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In this study, we examined the effect of workplace ostracism on employee’s eudaimonia at work.
We also tested the serial mediating effect of felt sadness, extra role and/or ingratiatory behavior
along with moderating effects of differing regulatory focus of employees. We examined this
phenomenon through the lens of affective event theory. The data was collected from 291 public
sector employees of Pakistan. For data collection, we used time lag and multi-rated survey
technique. Data was analyzed through smart PLS software. Results indicated that sadness
mediates the relationship between workplace ostracism and extra-role behavior and also
mediates between ostracism and ingratiation at work. The result indicated that promotion focus
antagonistically moderate the relationship between sadness and extra-role and prevention focus
failed to moderate the relationship between sadness and ingratiation at work. Furthermore, results
also indicated that extra-role behavior positively related to eudaimonia and ingratiation at work
negatively related to eudaimonia at work.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Individuals spend a large portion of their days at the work. The significance of

maintaining harmonized relationship with one another cannot be ignored as it helps
develop positive interactions between employees, which in turn impacts the job
performance and satisfaction (Chung, 2015). In such situation, if someone comes across
facing any hassle during routine interactions at work, it proves to be an emotional
destruction in the way of effective work performance (Blackhart, Nelson, Knowles, &
Baumeister, 2009).
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One of such hassles is being intentionally ostracized from the coworkers,
supervisors or even subordinates (Chang et al., 2019). Ostracism is the kind of rejection
behavior at work. There are different kinds of ostracising behaviors found in literature.
For instance, linguistic ostracism reflects “a scenario in which two individuals talk to
each other or converse with each other in such a way that people around them are unable
to understand” (Dotan-Eliaz, Sommer, & Rubin, 2009, p. 364). On the other hand, social
rejection reflects “when one individual tries to build and sustain a relationship with some
other individual and the individual says no (atleast unconditionally)” (Blackhart, Nelson,
Knowles, & Baumeister, 2009, p.270).Finally, organizational shunning, “a planned
exclusion of a person from a group” (Anderson, 2009, p. 36). In this research, we are
taking the concept of ostracism experienced by the individuals at the moment when they
perceive themselves intentionally being rejected from others at the workplace.

Previous studies identified many damaging outcomes of workplace ostracism
such as decreasing levels of job satisfaction, organizational dedication, person
organizational fit and organizational citizenship behavior (Chung, 2017; Ferris, Brown,
Berry, & Lian, 2008; Hitlan & Noel, 2009) and increasing levels of counterproductive
work behaviors such as aggression, harassment, and conflict (Chung, 2015). Although
majority of the studies found some negative outcomes of ostracism, but it might not
always be the case. There is the possibility of dual effects of the phenomenon. Difference
in outcomes depends on some contextual or contingency variables (Mao, He, & Yang,
2020). This study is designed to investigate dual effects of ostracism in which duality led
by difference in regulatory focus of the individual experiencing it.

For testing and verifying the dual effects, we are using the lens of affective event
theory. We followed the major premise of the theory that uplifts at workplace such as
experienced ostracism would lead employees to evoke feeling of sadness. Sadness is a
sensation which is felt by the person when he perceives that he is intentionally being
deprived of his social need for connectedness (Li, Chen, Chen, Bai, & Crant, 2019;
Yohana, Lubis, & Wibisono, 2018; Pihkala, 2018).

Major contribution of the study is extending the affective event theory by

proposing dual effects of emotional triggers due to differing regulatory focus of the
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individuals. One of the proposed outcomes of triggered emotion is positive (extra role
behavior) and other one is negative (ingratiatory behavior). Extra-role behaviors refer to
the behaviors those extends the main job requirement and are discretionary in nature
(Kiazad, Kraimer, & Seibert, 2019). Extra-role behavior includes social behaviors that
are beneficial for the organization and its constituents, such as effectively coordinating
organizational activities and providing help to their coworkers to share their workload
(Alnaimi & Rjoub, 2019; Chen & Li, 2019). On the other hand, ingratiation is described
as pretending a positive outlook, including (1) gratifying or honoring (2) uniformity in
opinion and behavior, (3) self-improvement, and (4) providing favors to others (Jones &
Jones, 1964).

Megan et al., (2008) in their study found that the negative effects of ostracism are
pronounced and prolonged according to a difference in the regulatory focus of individuals
(Kark & VAN DK, 2019; Zhang, Zhang, Ng, & Lam, 2019). Thus, this study examines
the moderating effect of promotion focus between sadness and extra-role behavior and
the moderating effect of prevention focus between sadness and ingratiation. To the best
of our knowledge, no previous study has examined the moderating effects of regulatory

focus theory on the concept of ostracism at work.

2. LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1. Mediating Role of Sadness between Ostracism and Extra ole Behaviour

As discussed in previous section, ostracism means ignoring an individual or a
group at the workplace (Williams, 2001). There are different ways in which ostracism
can happen i.e. repulsing a specific individual or groups, individuals snhubbing other
groups and individuals (Fiset & Bhave, 2019; Liu, Kwan, Lee, & Hui, 2013). The
perception of being alone and worthless adversely impacts the individual’s feelings and
emotions (Wu, Yim, Kwan, & Zhang, 2012). Feelings of worthlessness provoke feelings
of sadness. Although literature attributes sadness as a negative emotion, but few studies
identified positive outcomes of this negative emotion (Tyran, 2018). Sadness helps
increase assessment accuracy, decrease credulity and enhances the individual’s calmness

in a way that they start paying more attention to the smallest details (Clark, Robertson, &
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Young, 2019; Mccarthy, Berrin Erdogan, & Bauer, 2019). The research conducted by
Bonanno (2009) discovered sadness plays an important role in an individual’s personal
growth and development. The sad individuals tend to be more empathetic and considerate
for the people around them. They tend to perform more of discretionary and volunteer
works of goodness. They perform many tasks which are not the part of their job
description. Thus, based on the above argumentation, we came across following
hypothesized relationship.

Hsi: Feeling of sadness will mediate the relationship between experienced ostracism and

extra-role behavior of employees.
2.2.Moderating Role of Promotion Focus between Sadness and Extra role
Behaviour
The regulatory focus of the individuals plays an important role for behaving in a
specific way. Individuals with promotion regulatory focus are more inclined towards their
growth and development (Higgins, 1996, 1997). They are highly motivated to obtain
positive incentives (Lichtenthaler & Fischbach, 2019; Zhang et al., 2019). Promotion
focused individuals like to emulate the positive and successful role models (Lockwood,

Marshall, & Sadler, 2005). Previous studies found that individuals with promotion focus

ends up behaving very positively than those who lacks promotion focus (Weber &

Bauman, 2019). Thus, we argue that the individuals feeling of sadness which is mainly

triggered due to some negative event lead them to positive outcomes more when they

have promotion focus than they do not, as they are more concerned about achieving
success in life. Following this line of argument, we suggest the following hypothesis,

H.: Promotion focus will moderate the relationship between sadness and extra-role
behavior. In such a way so the relationship can be stronger in case of promotion
focus but weaker when there is no promotion focus of employees.

2.3. Mediating Role of Sadness between Ostracism and Ingratiation at Work
Ingratiation is a basic behavior strategy for content with ostracism (Williams &

Zadro, 2005). Ingratiation is a social behavior in which individuals attempt to ameliorate

their attractiveness in society (Liden & Mitchell, 1988). Ingratiation can help individuals

to achieve their goals if it is enacted properly (Kim, LePine, Zhang, & Baer, 2019; Long,
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2019; Shaheen, Bari, Hameed, & Anwar, 2019). It helps providing a friendly
environment at work for appropriate social interactions (Sirén et al., 2020; Zhao, Li, &
Shields, 2019).

Sadness similar to other emotions is assumed to activate combined intellectual
and behavior qualities that mobilize the individuals to achieve their goals (Levenson,
1999). Sadness encourages individuals to keep away from the distress that arises due
to relationship loss by practicing behaviors that promote good and positive relationships
among individuals (Chang et al., 2019). However, sadness increased the desire for social
connectedness especially when at first sadness was caused due to social loss (Gray et al.,
2011). Based on the above discussion, we argue, if individuals feel sadness due to
ostracism, they pretend in a way that make their impression better in the eyes of
significant people around them, so we hypothesized the following relationship,

Ha: Feeling of sadness will mediate the relationship between experience ostracism and
ingratiation.

2.4.The Moderating Role of Prevention Focus between Sadness and

Ingratiation at Work

Previous studies on regulatory focus theory indicated that the motivation of
prevention-focused people to engage into positive tasks is to avoid punishment (Long,
2019; Shah, Higgins, & Friedman, 1998). In addition, increased efforts of prevention
focused individuals are harmonized with their intention to avoid failure to achieve
their goals and to escape themselves from negative outcomes (Liberman, Molden, Idson,
& Higgins, 2001; Weber & Bauman, 2019; Zhang et al., 2019).

In particular, individuals showing more prevention focus are more concerned
about their personal safety and protection than the individuals with weak prevention
focus (Bilgili, Campbell, O’Leary-Kelly, Ellstrand, & Johnson, 2020; Shah et al., 1998).
High prevention-focused employees are most likely to exhibit ingratiation for their safety
purpose because they want to save themselves from any negative event so we suggest that
prevention focus will moderate the relationship between sadness and ingratiation.

H.: Prevention focus will moderate the relationship between sadness and ingratiation. In

such a way that the relationship will be stronger in case of prevention focus but
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weaker when there is no prevention focus of employees.

2.5. Extra Role Behavior and Eudaimonia at Work

Eudaimonia is considered as a striving force behind growth and
development of the individual in a virtuous way to help him attaining his life goal
(Waterman, 1993). An underlying assumption behind eudaimonia is enhancing wellbeing
of the individuals (McMahan & Estes, 2011). Eudaimonic employees work for bigger
purpose and work to contribute to society wellbeing (Runyan et al., 2019). Thus,
eudaimonia determines the personal growth, development, purpose, experience, and
significance of employees socially at work (Ryff & Singer, 2008).

The excessive research on the outcomes of extra-role behavior emphasized on the
co-operational aspects, which are analyzed at individual stages, and focus on benefits that
augment the organization or group (Chen & Li, 2019; Kiazad et al., 2019). Extra role
behavior develops resources by satisfying human necessities, for instance, freedom and
relationship (Bono et al, 2013). Experimental evidence concerning extra-role behavior
postulates that it enhances participant affect by satisfying his demands of relationship and
aptitude (Weinstein & Ryan, 2010). Extra role behavior such as helping is connected with
the conception of changing other’s lives and receiving appreciation from others which
further enhances the self-image of the individual involved (Bolino & Grant, 2016; Kleine,
Rudolph, & Zacher, 2019). Thus, extra-role behavior is hypothesized to be positively
related to eudaimonia.

Hs: Extra role behavior of an employee is positively related to eudaimonia at work.

2.6. Ingratiation and Eudaimonia at Work

Previous researches confirm that ingratiation may prove to be harmful to an actor
(Chang et al., 2019; Kim et al., 2019; Shaheen et al., 2019). While showing ingratiating
behavior, the individuals just want to escape themselves from failure outcomes. They
become more social and start honouring their co-worker because they want to project
themselves good in the eyes of their co-workers for avoiding the negative consequences
in life (Kuykendall, Craig, & Tay, 2020). Thus, their concern is not about the personal
growth but to avoid any negative consequences (Hanke, Rohmann, & Forster, 2019;

Kim et al., 2019; Long, 2019). Eudaimonia is positively related to personal growth and
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development, but ingratiation is negatively associated with eudaimonia. Hence, we
hypothesized that,

He: Ingratiation is negatively related to eudaimonia at work.

3. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

3.1.Population and Sample

For the purpose of reducing the potential bias of the common method (Podsakoff
et al., 2003), data were collected in two-time lags (T1 T2). The participants provided their
opinion in this study belong to different government institutes of Pakistan. The time
difference between the two times lags was two months. The questionnaire was divided
into three parts.

At the time lag one, we collected data about demographic information,
Ostracism, and sadness. It was distributed among 382 participants of different
government sector institutes. During the first time, we received back 348 guestionnaires.
For administering the second part at time lag two (T2), 348 questionnaires were
distributed among the same participants (Keys and codes were utilized to match the T2
part with the T1 part. In this time lag remaining two parts of the questionnaire (parts two
and three) were given to employees. Part two was self-rated which contained questions
about promotion focus, prevention focus and eudaimonia at work. Part three was peer
rated which contained questions about the coworker extra-role and ingratiation behavior.
In the second time lag, 296 questionnaires were returned from employees, thus we ended
up with a 77.48% response rate. Furthermore, 5 questionnaires were not complete, so we
discarded these questionnaires and only 291 responses were used for data analysis. Data
analysis was conducted through PLS software.

3.2. Instrumentation

This questionnaire is using a 5-point scale (Likert scale). In this scale, 1 to 5
varies from strongly disagree to strongly agree respectively

= QOstracism: 10-item scale developed by Ferris et al. (2008) was used to measure
ostracism at the workplace.

= Sadness: Sadness scale was adapted from Blau (2007).

= Extra role behavior: Extra-role behavior was measured by 20 items scale
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adapted from Turban & Yan (2016)

= Ingratiation at work: the 5-item scale of Bolino and Turnley (1999) was used to
measure ingratiation.

= Promotion and prevention focus: Promotion focus evaluated by 10-items scale
and prevention focus by the 8-items scale of (Lockwood, Jordan, & Kunda,
2002)

= Eudaimonia at work: Waterman, Schwartz, and Conti (2008) 6-item scale used
to measure eudaimonia.

4. FINDINGS AND RESULTS

4.1. Descriptive Statistics

From 291 respondents 228 were male that constitute 78.4% of the total amount of
respondents and 63 were females that comprised 21.6% of total respondents. 182 out
(62.5%) of 291 respondents was lying between the age range of 20-30 year, 102 out
(35.1%) of 291 respondents was lying between the age range of 30-40 year and only 7
out (2.4%) of 291 respondents age ranged above 40 years. 160 (55%) respondents had
experienced between 1-5 years, 108 (37.1%) respondents had experienced between 5-10
years 21 (7.2%) respondents had experienced between 10-20 years and 2 (0.7%))
respondents had experienced above 20 years. 24.6% of data collected from Pakistan
Telecommunication limited, 16.9% from Pakistan International Airlines, 29.9% from
National bank and 26.8% from Qil Gas Development Company Limited.

For data analysis, we have used PLS software because it is excessive for
academic research (Hair, Sarstedt, Pieper, & Ringle, 2012). Before testing validity,
structure paths, and reliability and numerous assumptions relating to multicollinearity and
normality were inspected (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2010).

This study uses two-step processes first, assessing the measurement model and
secondly structural model assessment for evaluating PSL-SEM results (Hair, Hult,
Ringle, & Sarstedt, 2014).

4.2. Measurement Model Assessment

Different researchers are used in the evaluation of item reliability along with
determining content validity, internal consistency, discriminant and convergent validity
Hair et al., (2014).
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4.3. Individual Item Reliability:

It is determined by seeing the outer lading of each item of the construct (Hair et
al., 2014). We have been given thumb rule by researchers to measure the item reliability,
but it is advised to have it between 0.50 to 0.70 (Hair et al., 2014). The outer loading of
concerned data was 0.5 in table 1 so it clearly meets the criteria for item reliability.

4.4. Internal Consistency Reliability:

For determining the composite reliability a thumb rule 0.7 or above suggested by
Bagozzi and Yi (1988). The composite reliability for every latent variable of this study
display in Table 1. The coefficient of composite reliability ranges from 0.753 to 0.948 of
each variable in this study, which shows sufficient consistency, reliability measure (Hair,
Ringle, & Sarstedt, 2011).

4.5.Convergent Validity

Ave’s assessment was provided by Fornell and Larcker (Fornell & Larcker,
1981). But Ave must be 0.50 or even more (Chin, 1998). In Table 1 all AVE has a
minimum of 0.50 so it is clear that the above data follow this criterion.

4.6. Discriminant Validity

It is determined by Fornell and Larcker (1981). Fornell and Larcker suggested
that we should have Ave with 0.50 or more. Moreover, the relations between latent
variables should be less than the given value of the square root of AVE. Table 2 shows
AVE has a value of 0.50 (AVE) and the latent variables are less than the value obtained
from the square root of giving AVE value. So, all of our given results find confirmation

with respect to discriminant validity.

Table 1. Cross Loading, CR and ARV

Constructs Item | Loadings CR ARV
Ostracism at Work 0S1 0.762 0.948 0.648

0S10 0.785

0S2 0.777

0S3 0.803

054 0.714

0S5 0.827

0S6 0.812

0s7 0.862
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0S8 0.832
0S9 0.866
Sadness SAD1 0.504 0.762 0.529
SAD2 0.908
SAD3 0.714
Extra role Behaviour ERB10 0.812 0.905 0.517
ERB11 0.816
ERB13 0.77
ERB14 0.684
ERB15 0.699
ERB16 0.67
ERB5 0.656
ERBG6 0.596
ERB7 0.734
Ingratiation at work ING1 0.757 0.892 0.622
ING2 0.811
ING3 0.741
ING4 0.865
ING5 0.765
Eudaimonia at work EUD2 0.652 0.821 0.535
EUD4 0.761
EUDS5 0.788
EUD6 0.718
Employee Promotion Focus POF4 0.832 0.783 0.55
POF5 0.765
POF7 0.61
Employee Prevention Focus PVF4 0.662 0.753 0.506
PVF5 0.805 0.948 0.648
PVF6 0.659
Table 2. Fornell-Larcker Criterion
Constructs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Employee prevention focus 0.712
Employee promotion focus 0.157 0.742
Eudaimonia at work 0.126 0.31 | 0.732
Extra role behaviour 0.219 0.404 | 0.443 | 0.719
Ingratiation at work 0.313 0.327 | 0.075 | 0.548 | 0.788
Ostracism at work 0.292 0.266 | 0.141 | 0.229 | 0.337 | 0.805
Sadness 0.27 0.101 | 0.234 | 0.289 | 0.199 | 0.514 | 0.727
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4.7.Structural Model Assessment:

For the evaluation of the importance of path coefficients standard bootstrapping
process including 291 cases and 382 bootstraps has been used in this study Hair et al.,
(2014). Table 3, Figure 1, explain the complete estimates of the structural model. The
result reported that sadness mediates the relationship between ostracism at work and
extra-role behavior (b =0.115, t =4.152, p < 0.00) therefore H1 was supported. According
to the result, the H2 was antagonistically supported which purposed that promotion focus
moderates between the relationship between sadness and extra-role behavior with (b = -
0.161, t =2.794, p < 0.03). H3 also supported which proposed that sadness mediate the
relationship between ostracism at work and ingratiation at work with (b =0.063, t =1.982,
p < 0.024). Results showed that H4 was not supported which purposed that prevention
focus moderates the relationship between sadness and ingratiation at work with (b =
0.083, t =0.689, p < 0.245). However, H5 was supported as results showed that there
exists a significant (positive) relationship between extra-role behavior and eudaimonia
with (b =0.574, t =9.743, p < 0.00). Similarly, H6 was also supported which purposed
that ingratiation at work negatively associated with eudaimonia at work with (b = -0.235,
t =3.104, p < 0.001).

Assessment of R2 value also known as a determinant of coefficient it is a vital
criterion in the assessment of variables recommended by PLS-SEM (Hair et al., 2011).
Many Scholars claim that the R2 value exhibit variation proportion in variables
(dependent) that can be illustrated by at least single or maybe many predictor variables
(Elliott & Woodward, 2007; Hair, Black, Babin, Anderson, & Tatham, 2006). R2 value
level of acceptance is related to the research context place where it is conducted
according to Hair et al., (2010). 0.10 R2 is an acceptable value by Falk and Miller (1992).
Table 4 shows the R2 values of this study.

According to the given recommendations of hair et al. (2013), the above study
uses Q2 (Cross-Validated-Reduntry-Measures) for the determination of a model’s
predictive relevance (Hair et al., 2014). Henseler et al (2009) stated that if the value of
Q2 in more than zero (0) than the given model constitutes predictive relevance. It is

considered a secondary evaluation that is suggested in accordance with the fact that the
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GoF (goodness-off-it) does not prove appropriate for validation of model because it is

unable to integrate invalid models from valid models. The Table 5 shows the Q2 results

for the study.
Table 4. R2 value
Constructs R Square
Eudaimonia at work 0.236
Extra role behavior 0.257
Ingratiation at work 0.12
Sadness 0.264
Table 5. Cross-Validated-Reduntry-Measures
Constructs SSO SSE Q?(=1-SSE/SSO)
Extra-role behaviour 2,619.00 2,304.03 0.12
Ingratiation at work 1,455.00 1,377.08 0.054

4.8. Testing the Moderation Effect:

For studying the estimation and assessing the strength of moderation effects of
employee’s promotion focus for the relationship among sadness and extra-role behavior
and between sadness and ingratiation at work, the PLS-SEM product indicator approach
was used (Henseler & Chin, 2010). In reference to the continuity of variables Product
indicator approach is utilized in this study (Rigdon, Schumacker, & Wothke, 1998).
Furthermore, Cohen's (1988) directions are used for the determination of moderating
effects.

As mention in the H, promotion focus of employees moderates the relation that
exists between sadness and extra-role behavior. According to Table 3 and Figure 1 the
interaction terms exhibiting POF*SAD (b =-0.161, t =2.794, p < 0.03) so H, was
antagonistically supported. For plotting the moderating effect of promotion focus on the
relation between sadness and extra-role behavior in figure 2 path coefficients knowledge
was adopted pursuing the directions mentioned by Aiken, West, and Reno (1991). Figure
2 shows that relationship between sadness and extra-role behavior are stronger when the
promotion focus of employee is low and this relationship is weaker when promotion
focus is high.

According to Hi, the employee prevention focus moderates the relationship
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between sadness and ingratiation at work. In table 3 and figure 1 the interaction terms
represent PVF*SAD with (b = 0.083, t =0.689, p < 0.245) was not supported.

Figure 3, explains prevention focus moderating effects on the relationship

between sadness and ingratiation at work. The following graph explains the relationship

between sadness and ingratiation is stronger when the employee prevention focus is high,

and this relationship is weaker when the prevention focus of employees is low.

Table 3. Results of Hypotheses Testing

Hypothesis | Relationships Beta | SE | t-value | P value Decision
Ostracism at work ->
Hi Sadness -> Extrarole | 0.115 | 0.028 | 4.152 0 Supported
behaviour
SAD*POF -> Extra - Antagonistically
H. role behaviour g | W08 | Ak | O supported
Ostracism at work ->
Hs Sadness -> 0.063 | 0.032 | 1.982 0.024 Supported
Ingratiation at work
* -
N = e 0.083 | 0.121 | 0.689 | 0.245 | Notsupported
Ingratiation at work
Extra role behaviour -
Hs > Eudaimonia at work 0.574 | 0.059 | 9.743 0 Supported
Ingratiation at work - -
Hs > Eudaimonia at work | 0.235 0.076 | 3.104 0.001 Supported
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5. DISCUSSION

The major purpose of this study was to check the effect of ostracism at
work on extra-role behavior, ingratiation and eudaimonia at work. This research
examined the mediating role of sadness between ostracism and extra-role behavior and
between ostracism and ingratiation at work. Furthermore, this study tested the
moderating role of regulatory focus between sadness and  extra-
role behavior and between sadness and ingratiation.

The PLS path modeling test determined that sadness does mediate the
relationship of ostracism and extra-role behavior. Our finding suggests that sadness
stimulates an individual’s capability and struggle for goal achievement and motivate
grieved individuals to make fruitful efforts to achieve their goals. In other words, sadness
caused by rejection strengthens one’s abilities and motivates the individuals.

Contrary to our expectations, the results of the study revealed that employee
promotion focus antagonistically moderate the relationship between sadness and extra-
role behavior. In other words, more the promotion focus, less the chances of conversion
of sadness into extra role behavior. The justification behind this can be found in the
literature about emotional regulation capability of the individuals (i.e. emotional
intelligence). Emotionally intelligent persons have greater control on their nerves.
They can be calm and optimistic despite the feeling of deprivation, thus can continue
doing more productive work (Miao et al, 2017). Conversely, emotional nonintelligent
peoples find it difficult to suppress the negative emotions and unable to exhibit resilience
during tough times. In this case, even their promotion regulatory focus does not help
them. Third and fourth hypotheses of the study were proven right. Sadness confirmed to
mediate between both paths, between ostracism and extra role behavior and between
ostracism and ingratiation at work. Our finding reported that when an employee feels
sadness due to social loss then they give extra favors and benefits to others to escape
themselves from rejection at work because they want to become good in the eyes of
others.

The fourth finding of the study involved examining the moderating effect of
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prevention focus between sadness and ingratiation at work. Contrary to our expectations,
moderation of prevention focus could not prove significant. Although the direction of the
relationship proved positive. The findings of our study suggest that the personality of
individuals some time does not affect their behavior. More precisely, According to Tett
and Burnett (2003) stated that in particular conditions and situation powerful reward
possibilities can remove or fade personality effects.

The fifth objective of the study was to investigate that extra-role behavior is
positively related to eudaimonia at work. Our results confirmed a positive significant
relationship between extra-role behavior and eudaimonia at work. The justification
behind this result is that the employee feels accepted and experience strong and
trustworthy relations, leading a placid life when the positive outcomes of extra-role
behavior are put in practice in other areas of life.

The sixth objective of the study was to investigate that ingratiation at work is
negatively related to eudaimonia at work. The results suggest, in line with our
expectations, we found a significant negative relation between extra-role behaviour and
eudaimonia at work. As ingratiation is harmful to the personal well-being of the actor
because the ingratiator gives extra favors to others for only their personal benefits.
Ingratiator does not think about his personal growth and development they only want to
reduce or mitigate negative events in their life.

5.1.Practical Implication

This study has some practical implication which may be beneficial for the
managers of the organization. It is observed that ostracism is a major and important issue
but only a little bit of attention is provided to this issue. According to this study, there is
some important suggestion for the manager of the organization. The first practical
implication is reducing ostracism by taking suitable steps. Williams (1997) proposed that
ostracism is more when there are personal differences among individuals. The ostracized
individuals end up having low self-esteem. Hence managers must take significant steps to
reduce ostracism so that to enhance employees self-esteem. Training sessions must be
conducted to guide employees about the harms of ostracism and they must be encouraged

to dissolve disputes through discussion and communication.
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Secondly, this study provides great attention to the emotions of employees in the
workplace. The organization gives training of emotional intelligence to their employee
that helps them regulating and maintaining their emotions for effective and productive
usage in improving organizational productivity.

5.2. Future Recommendations

Future researchers may collect data from the private sector to generalize the
results of the study. Secondly, few personality trait variables such as emotional
intelligence may be checked to test the moderating effects between sadness and various
behaviors. Future study might take few contextual variable such as political or diversity
climate to test the proposed relationships.
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