you if you wanted 
anything when they went out 
for a coffee break.’

Transactional Psychological Contract 
Breach

(Wang et  al., 2017) 6 ‘Require me to do only limited 
duties I was hired to perform.’

Relational Psychological Contract 
Breach

(Wang et  al., 2017) 6 ‘Wages and benefits I can count 
on.’

Counterproductive Work Behaviour (Bennett & Robinson, 2000) 12 ‘I deliberately worked slower than 
I could.’
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principles and guidelines regarding the research design and processes. We have followed ethical conduct 
throughout our study. In this regard, we have followed the following ethical standards and guidelines:

•	 We informed the study’s participants about the purpose of our research
•	 We established the confidentiality of respondents’ personal information
•	 We kept the responses in a secured file
•	 We asked for the respondents’ consent before data collection, and they could quit whenever they 

wanted to.
•	 We are accountable for our conduct in this study.

3.4.  Respondent summary of demographics

The first step in the data analysis was to assess the demographic traits of the research participants, as 
the data was gathered from 420 employees in the healthcare sector. After data cleaning and screening, 
the finalized questionnaires, 332, were analyzed. A fluctuation was observed in their demographic fea-
tures, such as gender, age, and employees’ working experience, as illustrated in Figures 2, 3, and 4. There 
were more male employees as compared to the female employees. Employees with working experience 
from 2 to 5 years and 5 to 8 years were more than the other categories available in survey forms. Whereas 
Figure 4 also indicated that the experience of employees was distinct. Figure 2 shows Gender of respon-
dents and frequency. Figure 3 shows experience of respondents and frequency. Figure 4 shows age of 
respondents and frequency.

4.  Analysis

4.1.  Descriptive summary

After the demographic analysis, the descriptive analysis was performed to confirm data normality and 
the non-existence of any missing values or outliers and to ensure the overall accuracy of the data. 
Table 2 depicts that against each variable, the cases reported were 332, indicating no missing values in 
the data. Furthermore, the minimum and maximum values also fall within the Likert scale range, indicat-
ing no outliers in the data. The values of skewness also indicated data normality. Therefore, the data was 
accurate enough to proceed with the analysis.

4.2.  Reliability analysis

Results of the reliability analysis utilizing internal consistency approach indicated that the measured con-
structs have the required level of internal consistency (Kawakami et  al., 2020). Table 3 shows that the 
Cronbach’s alpha values of the CWB, RPCB, TPCB, and WOC constructs were above the recommended 
threshold of 0.7 (Bujang et  al., 2018), signifying adequacy of the reliability. In addition, the composite 

Figure 2. G ender of respondents.
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reliability values throughout exceeded the acceptable value of 0.7, indicating high internal consistency 
and reliability of each construct. The AVE values, representing the proportion of variance captured by the 
latent variables (Hair et  al., 2021), were within the acceptable range, and all constructs provided the 
required value, i.e. higher than 0.5. The above results indicate the high reliability of the measurement 
instruments, hence enhancing the construct credibility and trustworthiness of the study.

4.3.  Discriminant validity

The demonstration of evidence, for discriminant validity through the correlation matrix, Table 4 shows 
that the square root of the AVE is greater than the inter-construct correlations (Kamis et  al., 2020). This 

Figure 4. A ge of respondents.

Table 2.  Descriptive summary.
Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation Skewness

Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Std. Error

WOC 1.00 5.00 3.4130 1.05804 −.595 .134
TPS 1.20 5.00 3.4349 .97559 −.409 .134
RPS 1.20 5.40 3.3139 .97741 −.326 .134
CPB 1.00 5.00 3.2538 1.04184 −.320 .134

WOC = Workplace ostracism, TPS = Transactional psychological contract, RPS = Relational psychological contract, CPB = Counterproductive 
behavior.

Figure 3. E xperience of respondents.

Table 3.  Reliability analysis.

Cronbach’s alpha Composite reliability (rho_a) Composite reliability (rho_c)
Average variance extracted 

(AVE)

CWB 0.917 0.918 0.933 0.635
RPCB 0.812 0.825 0.866 0.564
TPCB 0.813 0.843 0.866 0.566
WOC 0.93 0.931 0.943 0.673

Abbreviation: WOC = workplace ostracism, CWB = counterproductive work behavior, TPCB = transactional psychological contract breach, 
RPCB = relational psychological contract breach.
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indicates that the measures are demonstrating adequate discriminant validity, as the amount of shared 
variance among the constructs is less than the variance captured by measures that reflect the constructs.

4.4.  VIF

Table 5 suggests that there is no multicollinearity between the predictors concerning RPCB, TPCB and 
WOC as the VIF statistics are much less than 5.

4.5.  Factor loadings

Table 6 shows the results of cross-loading show the items have more correlation with their intended 
constructs than any other model construct. Each item is effectively capturing the variance associated 
with its designated latent variable which are substantially above the .50 threshold.

4.6.  R-square

Table 7 shows that all the exogenous constructs illustrate that nearly 69.8% of variance in CWB is 
accounted for by RPCB, TPCB and WOC and this reflects good predictive ability of the model to explain 
the variation in counterproductive work behavior. R-squared of RPCB and TPCB shows 44.5% and 55.3% 
of variance of is explained by predictor variables in this model.

4.7.  F-square

In Table 8 the relevance of the exogenous constructs in explaining for the variance of CWB is shown from 
the F-square results. RPCB indicates that 26.1% of the variance in CWB is accounted for by the exogenous 
construct RPCB. However, TPCB has F-square value to a level of 2.90, which is within the significant level of 
0.01. WOC only has a marginally significant effect at a value of 1.94, which is also within the level of signifi-
cance at 0.01. The F-square value for TPCB, and WOC in predicting CWB are relatively low with the value 0.002 
and 0.3, respectively which suggests that they have relatively low contribution to the variance in CWB. The 
F-square values have revealed that WOC when predicting RPCB and TPCB are 0.803 and 1.237 relatively which 
implies WOC has a significant effect on explaining the variances of both.

4.8.  Model fitness

In Table 9 the model-fit indices suggest a reasonably good fit between the estimated model and the 
saturated model. Both models demonstrate precisely the same SRMR value indicating strong alignment 

Table 4.  Discriminant Validity.
CWB RPCB TPCB WOC

CWB
RPCB 0.83
TPCB 0.729 0.813
WOC 0.837 0.745 0.798

Abbreviation: WOC = workplace ostracism, CWB = counterproductive work behavior, TPCB = transactional psychological contract breach, 
RPCB = relational psychological contract breach.

Table 5.  VIF.
VIF

RPCB -> CWB 2.115
TPCB -> CWB 2.624
WOC -> CWB 2.495
WOC -> RPCB 1
WOC -> TPCB 1

Abbreviation: WOC = workplace ostracism, CWB = counterproductive work behavior, TPCB = transactional psychological contract breach, 
RPCB = relational psychological contract breach.
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Table 9.  Model fitness.
Saturated model Estimated model

SRMR 0.096 0.096
d_ULS 2.764 2.761
d_G 0.983 0.995
Chi-square 1761.528 1770.906
NFI 0.721 0.719

Abbreviation: WOC = workplace ostracism, CWB = counterproductive work behavior, TPCB = transactional psychological contract breach, 
RPCB = relational psychological contract breach.

between the observed covariance matrix and the covariance matrix that the model predicts. d_ULS 
and d_G values of 2.761 and 0.995 demonstrating a close approximation between the estimated and 
saturated models. The chi-square values are statistically significant. NFI has a value of 0.719 which 
implies that the model has a moderate fit. Overall, the model is a goof-fit. Table 9 shows Model 
Fittness.

Table 6.  Cross loadings.
CWB RPCB TPCB WOC

CB1 0.729
CB2 0.76
CB3 0.814
CB4 0.79
CB5 0.825
CB6 0.852
CB7 0.83
CB8 0.768
RPS1 0.724
RPS2 0.718
RPS3 0.756
RPS4 0.77
RPS5 0.785
TPS1 0.763
TPS2 0.818
TPS3 0.77
TPS4 0.753
TPS5 0.647
WOC1 0.813
WOC2 0.848
WOC3 0.839
WOC4 0.824
WOC5 0.804
WOC6 0.834
WOC7 0.806
WOC8 0.79

Abbreviation: WOC = workplace ostracism, CWB = counterproductive work behavior, TPCB = transactional psychological contract breach, 
RPCB = relational psychological contract breach.

Table 8.  F-square.
f-square

RPCB -> CWB 0.261
TPCB -> CWB 0.002
WOC -> CWB 0.3
WOC -> RPCB 0.803
WOC -> TPCB 1.237

Abbreviation: WOC = workplace ostracism, CWB = counterproductive work behavior, TPCB = transactional psychological contract breach, 
RPCB = relational psychological contract breach.

Table 7.  R-square.
R-square R-square adjusted

CWB 0.698 0.695
RPCB 0.445 0.444
TPCB 0.553 0.552

Abbreviation: WOC = workplace ostracism, CWB = counterproductive work behavior, TPCB = transactional psychological contract breach, 
RPCB = relational psychological contract breach.
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4.9.  Hypotheses testing

Table 10 state hypothesis testing. The direct hypotheses testing results show that for the hypotheses related 
to the relationships between the constructs are generally supported. For example, the influence of RPCB on 
CWB with p-value of .000 shows a significant relationship and thus this hypothesis is supported whereas the 
impact of TPCB on CWB (p-value of .5) demonstrates a non-significant relationship. For the WOC as the pre-
dictors of CWB, RPCB and TPCB are 0, suggests that these relationships are highly significant.

Figure 5 shows SEM Model.

4.10.  Mediation analysis

In Table 11 the results of mediation hypotheses of WOC on RPCB and further on CWB has a P-value of 
0.000 which indicate the significant effect of mediation thereby supporting the hypothesis. Conversely, 
the mediation hypothesis involving the TPCB is not supported at the significance level because the p 
value is .503 which is higher than the 0.05 threshold.

5.  Discussion

The aim of this research was to assess the role played by workplace ostracism which results in counter-
productive work behaviour. For this purpose, the researcher also tested the role played by transactional 

Table 10.  Hypotheses testing.

Original sample (O) Sample mean (M)
Standard deviation 

(STDEV) T statistics (|O/STDEV|) P values

RPCB -> CWB 0.411 0.412 0.046 8.881 0
TPCB -> CWB 0.034 0.033 0.051 0.674 0.5
WOC -> CWB 0.475 0.476 0.055 8.612 0
WOC -> RPCB 0.667 0.67 0.029 22.891 0
WOC -> TPCB 0.744 0.747 0.022 34.137 0

Abbreviation: WOC = workplace ostracism, CWB = counterproductive work behavior, TPCB = transactional psychological contract breach, 
RPCB = relational psychological contract breach.

Figure 5. SE M model.
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and relational psychological contract breach. The behavior of employees at the workplace is often 
affected by how the employee is treated at the workplace. If the employee is treated well and is appre-
ciated, the employee will try to put more effort towards the tasks as a result of that good treatment. But 
if the employee is not treated well or feels cornered at the workplace, it will start reflecting in their 
behavior, negatively impacting employees’ productivity (Imran et  al., 2023). Our study proposed seven 
hypothesized associations that have been tested through the implementation of statistical techniques. It 
also proposed that transactional and relational psychological contract breach mediate the relationship 
between workplace ostracism and counterproductive work behavior.

Our study has identified that workplace ostracism influences the counterproductive work behavior of 
employees. The reason behind this relationship and influence is very clear. Many studies have reported 
how workplace ostracism can destroy an employee’s productivity and behavior. Because activities of 
workplace ostracism harm not only the employee’s mental health but also productivity as the employee 
feels excluded and cornered from important decisions (Zaman et  al., 2021). Such activities can provoke 
the rebellious thoughts of employees most of the time. Many employees feel such things to be unbear-
able as it harms their self-esteem and self-respect. Especially the feeling of being left out of the import-
ant matters of the organization makes a person more rigid (Haldorai et  al., 2020). Our study suggests 
that this all ultimately affects the performance and productivity of an employee. It also causes the 
employee to have a counter behavior which may not seem good to the management.

The study has also tested the relationship between WOC and TPCB which has resulted to be signifi-
cant. These findings also complement the studies discussed in section 2. This is because when an indi-
vidual experiences ostracism they feel disconnected from their colleagues and organization (Sabir et  al., 
2024). As a result, their job satisfaction, motivation and commitment also decline (Manninen et  al., 2023). 
Consequently, a breach in transactional contract might be observed by such employees due to unfair 
treatment at workplace.

Our findings have also supported a significant association between WOC and its impact on RPCB. These 
findings complement the research undertaken by (Bari et  al., 2023; Nasir et  al., 2023; Rai & Agarwal, 2017). RPCB 
also resulted to be significantly influence the CWB. These findings support the research findings of (Griep et  al., 
2023; Griep & Vantilborgh, 2018; Li & Chen, 2018). However, these psychological contract breeches undermine 
the trust of employees in an organization and negatively influence their performance. Consequently, their will-
ingness to reciprocate with efforts which are beyond their basic job duties is also influenced. Mediation of TPCB 
resulted to be insignificant between WOC and CWB. But the mediation of RPCB resulted to be significant 
between WOC and CWB. These findings complement the research of Bari, Khan, et  al. (2023). In this way, RPCB 
serves as a mechanism through which WOC results in CWB.

6.  Theoretical implications

There are certain implications of this research study. First, our research study contributes to the existing 
literature. The reason is the variables used in this study. Few studies discuss workplace ostracism, coun-
terproductive work behavior, transactional psychological contract breach, and relational psychological 
contract breach. Second, as our study is an empirical study, it also contributes to the empirical evidence. 
The results of our study can provide more strength to the existing empirical evidence. Third, the current 
research study provides a very elaborate research framework. It includes information about the relation-
ship between the variables. It provides insight into the propositions that our study has made. It will help 
understand the relationship between variables. Fourth, our research study provides the empirical results 
and model. This can help build a theory as it tests the different propositions. Fifth, our research study 
has used workplace ostracism as the independent variable and counterproductive work behavior as the 

Table 11.  Mediation analysis.

Original sample (O) Sample mean (M)
Standard deviation 

(STDEV) T statistics (|O/STDEV|) P values

WOC -> RPCB -> CWB 0.274 0.276 0.031 8.713 0
WOC -> TPCB -> CWB 0.025 0.025 0.038 0.669 0.503

Abbreviation: WOC = workplace ostracism, CWB = counterproductive work behavior, TPCB = transactional psychological contract breach, 
RPCB = relational psychological contract breach.
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dependent variable. It means the research study examines the direct relationship between workplace 
ostracism and counterproductive work behavior. As many studies have not worked on this, discussing 
these variables can be a great opportunity. Another theoretical implication related to this is the use of 
transactional psychological contract breach and relational psychological contract breach as the mediat-
ing role.

7.  Practical implications

Our research study shows a huge impact of workplace ostracism on the counterproductive work behav-
ior of employees. For this reason, the study has certain implications for practice. These implications are 
towards the sector, organization, managers, and employees. First, there are some great implications for 
managers as managers are one of the most important people within the organization. It is a fact Leitão 
et  al. (2022) that if managers create such an environment that can appreciate the hard work of the 
employee or point out the mistake of an employee rather than staking the self-esteem, it will make the 
employee’s behavior much better. This will benefit not only the employee and manager but also the 
organization. Second, this study also has implications for the organization. Organizations can have an 
idea about how much productivity or behavior of the employee can be affected by the ostracism activ-
ities of the management. This will help the organization to see how to handle such problems. Third, 
there are implications of this study for the employees too. The employees are the ones that perform the 
tasks and report to authorities. If they are not treated well, it will cause an outrage. Employees can have 
certain ways to handle the situation when there is workplace ostracism. Sometimes reporting to the 
higher authorities may help. It can help the employees to see how they can withstand such situations. 
Fourth, it has implications for the healthcare sector and its authorities for considering this situation.

8.  Limitations and future research indications

The work done in this research study also has a few limitations which provides a directed way toward 
future research. First, future researchers should use the time-series data to see if there is any difference 
in results by collecting data at two different points in time. This is because the current research study 
has used cross-sectional data, which may cause common method bias. It can also be problematic as such 
factors might affect the results between two points. Second, the researchers should conduct further 
studies in developed countries to see how they cope with these issues or how the results change. Our 
research study was conducted in Pakistan, a developing country and may already have some organiza-
tional issues. This study has also used the healthcare sector for this study. Future research should be 
conducted in other sectors. Third, future researchers should collect data from other populations and may 
choose a different sampling method. Fourth, the data collection method, such as face-to-face or online 
interviews, can also be used in future research as the current research study has used a survey question-
naire which might not feel extremely reliable. Similarly, for data analysis, the researchers can use tech-
niques like Regression or Multi-Regression rather than Structural Equation Modeling and AMOS like 
this study.

For future studies, researchers can use regression as the technique of analysis. They can also use 
Structural Equation Modeling AMOS. Fifth, the current research has used no moderator in this study. For 
future research, variables like Al Harbi et  al. (2019), leadership, training, etc., can be used as mediating 
or moderating variables. Similarly, factors such as self-respect and self-esteem Takhsha et  al. (2020) can 
also be used as the dependent variables to see how workplace ostracism can affect employees. Also, the 
effect of supervision can be seen in the counterproductive work behavior of employees.

9.  Conclusion

The current research study presents a framework that discusses the relationship between workplace 
ostracism and the counterproductive work behavior of employees. This study is conducted in the health 
sector of Pakistan. It also examined the mediating role of transactional psychological contract breach and 
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relational psychological contract breach. Through the implementation of statistical techniques in accor-
dance with Smart-Pls, the researcher has performed data analysis. Our study shows that workplace ostra-
cism has a great influence on the counterproductive work behavior of employees. RPCB also resulted to 
be significantly influencing CWB, WOC significantly effects RPCB, WOC also resulted to be significantly 
affect TPCB. It also proved that a transactional psychological contract breach does not mediate the rela-
tionship between workplace ostracism and counterproductive work behavior of the employees. Another 
relationship being tested in this research paper is whether the relational psychological contract breach 
mediates the relationship between workplace ostracism and counterproductive work behavior of the 
employees or not. This proposition is also proved right, which means it mediates the relationship. The 
study describes how bad the effect of workplace ostracism, such as excluding the employee from import-
ant meetings, events, decisions, etc., can be for the employee. It not only affects an employee’s job but 
also causes the employee to have an outrage and emotional outburst towards others. Such a study 
provides insight into how workplace ostracism causes counterproductive work behavior in the employ-
ees and why employees behave in a certain way after being victims of such a thing. This study has 
implications for employees, sectors, organizations, and managers to better understand the consequences 
of not controlling the workplace ostracism activities within the organization.
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