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Abstract
Despite a large and growing literature on workplace discrimination,

there has been a myopic focus on the direct relationships between

discrimination and a common set of outcomes. The aim of this meta-

analytic review was both to challenge and advance current under-

standing of workplace discrimination and its associations with out-

comes by identifying the pathways through which discrimination

affects outcomes, examining boundary conditions to explain when

discrimination ismost harmful for employees, and exploring a poten-

tial third variable explanation for discrimination–outcome relation-

ships. Mediation tests indicated that workplace discrimination is

associatedwith employee outcomes through both job stress and jus-

tice. Moderator analyses showed that discrimination appears to be

most detrimental when it is observed rather than personally expe-

rienced, interpersonal rather than formal, and measured broadly

rather than specifically. We also found that discrimination–outcome

relationships differ acrosswork and nonwork contexts and as a func-

tion of the social identity targeted by discrimination. Discrimina-

tion generally explained meaningful incremental variance in out-

comes after controlling for the effects of negative affectivity, but

the relationships between discrimination and health were substan-

tially decreased. We conclude by offering a constructive critique of

the empirical discrimination literature and by detailing an agenda for

future research.

In recent decades, positive strides have been made toward fostering more egalitarian workplaces. Although evi-

dence suggests that legal and organizational efforts have achieved some degree of success in this endeavor (Colella,

Hebl, & King, 2017), workplace discrimination has hardly been eradicated. A vast literature has confirmed the nega-

tive consequences of discrimination, with several meta-analytic summaries linking discrimination to reduced job atti-

tudes and impaired mental and physical health (Jones, Peddie, Gilrane, King, & Gray, 2016; Lee & Ahn, 2011, 2012;

Pascoe&Richman, 2009; Schmitt, Branscombe, Postmes, &Garcia, 2014; Triana, Jayasinghe,&Pieper, 2015). Although

understanding the consequences of workplace discrimination is critical, the discrimination literature has reached a

point of relative stagnation. Beyond the confirmation of direct discrimination–outcome relationships, there is much
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we still do not know about this pervasive and costly workplace phenomenon. For instance, what mediating mecha-

nisms explain discrimination's established links with workplace outcomes? Are there unknown boundary conditions

for discrimination–outcome relationships that can indicate when discrimination might be more detrimental for indi-

viduals? Are there alternative explanations for the relationships between discrimination and outcomes? We believe

that, for the discrimination literature to move beyond its current point, questions such as these need to be addressed

to challenge assumptions and advance the literature.

In service of this effort, this meta-analysis contributes to the workplace discrimination literature in several ways.

First, we consider how discrimination affects outcomes by examining job stress and perceived justice as two theo-

retically relevant mechanisms to explain discrimination–outcome relationships. Second, we explore several untested

boundary conditions that may alter the impact of discrimination. That is, we consider the formality, type of exposure,

target, and context of discrimination as possible substantive moderators of discrimination–outcome relationships.

Third,we test theextent towhichdiscrimination–outcome relationshipsmaybeaccounted forbyapotential confound-

ing variable. Specifically, because researchers have pinpointed negative affectivity as a particularly likely confound

(Shen&Dhanani, 2018), we consider the extent towhich this variablemay be responsible for assumed discrimination–

outcome relationships. Finally, based on our cumulative findings, we highlight those results that challenge existing

knowledge of workplace discrimination and use that as the basis for proposing an agenda for future discrimination

research. In combination, this paper provides a comprehensive meta-analytic summary of workplace discrimination

that shifts past the prevailing consideration of its direct relationshipswith employee outcomes toward a deeper under-

standing of the nature and process of discrimination and an increased awareness of the questions that still need to be

answered.

1 PERCEIVED WORKPLACE DISCRIMINATION

Wedefine perceivedworkplace discrimination as an employee or job applicant's perception of unfair or negative treat-

ment based on membership in a particular social group (Chung, 2001). We focus solely on perceived workplace dis-

crimination because discrimination arguably only has the power to influence individual outcomes such as employee

attitudes, behaviors, or health when the individual is aware of the discriminatory action or event (Ragins & Cornwell,

2001; Swanson&Wotike, 1997).We note that this conceptualization of discrimination is broader than the legal defini-

tion of discrimination in twoways. First, our definition includes discrimination that targets social identities that are not

currently afforded legal protection (e.g., weight discrimination). Second, our definition is not limited to legally action-

able behaviors as it is possible for employees to perceive behaviors as discriminatory that would not be considered

illegal (e.g., exclusion from informal social events).

Several published meta-analyses have reported population estimates of the direct relationships between discrimi-

nation and individual outcomes (e.g., Jones et al., 2016; Pascoe & Richman, 2009; Triana et al., 2015). Consequently,

our focus in this meta-analysis is not on the direct relationships between perceived discrimination and employee

outcomes—though we report updated estimates for completeness—but rather on a number of factors that will shed

light on the meaning and limits of these relationships. Below, we begin by discussing two mechanisms that provide

explanations for the associations between perceived discrimination and its most commonly considered and focal out-

comes: job attitudes, work behavior, and employee health.

1.1 Mechanisms for discrimination–outcome relationships

1.1.1 Job stress as amechanism

Perceived workplace discrimination has often been conceptualized as a social stressor, or the perception of having

(or observing) negative, personally depleting social interactions (Sonnentag & Frese, 2003). Although a number of

stressor-strainmodels exist with subtle differences (e.g., Keashly &Harvey, 2005; Pascoe &Richman, 2009; Podsakoff,

LePine, & LePine, 2007), they are each linked by the underlying assumption that experiencing a workplace stressor

 17446570, 2018, 2, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/peps.12254 by U

niversity of H
ong K

ong, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [16/07/2023]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense
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can cause a variety of proximal and distal stressor reactions (Keashly & Harvey, 2005; Lazarus, DeLongis, Folkman, &

Gruen, 1985; Sonnentag & Frese, 2003).We posit that themost proximal outcome of perceivedworkplace discrimina-

tion is job stress, whichwe define as an employee's subjective perception of strain associatedwith his/her job (Stanton,

Balzer, Smith, Parra, & Ironson, 2001).When an individual experiences orwitnessesmistreatment based on ameaning-

ful component of their social identity (e.g., a person identifies as African American and then experiences race discrimi-

nation), a stress response is induced (e.g., Branscombe, Schmitt, & Harvey, 1999; Chrobot-Mason, Ragins, & Linnehan,

2013; Cruwys, Haslam, Dingle, Haslam, & Jetten, 2014). Theoretically, this occurs because identity-based mistreat-

ment threatens a person's sense of self, causing feelings of marginalization (Tajfel & Turner, 1986). Following from this,

we maintain that when discrimination is perceived at work, this social stressor leads to the psychological experience

of job stress (Barling, 1996; Sonnentag & Frese, 2003). As discrimination-based job stress compounds, it creates strain

reactions that are manifested in negative job attitudes, decreased positive and increased negative workplace behav-

iors, and reduced mental and physical health (Gross, 1970; Hershcovis & Barling, 2010; Sonnentag & Frese, 2003).

Therefore, echoing existing stressor-strain frameworks, we posit that job stress is a mechanism by which discrimina-

tion relates to job attitudes, job behaviors, and employee health.

Hypothesis 1: The relationships between perceived discrimination and (a) job attitudes, (b) work behaviors, and (c)

employee health aremediated by job stress.

1.1.2 Perceived justice as amechanism

Although the predominant approach in the discrimination literature is to conceptualize discrimination as a stressor, a

recent review noted that discrimination research would benefit from a wider variety of viewpoints that move beyond

this approach (Colella et al., 2017). We contend that, in addition to stress, an individual's perception of justice is a

mechanismbywhich discrimination relates to attitudinal, behavior, and health outcomes. For the purpose of this paper,

we define justice broadly to include perceptions of distributive, procedural, and interactional justice (Colquitt, 2001;

Colquitt & Shaw, 2005). A broad definition of justice was adopted because discriminatory treatment is manifested in

a range of behaviors that can violate perceptions of multiples forms of justice. That is, behaviors that comprise work-

place discrimination may affect perceptions of distributive justice (e.g., rewards not being allocated equally to minor-

ity and majority employees), procedural justice (e.g., bias against certain individuals being present in decision-making

processes), interactional justice (e.g., minority employees being treated disrespectfully by decision makers), or global

perceptions of justice (Ambrose & Schminke, 2009). Social exchange theory posits that employment relationships are

characterized by interdependent exchange rules, many of which revolve around norms of reciprocity ormutual obliga-

tion (Cropanzano &Mitchell, 2005). Perceived discrimination contradicts the expected exchange relationship and, by

violating norms of social exchange, should result in perceived injustice. Perceived injustice should, in turn, precipitate

negative job attitudes that reflect employees’ dissatisfaction with the exchange relationship and lead to reductions in

positive—and increases in negative—employee work behaviors to reciprocate the negative treatment (Adams, 1965;

Colquitt et al., 2013; Robinson & Morrison, 2000). Furthermore, a substantial body of evidence indicates that per-

ceptions of injustice are associated with decreased mental and physical functioning (Robbins, Ford, & Tetrick, 2012).

Consequently, we posit the following:

Hypothesis 2: The relationships between perceived discrimination and (a) job attitudes, (b) work behaviors, and (c)

employee health aremediated by justice perceptions.

1.2 Conceptual moderators in workplace discrimination

Though it is clear that perceived discrimination is negatively associatedwith outcomes such as job attitudes and health

(Jones et al., 2016; Lee & Ahn, 2011, 2012; Pascoe & Richman, 2009; Schmitt et al., 2014; Triana et al., 2015), what

is less clear are the factors that cause these meta-analytic estimates to meaningfully vary in magnitude from one dis-

crimination study to the next. To explore substantive sources of this variability, we examine differences in the type of
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discriminatory behaviors (i.e., formal vs. interpersonal), the exposure to discrimination (i.e., experienced vs. observed),

the target of discrimination (e.g., race, sex, age), and the context of discrimination (i.e., work vs. nonwork settings) as

moderators of otherwise-accepted discrimination–outcome relationships. We believe that the consideration of these

possiblemoderators not only clarifies and deepens current understanding of existing findings but also provides a guide

for future discrimination research, which we elaborate on in the following subsections.

1.2.1 Formality of workplace discrimination

Despite an extensive body of research on the relationships between discrimination and outcomes, it remains unknown

if the formality of discriminatory behaviors, or the degree to which they are connected to job decisions, changes

their impact on individual outcomes. Thus, we examine the extent to which the formal versus interpersonal nature

of discriminatory behaviors affects discrimination–outcome relationships. Formal discrimination is manifested in job-

related decisions such as hiring, promotion, or compensation (Hebl, Foster, Mannix, & Dovidio, 2002), whereas inter-

personal discrimination—which does not directly involve job-related decisions—is manifested in negative verbal and

nonverbal behaviors that occur in everyday workplace social interactions. These behaviors can include acts of avoid-

ance, refusal to make eye contact, an unwillingness to provide assistance, or unfriendly communication (Pettigrew &

Martin, 1987; Solorzano, Ceja, & Yosso, 2000).

Although formal discrimination is coupled with arguably more concrete and high-profile consequences (e.g., failing

to be hired or promoted) than interpersonal discrimination, there are reasons to expect interpersonal forms of dis-

crimination to be even more pernicious than formal forms. First, interpersonal discrimination is likely to occur with

far greater frequency than formal discrimination (Kessler, Mickelson, &Williams, 1999). Interpersonal discrimination

can occur in any social interaction with one's coworkers and supervisors (Hebl et al., 2002), whereas formal discrimi-

nation is limited to specific job-related decisions, which occur comparatively infrequently. Employees may, therefore,

appraise themselves as being at a near-constant risk for interpersonal discrimination. Second, formal discrimination is

more likely to be prohibited by laws, regulations, and formal organizational policies (Hebl et al., 2002; Jones, Arena,

Nittrouer, Alonson, & Lindsey, 2017) which can give employees confidence in seeking recourse for such discriminatory

decisions. Interpersonal discrimination, on the other hand, tends to be more difficult to litigate against (and report) as

theoutcomesof suchdiscrimination tend tobe less identifiable. Employeeswith the inclination tobehave indiscrimina-

tory waysmay thus feel less restricted from engaging in interpersonal discrimination (Guyll, Matthews, & Bromberger,

2001) and the recipients of such discrimination may feel particularly powerless to stop these behaviors. Thus, despite

formal discrimination restricting access to vital job resources,wehypothesize that interpersonal discrimination ismore

strongly related to employee outcomes than formal discrimination.

Hypothesis 3: Interpersonal discrimination is more strongly related to outcomes than formal discrimination.

1.2.2 Exposure toworkplace discrimination

Another conceptual distinction that has received insufficient research attention is the possible difference between

experienced and observed workplace discrimination. Experienced discrimination is defined as “discrimination directed

at the personal self as a function of group membership” (Schmitt et al., 2014, p. 924), whereas observed discrim-

ination (also referred to as bystander or ambient discrimination; Chrobot-Mason et al., 2013; Schneider, 1996)

refers to perceiving the general presence of discrimination in one's workplace. Understanding whether and to what

degree these two forms of discrimination differentially affect individual outcomes has important workplace implica-

tions as themajority of workers are likely to fit into one of these categories.

We expect experienced discrimination to have a stronger relationship with individual outcomes than observed dis-

crimination. In support of this expectation, previous theoretical and empirical work has suggested that personally

experienced discrimination poses a greater threat to one's identity, resulting in a stronger impact on health outcomes

than observed discrimination (Bourguignon, Seron, Yzerbyt, & Herman, 2006; Hafer & Olson, 1993; Walker & Mann,

1987). Work in the area of organizational justice further supports the expectation that experienced discrimination
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DHANANI ET AL. 151

has stronger effects on individual outcomes than observed discrimination. This work suggests that when observing

the mistreatment of third parties, the mistreatment can be attributed to multiple causes, including blaming the victim

for his/her mistreatment (Kray & Lind, 2002; Lind, Kray, & Thompson, 1998; Skarlicki & Kulik, 2005). This allows the

observer to perceive the behavior as fair, which reduces its negative impact on the attitudes, behaviors, and health

of the observer. In comparison, although self-blame can also occur after personally experiencing mistreatment, it is

less pronounced than the victim blaming that can weaken the effects of observing mistreatment (Lind et al., 1998).

As a result, personally experienced mistreatment is more likely to lead to negative outcomes than observed mistreat-

ment because experienced mistreatment is more likely to be perceived as unfair. We expect this same pattern of rela-

tionships to occur when considering workplace discrimination as a specific form of mistreatment. Thus, we posit the

following:

Hypothesis 4: Experienced workplace discrimination is more strongly related to outcomes than observed work-

place discrimination.

1.2.3 Target of workplace discrimination

Discrimination's impact may also differ based on the social identity (e.g., race, sex, age) that is targeted by the discrim-

ination. Because existing meta-analytic work has either focused narrowly on discrete types of discrimination (e.g., Lee

&Ahn [2011, 2011, 2012] and Triana et al. [2015] exclusively examined race discrimination) or combined all forms into

overarching estimates (e.g., Jones et al., 2016), it is currently unclear if racism, sexism, ageism, and other specific forms

of discrimination differentially relate to job and health outcomes. Mistreatment scholars have called for the develop-

ment of general models of discrimination that broadly capture the dynamics that are shared across multiple types of

discrimination—an advancement that has been described as the biggest improvement needed in the discrimination lit-

erature (Dipboye &Colella, 2005).We attempt to answer these calls by identifying whether discrete types of discrimi-

nation are comparably linked to a common set of outcomes. In the absenceof theoretical andempiricalwork comparing

different types of discrimination, these analyses remain exploratory.

Research Question 1: Does the target of discrimination impact the magnitude of discrimination-outcome relation-

ships?

1.2.4 Context of discrimination

In addition to considering differences in discriminatory behaviors (formal vs. interpersonal), exposure to discrimina-

tion (experienced vs. observed), and the target of discrimination (e.g., race, sex, age, etc.), another step in advancing our

theoretical understanding of discrimination is to consider the impact of the context in which the discrimination occurs

on discrimination–outcome relationships. In particular, there are conceptually meaningful differences between work

and nonwork discrimination that may produce different relationships with outcomes. We posit that discrimination at

work is likely to be more serious and detrimental for individuals than discrimination that occurs in other life domains.

We expect this for a number of reasons. First, relative to discrimination in other life contexts, workplace discrimina-

tion is more frequently perpetrated by higher-power individuals who have the authority to make impactful decisions

such as those regarding access to work resources. In addition, whereas victims of perceived discrimination in nonwork

settings may be able to more easily avoid the perpetrator of the mistreatment (e.g., avoiding a particular restaurant),

victims of discrimination at work are much less capable of avoiding the situation. Relatedly, because the amount of

time individuals spend at work exceeds the amount of time spent in almost any other context, individuals who per-

ceive discrimination at work can be at a nearly constant risk of mistreatment. These conceptual differences suggest

that discrimination occurring at workmay bemore damaging for thosewho experience (or witness) it in comparison to

discrimination occurring in other life domains.

Hypothesis 5: Workplace discrimination is more strongly related to outcomes than non-work discrimination.
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152 DHANANI ET AL.

1.3 Measurement distinctions in workplace discrimination

Measurement approachesmay also impact themagnitudeof discrimination–outcome relationships, andone important

distinction among discrimination measures is how broadly discrimination is conceptualized. Specific measures of dis-

crimination focus on a single formof discrimination (e.g., race discrimination, sex discrimination) andexplicitly label this

form of discrimination in the scale items (example: “The people I work with treat me less favorably because of my age”

[italics added]; Redman&Snape, 2006). In contrast, broadmeasures of discriminationmore globally assess the percep-

tion of discriminationwithout limiting responses to discriminatory perceptions based onmembership in a single group

(e.g., “Do you feel you have been discriminated against in your workplace in the past 12 months?”; Jones, Ni, &Wilson,

2009). Given that specifying a particular reason for discrimination limits responses to a single target, this may fail to

capture the full spectrum of discriminatory behaviors that might otherwise be reported. For example, an employee's

perception of race discrimination would not be captured if only sex discrimination was assessed. For this reason, we

posit that broad measures of discrimination that encompass all possible forms of discrimination will lead to stronger

discrimination–outcome relationships than specific measures.

Hypothesis 6: Workplace discrimination is more strongly related to outcomes when discrimination is measured

broadly thanwhen a specific type of discrimination is measured.

1.4 An alternative explanation for workplace discrimination–outcome relationships

One important criticism that has been levied against theworkplace discrimination literature is that no known attempts

have been made to address potential confounding variables (Shen & Dhanani, 2018). Thus, despite the large body

of research linking discrimination to important outcomes, it is currently unknown if, and to what degree, these

relationships might be inflated by third variables. To address this possibility and critically appraise existing meta-

analytic estimates of discrimination–outcome relationships, we consider negative affectivity as a potential third vari-

able explanation for these relationships. We selected negative affectivity because it has a well-documented rela-

tionship with perceptions of mistreatment (Aquino, Grover, Bradfield, & Allen, 1999; Bowling & Beehr, 2006) and

has been implicated as a potentially meaningful third variable explanation for several relationships in the stress lit-

erature (Brief, Burke, George, Robinson, & Webster, 1988; Watson & Pennebaker, 1989). Research has revealed

that both work stress and health outcomes share nontrivial relationships with negative affectivity, which may arti-

ficially inflate the observed relationships between these variables (Brief et al., 1988; Watson & Pennebaker, 1989).

In effect, individuals who are high in negative affectivity may have “mud-colored glasses,” wherein they are more

likely to perceive the existence of stress and health problems relative to individuals who are low in negative

affectivity.

Negative affectivity may similarly affect the relationships between workplace discrimination and employee out-

comes. Researchers have posited that employees high in negative affectivity may be more likely to perceive the pres-

ence ofmistreatment as a result of inherent perceptual and behavioral tendencies (Aquino&Bradfield, 2000; Bolger &

Zuckerman, 1995). That is, individuals high in negative affectivity are not onlymore likely to interpret behaviors asmis-

treatment, but they may also bemore likely to engage in disrespectful or counternormative behaviors that precipitate

negative treatment in return. Further, thosewho are higher in negative affectivity are alsomore likely to have negative

attitudes toward their job, have greater desires to leave their jobs, engage in more negative workplace behaviors, and

perceive themselves to be in poorer health (Kaplan, Bradley, Luchman, & Haynes, 2009; Ng & Sorensen, 2009). Con-

sequently, the associations between negative affectivity, discrimination, and outcomes raise the question of whether

discrimination maintains substantive associations with individual work outcomes after controlling for negative

affectivity.

Research Question 2: Does workplace discrimination display incremental validity over negative affectivity in predict-

ing employee outcomes?
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2 METHOD

2.1 Workplace discrimination literature search

We located discrimination studies by searching PsycINFO, PubMed, ProQuest, ProQuest Dissertations and Theses,

and Google Scholar using the following keywords: workplace discrimination, ageism, sexism, heterosexism, sexual orienta-

tion discrimination, weight discrimination, religious discrimination, sex discrimination, accent discrimination, and racism. In

addition, we used the following outcome-related keywords in combination with the keywords listed above: job stress,

justice, negative affect, negative affectivity, job attitudes, job satisfaction, organizational commitment, turnover intentions,

organizational citizenship behavior, counterproductive work behavior, job performance, anxiety, depression, well-being, dis-

tress, psychological health, physical health, physical symptoms, and health. We located unpublished studies by searching

for dissertations and theses, contacting researchers in the field, searching the reference sections of included articles,

and searching conference proceedings from the Society for Industrial andOrganizational Psychology and theAcademy

of Management. To be as inclusive as possible, we did not restrict the publication date and the earliest study included

in this paper was published in 1978.

2.2 Workplace discrimination inclusion criteria

Studies were eligible for inclusion if they reported a correlation or sufficient information to calculate a correlation

between perceived workplace discrimination and job stress, justice, negative affectivity, job satisfaction, organiza-

tional commitment, turnover intentions, organizational citizenship behavior, counterproductive work behavior, men-

tal health, or physical health. We note that the search yielded too few correlations between discrimination and task

performance to estimate this relationship. Because we sought to capture employees’ perceptions of discrimination

in real workplaces, we excluded experimental studies. Consistent with previous meta-analyses (e.g., Schmitt et al.,

2014), we only included studies that explicitly labeled their discrimination measures as discrimination or used such

terms as racism, sexism, ageism, heterosexism, prejudice, or stigma. To exclusively capture the appraisal of job-specific

stress, we operationalized job stress as any measure assessing how stressful one views his/her job. As such, we did

not include measures of stress in nonwork domains (i.e., life stress), outcomes of stress (e.g., mental health, physical

health, burnout), and stressors (e.g., role conflict, role ambiguity). We included studies measuring organizational jus-

tice if they assessed any of the specific justice dimensions (i.e., distributive, procedural, or interactional justice) or used

a global measure that broadly assessed perceived justice. Although separately estimating the relationships between

discrimination and the three dimensions of justice would be informative, the available data did not allow us to report

relationships at this level of specificity.

We included studies reporting the relationship between workplace discrimination and job satisfaction if the study

assessed satisfaction with the job in general or with specific facets of the job. We restricted our operationalization

of organizational commitment to studies that assessed affective commitment as this is arguably more akin to job atti-

tudes thannormativeor continuance commitment (Klein,Molloy,&Brinsfield, 2012). In addition,weonly estimated the

relationship between discrimination and turnover intentions because too few studies were available to estimate the

relationships between discrimination and behavioral measures of withdrawal (e.g., absenteeism, lateness). We opera-

tionalized organizational citizenship behaviors (OCB) and counterproductive work behaviors (CWB) to include global

measures as well as measures of specific facets of OCB (e.g., altruism, conscientiousness) and CWB (e.g., production

deviance, theft). Moreover, OCB and CWB measures were eligible for inclusion regardless of whether the behaviors

were directed at the organization or one's coworkers. We note that the majority of studies produced by the litera-

ture search employed global measures of OCB (k = 6 of 9) and CWB (k = 6 of 6). We categorized studies measuring

mental health symptomology, psychological distress, depression, and anxiety as mental health and studies measuring

physical health symptomology or appraisals of physical functioning as physical health. Last, because we were inter-

ested in general levels of negative affectivity, we only included studies that measured trait, rather than state, negative

affectivity.
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These inclusion criteria resulted in a final sample of 99 studies with 110 independent samples and a total sam-

ple size of 238,951 (references for included studies are available in Appendix A). Race discrimination was the most

commonly measured target of discrimination (k = 39), followed by discrimination based on sex (k = 25), sexual

orientation (k = 16), age (k = 14), disability (k = 7), religion (k = 2), weight (k = 1), and accent (k = 1). In addi-

tion, 17 studies assessed discrimination without referencing a specific target group. The included studies also var-

ied in response format (e.g., frequency, k = 25; agreement, k = 44; yes/no, k = 21) and scale length (i.e., single

item measures, k = 15; multiple item measures; k = 94).1 In total, we note that our meta-analytic database rep-

resents a 92% expansion over the largest existing meta-analysis on workplace discrimination (k = 51; Lee & Ahn,

2012).

2.3 Workplace discrimination data coding

We report the sample-specific information that was coded to conduct our meta-analyses (e.g., sample size, measure

reliability, effect size) in Appendix B. We also coded the included samples for information relevant to our moderator

analyses. We coded discrimination as formal if the discriminatory behaviors involved job-related outcomes, including

hiring, firing, promotions, performance evaluations, and access to training and developmental opportunities (example

item: “Gender played a role in the last performance evaluation I received”; Shaffer, Joplin, Bell, Lau, & Oguz, 2000).

We coded discrimination as interpersonal if it was not related to job outcomes. These behaviors included verbal and

nonverbal behaviors that occur in interpersonal interactions, such as being excluded, derogated, or receiving unfa-

vorable interpersonal treatment (example item: “Someone atworkmakes derogatory comments about your ethnicity”;

Schneider,Hitlan,&Radhakrishnan, 2000).Wecodeddiscriminationas experienced if themeasures specifically referred

to the individual, as demonstrated in the following item, “At work, I sometimes feel that my ethnicity is a limitation”

(Sanchez & Brock, 1996). We coded discrimination as observed if the measure assessed the occurrence of discrimina-

tion without specifying the respondent as the target of those actions (e.g., “During the past 24 months in your work-

place, have you been in a situation where any of your supervisors or coworkers told offensive jokes about lesbians, gay

men, or bisexual people?”;Waldo, 1999).

We coded scales as specificmeasures of discrimination if the items identified the reason for discrimination (e.g., “The

people I workwith treatme less favorably because ofmy age” [italics added]; Redman&Snape, 2006)while coding broad

measures as those that assessed discrimination in general without referring to a specific type of discrimination (e.g.,

“Do you feel you have been discriminated against in your workplace in the past 12 months?”; Jones et al., 2009). For

specific measures, we also coded studies for the target of discrimination (i.e., race discrimination, sex discrimination,

sexual orientationdiscrimination, agediscrimination) to assesswhether thediscrimination–outcome relationships var-

ied based on the social identity targeted by discrimination.

If a single sample reported multiple effect sizes for one relationship (i.e., discrimination and job satisfaction), we

computed a composite correlation (Nunnally, 1978) when possible. All articles included for our meta-analyses were

coded by two independent coders and any discrepancies were reconciled by discussion until consensus was reached.

Average preconsensus agreement between coders was 93% across all coded variables.

2.4 Nonwork discriminationmeta-analyses

To compare workplace discrimination effect sizes with effect sizes involving discrimination in nonwork contexts, we

also conducted a meta-analysis of nonwork discrimination.We limited our comparison of work and nonwork discrimi-

nation effect sizes to the relationships between discrimination andmental/physical health because all other outcomes

considered in this paper are specific to the work context. To locate primary studies, we obtained those included in pre-

vious meta-analyses that estimated the relationship between discrimination and health (i.e., Jones et al., 2016; Pascoe

& Richman, 2009; Schmitt et al., 2014).We then conducted an updated literature search to find studies not included in

the previous meta-analyses. We searched using PsycINFO starting from 1 year prior to the publication of the largest

available meta-analysis (2008–2016 for physical health, 2013–2016 for mental health). The keywords used for this
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DHANANI ET AL. 155

TABLE 1 Mean sample-based reliability estimated used for artifact distributions

Construct k N Mean reliability estimate

Discrimination 233 297,452 .88

Negative affectivity 91 26,164 .84

Job stress 21 15,154 .84

Justice 12 7,799 .93

Job satisfaction 67 207,658 .87

Affective commitment 31 25,741 .85

Turnover intentions 44 38,130 .84

Organizational citizenship behavior 9 4,914 .84

Counterproductive work behavior 10 5,547 .84

Mental health 143 95,543 .88

Physical health 47 50,731 .85

Note: k= the number of independent samples;N= sample size.

search were: discrimination, anxiety, depression, well-being, distress, psychological health, physical health, physical symp-

toms, and health. Studies were eligible for inclusion if discrimination was measured in any context other than work

(e.g., school, healthcare, restaurants). All other inclusion criteria and procedures were identical to those used for the

workplace discrimination analyses. There were a total of 117 studies and 122 independent samples measuring non-

work discrimination with a total sample size of 57,901 (initial agreement between the two coders was 90% across all

coded variables).

2.5 Meta-analytic procedures

Using Hunter and Schmidt's (2004) meta-analytic approach, we corrected meta-analytic correlations for sampling

error and unreliability in both the predictor and criterion measures using artifact distributions. We only used internal

consistency estimates in creating the artifact distributions, which we report in Table 1. In addition to reporting point

estimates for corrected correlations, we also report 80% credibility intervals and 95% confidence intervals to describe

the variability in these estimates. Credibility intervals indicate the variability in correlations across studies with wider

credibility intervals suggesting the possibility ofmoderating effects (Hunter & Schmidt, 2004).We also estimated 95%

confidence intervals around mean corrected effect sizes to assess the accuracy of these population estimates given

sampling error. We tested moderation by calculating separate meta-analyses for each moderator condition and com-

puting a z-statistic to identify statistically significant differences in mean effect sizes using formulas taken from Raju

and Brand (2003).

2.6 Mediation analyses

To test job stress and justice as mediators of the relationships between workplace discrimination and outcomes,

we estimated two meta-analytic path models in LISREL 8.8 (Jöreskog & Sörbom, 2006). The models are displayed

in Figures 1 and 2, respectively. As displayed in Figure 1, the first model includes job satisfaction, affective com-

mitment, turnover intentions, OCB, and CWB. Drawing from Podsakoff et al. (2007), we included paths from job

satisfaction to affective commitment and from both satisfaction and commitment to turnover intentions. Further,

previous work supports the inclusion of paths from job satisfaction and commitment to OCB and CWB (Dalal,

2005; Harrison, Newman, & Roth, 2006). Figure 2 displays job stress and justice as mediators of the relationship

between discrimination and employee health.We treatedmental and physical health as indicators of overall employee

health given that these variables are strongly related both conceptually and empirically (Darr & Johns, 2008), and
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156 DHANANI ET AL.

F IGURE 1 Discrimination predicting job attitudes, turnover intentions, OCB, and CWB through job stress and
justice
Note: *p< .05; Standardizedestimates. To achieveempirical identifications, the job satisfaction andorganizational com-
mitment factor loadingswere constrained to equality. Correlationswere allowed between the errors for job stress and
justice and between the errors forOCBandCWB.N=3,746;𝜒2

[2] =18.76, p< .05; CFI=1.00; TLI= .98; RMSEA= .05,
SRMR= .009.

F IGURE 2 Discrimination predicting employee health through job stress and justice
Note: *p < .05; Standardized estimates. To achieve empirical identifications, the mental health and physical health fac-
tor loadings were constrained to equality. Correlations were allowed between the errors for job stress and justice.
N= 16,235; 𝜒2

[3] = 404.86, p< .05.; CFI= .98; TLI= .93; RMSEA= .09, SRMR= .04.

have been combined in past research (Cole, Walter, Bedeian, & O'Boyle, 2012; Jones et al., 2016; Podsakoff et al.,

2007).

In order to analyze the proposedpathmodels, we constructedmeta-analytic correlationmatrices including all study

variables. The intercorrelations between the outcome variableswere drawn from themost recent and/or largest avail-

able meta-analyses; we report these correlations and their sources in Tables 2 and 3; all are corrected for unreliability

in the predictor and criterion. The correlations taken from Dowden and Tellier (2004) and Cohen-Charash and Spec-

tor (2001) were not originally corrected for unreliability and were therefore corrected using the artifact distributions

from this study. The meta-analytic correlation between job stress and CWB was not available in the literature, so we
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DHANANI ET AL. 157

TABLE 2 Meta-analytic intercorrelations among discrimination, job stress, job attitudes, and turnover intentions

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

1.Workplace discrimination

2. Job satisfaction −.46

k studies 66

N total observations 73,067

3. Affective commitment −.39 .60a

k studies 30 112

N total observations 25,371 39,187

4. Turnover intentions .27 −.58b −.51c

k studies 44 88 24

N total observations 38,130 35,494 8,724

5. OCB .01 .28a .25a −.22d

k studies 9 32 42 90

N total observations 4,914 16,348 10,747 26,510

6. CWB .42 −.37e −.36e .29 f −.39e

k studies 6 25 22 17 49

N total observations 4,781 6,106 5,582 8,049 16,721

7. Job stress .42 −.54g −.39g .30g −.09h .48

k studies 17 11 6 7 — 4

N total observations 14,388 5,294 5,655 1,880 1,888 766

8. Justice −.18 .49i .51i −.40i .27i −.25e −.32j

k studies 13 8 13 4 7 11 13

N total observations 8,023 2,205 2,355 1,067 1,688 2,130 —

9. Negative affectivity .29 −.37j −.31k .29k −.14k .41e .52k −.20k

k studies 8 145 24 36 13 23 11 22

N total observations 4,547 52,120 10,287 10,563 2,930 4,101 2,059 9,382

Note: All correlations are corrected for unreliability in both the predictor and the criterion variables. The superscripts indicate
the source of themeta-analytic correlations as follows:
aHarrison et al. (2006)
bTett andMeyer (1993)
cMeyer, Stanley, Herscovitch, and Topolnytsky (2002)
dPodsakoff,Whiting, Podsakoff, and Blume (2009)
eDalal (2005)
fCarpenter and Berry (2017)
gDowden and Tellier (2004)
hKaplan, Bradley, Luchman, andHaynes (2009)
iCohen-Charash and Spector (2001)
jRobbins et al. (2012)
kNg and Sorensen (2009)
All meta-analytic estimates that appear without a superscript are original analyses.

calculated an original meta-analytic effect size using the samemeta-analytic procedures described earlier (results are

reported in Table 2).

Path analysis typically assumes a single sample size for all correlations included in the matrix (Landis, 2013). How-

ever, given that the correlations used in the current analyseswerederived fromvarious sources, every cell in ourmatrix

had a different sample size. Following best practice recommendations, we used the harmonicmean sample size of each

meta-matrix as the sample size for the corresponding path analysis to limit the influence of extreme sample sizes on
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158 DHANANI ET AL.

TABLE 3 Meta-analytic intercorrelations among discrimination, job stress, and employee health

1 2 3 4 5

1.Workplace discrimination

2.Mental health −.29

k studies 30

N total observations 42,819

3. Physical health −.19 .58a

k studies 21 —

N total observations 39,511 —

4. Job stress .42 −.40b −.32b

k studies 17 51 43

N total observations 14,388 — —

5. Justice −.18 .28c .16c −.32c

k studies 13 8 3 13

N total observations 8,023 — — —

6. Negative affectivity .29 −.69 −.40 .52d −.20e

k studies 8 65 27 11 22

N total observations 4,547 17,521 6,452 2,059 9,382

Note: All correlations are corrected for unreliability in both the predictor and the criterion variables. The superscripts in the
table indicate the source of themeta-analytic correlations as follows:
aDarr and Johns (sample size not provided; 2008)
bYu, Lin, Chen,Wang, and Chiu (sample size not provided; 2007)
cRobbins et al. (2012)
dNg and Sorensen (2009)
eKaplan et al. (2009).
All meta-analytic estimates that appear without a superscript are original analyses.

estimates of model fit and parameter standard errors (Landis, 2013; Viswesvaran &Ones, 1995).We evaluatedmodel

fit using the chi-square index (𝜒2), root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA), comparative fit index (CFI),

Tucker-Lewis index (TLI), and standardized root mean square residual (SRMR).

2.7 Incremental validity

We conducted incremental validity analyses to estimate the unique effect of workplace discrimination on job and

health outcomes after controlling for trait negative affectivity. We constructed the correlation matrices—shown

in Tables 2 and 3—using meta-analytic estimates from this paper in combination with previously published meta-

analytic estimates. For intercorrelations between trait negative affectivity and the outcome variables, we obtained

estimates from the largest available published meta-analyses (i.e., Kaplan et al., 2009; Ng & Sorensen, 2009). Because

there were no available meta-analytic estimates for the relationships between negative affectivity and both men-

tal health and physical health, we conducted original meta-analyses to estimate these relationships. To locate stud-

ies, we searched PsycINFO using the following keywords: negative affect, negative affectivity, PANAS, anxiety, depres-

sion, well-being, distress, psychological health, physical health, physical symptoms, and health. We excluded studies that

measured state negative affect (e.g., using timeframes such as “in the present moment” and “in the past week”), as

opposed to trait negative affect. The searches yielded a total of 82 independent samples drawn from 68 studies

(N = 21,617). All studies were double-coded, and initial agreement was 93% across all coded variables. We con-

ducted regression analyses using theminimummeta-analyticN to be conservative in estimating the significance of our

effects.
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DHANANI ET AL. 159

TABLE 4 Meta-analytic results for the outcomes of perceivedworkplace discrimination

95%CI 80%CV

Variable k N r 𝝆̂ SD𝝆 Lower Upper Lower Upper % variance

Job stress 17 14,388 .36 .42 .17 .35 .49 .21 .64 4.07

Justice 13 8,023 −.16 −.18 .17 −.26 −.10 −.39 .03 6.44

Negative affectivity 8 4,547 .25 .29 .11 .22 .36 .15 .43 14.31

Job satisfaction 67 207,658 −.23 −.26 .20 −.30 −.22 −.51 .00 0.96

Outlier removed 66 73,067 −.40 −.46 .22 −.51 −.41 −.74 −.18 1.68

Affective commitment 30 25,371 −.34 −.39 .12 −.43 −.35 −.54 −.24 8.40

Turnover intentions 44 38,130 .23 .27 .12 .23 .30 .11 .42 8.68

Organizational citizenship behavior 9 4,914 .01 .01 .14 −.07 .09 −.17 .19 11.35

Counterproductive work behavior 6 4,781 .36 .42 .21 .27 .56 .15 .68 2.88

Mental health 30 42,819 −.26 −.29 .13 −.33 −.25 −.46 −.12 4.45

Physical health 21 39,511 −.17 −.19 .10 −.23 −.15 −.32 −.06 6.18

Note: k = the number of independent samples; N = sample size; r = sample size-weighted mean uncorrected correlation;
𝜌̂ =mean corrected correlation (corrected for unreliability in the predictor and the criterion); SD𝜌 = standard deviation of the
corrected correlation; 95%CI=95% confidence interval constructed around 𝜌̂; 95%CV=95% credibility interval constructed
around 𝜌̂; % variance= percent of variance accounted for by sampling error and corrected artifacts.

3 RESULTS

3.1 Direct relationships betweenworkplace discrimination and employee outcomes

We report the meta-analytic relationships between perceived workplace discrimination and outcomes in Table 4.

Results show that discrimination is positively related to job stress (𝜌̂ = .42) and negatively related to justice percep-

tions (𝜌̂ = –.18). Although workplace discrimination was negatively related to job satisfaction (𝜌̂ = –.26), it is notewor-

thy that this estimate includes one unusually large sample (N = 134,591; King, Dawson, Kravitz, & Gulick, 2012). With

this study excluded, the discrimination–job satisfaction relationship increases from 𝜌̂=–.26 to 𝜌̂=–.46. Further, results

showed that perceived workplace discrimination was negatively related to affective commitment (𝜌̂= –.39), positively

related to turnover intentions (𝜌̂ = .27), and positively related to CWB (𝜌̂ = .42). However, contrary to expectations,

perceived discrimination was not meaningfully related to OCB (𝜌̂ = .01). Last, discrimination was significantly related

to bothmental health (𝜌̂= –.29) and physical health (𝜌̂= –.19).

3.2 Publication bias

One concern when conducting meta-analyses is the influence that publication bias has on estimates. To test for

publication bias, we conducted trim and fill analyses using Comprehensive Meta-Analysis 2.0 (Borenstein, Hedges,

Higgins, & Rothstein, 2005). Trim and fill uses an iterative process in which extreme effect sizes are removed from an

asymmetric distribution and then reimputed into the distribution until symmetry is achieved (Duval & Tweedie, 2000).

Meta-analytic estimates are then recalculated including the imputed effect sizes. No publication bias is indicatedwhen

adjusted meta-analytic effect sizes showminimal change, moderate publication bias is indicated when adjusted effect

sizes show a change in magnitude but do not change the conclusion of the research, and severe publication bias is

indicated when the change in magnitude is sufficient enough to change the conclusion of the research (Kepes, Banks,

McDaniel, &Whetzel, 2012).

Results indicate no publication bias for the reported relationships between discrimination and job stress, nega-

tive affectivity, job satisfaction, affective commitment, counterproductive work behavior, mental health, and phys-

ical health (i.e., no studies were imputed). However, the results showed evidence of publication bias for the
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160 DHANANI ET AL.

relationships between discrimination and justice (four studies were imputed; Δ𝜌̂ = .042), turnover intentions (four

studies were imputed; Δ𝜌̂ = .008), and OCB (four studies were imputed; Δ𝜌̂ = .058). We note that the adjusted

meta-analytic estimates do not change the interpretations of the estimated relationships between discrimination and

both justice and turnover intentions; thus, the publication bias appears to be moderate. OCB demonstrated a slightly

larger difference; however, the recalculated estimate still suggests a modest relationship between discrimination

andOCB.

3.3 Mediation results for workplace discrimination

To assess whether job stress and justice perceptions mediate the relationships between workplace discrimination and

outcomes, we tested two mediated path models. Our first mediated model examined whether discrimination is asso-

ciated with job satisfaction, affective commitment, turnover intentions, OCB, and CWB through job stress and justice

perceptions (see Fig. 1). Given the impact of the large sample outlier on the job discrimination–job satisfaction relation-

ship, these analyses were run excluding the outlier. This model demonstrated adequate fit to the data (𝜒2
[2] = 18.76,

p < .05; CFI = 1.00; TLI = .98; RMSEA = .05, SRMR = .009). An examination of the path estimates, shown in Figure 1,

indicates that discrimination is positively related to job stress, and job stress is negatively related to job satisfaction,

affective commitment, and CWB. However, job stress was not significantly related to turnover intentions or OCB.We

tested the significance of the indirect effects for the outcomes (i.e., job satisfaction, commitment, turnover intentions,

OCB, and CWB) using the Monte Carlo method for testing mediation (Preacher & Hayes, 2008). Results (20,000 iter-

ations) indicate that, with job stress as themediating mechanism, the indirect effects for job satisfaction (–.18; 95%CI

[–.19, –.16]), affective commitment (–.06; 95% CI [–.08, –.05]), and CWB (.15; 95% CI [.14, .17]) were significant. How-

ever, the indirect effect of discrimination through job stress was not significant for turnover intentions (.00; 95% CI

[–.02, .02]) or OCB (.01; 95%CI [–.01, .02]).

Examining the paths involving justice as amediator shows that discrimination was negatively related to justice per-

ceptions and justice perceptions were positively related to both job satisfaction and affective commitment. Justice

perceptions also demonstrated a positive relationship with OCB and negative relationships with turnover intentions

and CWB. With justice perceptions as the mediating mechanism, the indirect effects were significant for job satisfac-

tion (–.08; 95%CI [–.09, –.06]), affective commitment (–.06; 95%CI [–.07, –.05]), turnover intentions (.01; 95%CI [.01,

.02]), OCB (–.02; 95% CI [–.03, –.01]), and CWB (.03; 95% CI [.02, .04]). Further, the direct paths between discrimina-

tion and job satisfaction, affective commitment, OCB, and CWBwere significant, suggesting partial mediation of these

relationships. Interestingly, and contrary to expectations, the direct effect of discrimination on OCB was positive (we

discuss this in more detail in Section 4).

The secondmodel, displayed in Figure 2, involved discrimination predicting employee health through job stress and

justice perceptions. This model demonstrated adequate fit to the data (𝜒2
[3] = 404.86, p < .05.; CFI = .98; TLI = .93;

RMSEA = .09, SRMR = .04). The indirect effects via job stress (–.17; 95% CI [–.18, –.16]) and justice were both signifi-

cant (–.05; 95%CI [–.05, –.04]). The direct effect betweenworkplace discrimination and employee health was also sig-

nificant, suggesting that job stress and justice partiallymediate the relationship betweenworkplace discrimination and

employee health. Taken together, these findings support our expectation that job stress and justice perceptions serve

as mediators of the relationships between workplace discrimination and job attitudes, work behaviors, and employee

health (Hypotheses 1 and 2). Given that the indirect effects through job stress were stronger than those through jus-

tice for several outcomes, the mediation analyses also suggest that job stress may play a more significant role in the

relationship between discrimination and health outcomes than justice perceptions.

3.4 Moderation results for workplace discrimination

3.4.1 Formality of workplace discrimination

As shown in Table 5—and consistentwithHypothesis 3—interpersonal discrimination displayed a stronger relationship

(z = –49.76, p < .05) with job satisfaction (𝜌̂ = –.66) than formal discrimination (𝜌̂ = –.35). Interpersonal discrimination
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DHANANI ET AL. 161

TABLE 5 Moderation results for interpersonal and formal discrimination

95%CI 80%CV

Variable k N r 𝝆̂ SD𝝆 Lower Upper Lower Upper % variance z

Job stress

Formal 2 2,044 .34 .39 .13 .23 .55 .22 .56 5.66 −8.21*

Interpersonal 4 5,014 .46 .53 .16 .40 .67 .33 .74 2.59

Job satisfaction

Formal 12 16,483 −.30 −.35 .13 −.41 −.28 −.52 −.18 4.33 −49.76*

Interpersonal 24 23,960 −.58 −.66 .24 −.75 −.58 −.97 −.36 0.99

Affective commitment

Formal 2 1,044 −.15 −.17 .00 −.23 −.11 −.17 −.17 100.00 0.00

Interpersonal 6 2,067 −.15 −.17 .00 −.21 −.13 −.17 −.17 100.00

Turnover intentions

Formal 5 9,483 .24 .28 .00 .26 .30 .28 .28 100.00 0.00

Interpersonal 13 5,135 .24 .28 .09 .23 .33 .17 .39 28.82

Mental health

Formal 4 10,346 −.25 −.29 .10 −.38 −.20 −.42 −.16 3.94 −12.09*

Interpersonal 11 16,539 −.33 −.38 .08 −.42 −.34 −.48 −.28 10.37

Physical health

Formal 6 11,101 −.15 −.17 .04 −.20 −.14 −.22 −.12 30.15 −11.96*

Interpersonal 10 19,992 −.21 −.24 .11 −.30 −.18 −.38 −.10 4.84

Note: k = the number of independent samples; N = sample size; r = sample size-weighted mean uncorrected correlation;
𝜌̂ =mean corrected correlation (corrected for unreliability in the predictor and the criterion); SD𝜌 = standard deviation of the
corrected correlation; 95%CI=95% confidence interval constructed around 𝜌̂; 95%CV=95% credibility interval constructed
around 𝜌̂; % var = percent of variance accounted for by sampling error and corrected artifacts; z = z-statistic calculated using
formulas fromRaju and Brand (2003); *p< .05.

also exhibited stronger relationships with job stress (interpersonal: 𝜌̂ = .53; formal: 𝜌̂ = .39; z = –8.21, p < .05), mental

health (interpersonal: 𝜌̂=–.38; formal: 𝜌̂=–.29; z=–12.09,p< .05), andphysical health (interpersonal: 𝜌̂=–.24; formal:

𝜌̂=–.17; z=–11.96,p< .05) than formal discrimination.However, interpersonal and formal discriminationwereequally

related to both affective commitment (interpersonal: 𝜌̂ = –.17; formal: 𝜌̂ = –.17; z = 0.00, n.s.) and turnover intentions

(interpersonal: 𝜌̂ = .28; formal: 𝜌̂ = .28; z = 0.00, n.s.). Thus, these findings suggest that interpersonal discrimination is

equally or more detrimental than formal discrimination.

3.4.2 Exposure toworkplace discrimination

As shown in Table 6, our results were contrary to Hypothesis 4; affective commitment was more strongly related (z =
–14.61, p < .05) to observed discrimination (𝜌̂ = –.45) than experienced discrimination (𝜌̂ = –.32). Turnover intentions

(observed: 𝜌̂ = .39; experienced: 𝜌̂ = .23; z = –18.97, p < .05) and mental health (observed: 𝜌̂ = –.48; experienced: 𝜌̂ =
–.29; z = –9.00, p < .05) were also more strongly related to observed discrimination than experienced discrimination.

Interestingly, the OCB–discrimination relationships were in opposing directions across the types of exposure; OCB

was negatively related to observed discrimination (𝜌̂ = –.15), as hypothesized, but positively related to experienced

discrimination (𝜌̂ = .07). In addition, the z-statistic indicates that these relationships were significantly different from

each other (z= –5.07, p< .05).

Observed discrimination (𝜌̂ = –.36) also displayed a stronger relationship with job satisfaction than experienced

discrimination (𝜌̂ = –.25; z = –20.10, p < .05). However, this relationship was reversed when the large sample

size study (King et al., 2012) was removed (experienced discrimination: 𝜌̂ = –.50; z = 27.26, p < .05). Job stress
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162 DHANANI ET AL.

TABLE 6 Moderation results for experienced and observed discrimination

95%CI 80%CV

Variable k N r 𝝆̂ SD𝝆 Lower Upper Lower Upper % variance z

Job stress

Experienced 10 11,540 .38 .44 .16 .36 .53 .24 .65 3.19 13.14*

Observed 2 857 .18 .20 .09 .08 .33 .09 .32 28.17

Job satisfaction

Experienced 41 185,062 −.22 −.25 .20 −.30 −.19 −.51 .01 0.63 −20.10**

Outlier removed 40 50,471 −.44 −.50 .24 −.57 −.44 −.82 −.19 1.12 27.26*

Observed 9 15,729 −.32 −.36 .08 −.41 −.31 −.47 −.26 8.07

Affective commitment

Experienced 17 7,346 −.28 −.32 .12 −.37 −.27 −.47 −.17 16.43 −14.61*

Observed 5 14,555 −.39 −.45 .06 −.50 −.40 −.53 −.37 7.88

Turnover intentions

Experienced 29 27,244 .20 .23 .12 .19 .27 .08 .38 9.12 −18.97*

Observed 5 6,806 .34 .39 .08 .32 .46 .29 .50 10.39

Organizational citizenship behavior

Experienced 6 3,305 .06 .07 .14 −.03 .17 −.11 .24 11.53 −5.07*

Observed 2 890 −.13 −.15 .00 −.20 −.11 −.15 −.15 100.00

Mental health

Experienced 22 38,647 −.25 −.29 .13 −.34 −.24 −.45 −.12 3.64 −9.00*

Observed 3 963 −.42 −.48 .20 −.69 −.27 −.74 −.22 6.16

Note: k = the number of independent samples; N = sample size; r = sample size-weighted mean uncorrected correlation;
𝜌̂ =mean corrected correlation (corrected for unreliability in the predictor and the criterion); SD𝜌 = standard deviation of the
corrected correlation; 95%CI=95%confidence interval constructed around 𝜌̂; 95%CV=95%credibility interval constructed
around 𝜌̂; % var = percent of variance accounted for by sampling error and corrected artifacts; z = z statistic calculated using
formulas fromRaju and Brand (2003); *p< .05.

displayed the opposite result, demonstrating a stronger relationship with experienced discrimination (𝜌̂ = .44)

than observed discrimination (𝜌̂ = .20; z = 13.14, p < .05). Taken together, Hypothesis 4 was not supported. How-

ever, we note that some of our analyses are based on a limited number of studies and should be interpreted with

caution.

3.4.3 Target of workplace discrimination

To address our first research question, we ran analyses to determine if discrimination–outcome relationships differ

based on the target of discrimination (i.e., race, sex, sexual orientation, or age). As reported in Table 7, results show

that sexual orientation discrimination exhibited the strongest relationships with job stress (𝜌̂= .27), affective commit-

ment (𝜌̂ = -.46), and physical health (𝜌̂ = –.32) relative to the other examined discrimination targets. Similarly, sexual

orientation discrimination (𝜌̂= –.32) and race discrimination (𝜌̂= .31)weremore strongly related tomental health than

discrimination targeted at sex (𝜌̂ = –.24) or age (𝜌̂ = –.23), and turnover intention was more strongly related to sexual

orientation (𝜌̂= .27) and sexdiscrimination (𝜌̂= .28) thaneither race (𝜌̂= .23) or agediscrimination (𝜌̂= .14). Last, results

showed that race discrimination had the strongest relationship with job satisfaction (𝜌̂= –.55) and race discrimination

(𝜌̂= .17)wasmore strongly related to justice perceptions than sexdiscrimination (𝜌̂= .14). Taken together, these results

suggest several differences in discrimination–outcome relationships based on the target of discrimination, with one of

themore consistent differences being that sexual orientation discrimination wasmore strongly related to several out-

comes relative to other targets.
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DHANANI ET AL. 163

TABLE 7 Moderation results for target of discrimination

95%CI 80%CV z

Variable k N r 𝝆̂ SD𝝆 Lower Upper Lower Upper % variance Sex LGBT Age

Job stress

Race 4 2,749 .09 .10 .12 −.01 .21 −.06 .26 11.36 −6.88* −10.18*

Sex 2 2,681 .15 .18 .00 .17 .19 .18 .18 100.00 −5.05*

LGBT 4 1,423 .23 .27 .13 .15 .39 .10 .43 17.05

Justice

Race 3 2,030 −.15 −.17 .16 −.34 .00 −.37 .04 6.30 2.39*

Sex 5 2,765 −.13 −.14 .17 −.28 .00 −.35 .07 7.19

Job satisfaction

Race 20 166,304 −.20 −.23 .20 −.30 −.15 −.48 .03 0.37 −25.49* −11.00* −20.89*

Outlier removed 19 31,713 −.48 −.55 .27 −.66 −.45 −.90 −.20 0.61 27.81* 17.49* 26.75*

Sex 12 13,668 −.32 −.37 .12 −.43 −.31 −.53 −.21 5.76 1.66 0.82

LGBT 9 3,185 −.31 −.35 .10 −.42 −.29 −.48 −.23 24.07 −0.65

Age 9 10,228 −.32 −.36 .04 −.39 −.33 −.42 −.31 32.50

Affective commitment

Race 8 3,336 −.30 −.35 .13 −.43 −.27 −.51 −.19 14.38 7.44* −4.45* 1.88

Sex 3 1,973 −.20 −.23 .10 −.34 −.12 −.36 −.09 14.91 −9.10* −2.58*

LGBT 3 878 −.40 −.46 .09 −.56 −.35 −.57 −.34 28.65 4.85*

Age 2 590 −.26 −.30 .22 −.57 −.02 −.58 −.02 7.48

Turnover intentions

Race 10 5,992 .20 .23 .05 .19 .27 .16 .30 41.65 −5.85* −2.55* 9.63*

Sex 13 13,378 .24 .28 .08 .24 .32 .18 .38 15.35 0.67 17.41*

LGBT 5 1,658 .23 .27 .05 .21 .33 .20 .34 55.31 8.44*

Age 6 4,659 .12 .14 .16 .03 .25 −.06 .34 6.43

Mental health

Race 12 21,594 −.27 −.31 .14 −.38 −.24 −.49 −.13 2.88 11.50* 0.60 7.00*

Sex 9 13,417 −.21 −.24 .14 −.32 −.16 −.42 −.06 3.83 −4.73* 0.86

LGBT 6 1,308 −.29 −.32 .11 −.41 −.23 −.46 −.19 30.73 4.62*

Age 4 2,386 −.20 −.23 .00 −.26 −.19 −.23 −.23 100.00

Physical health

Race 8 19,051 −.22 −.26 .07 −.30 −.21 −.35 −.17 9.41 12.36* −2.63*

Sex 4 9,062 −.15 −.18 .05 −.23 −.13 −.25 −.11 16.54 −6.09*

LGBT 3 732 −.27 −.32 .09 −.43 −.21 −.43 −.20 36.47

Note: LGBT refers to measures of discrimination on the basis of sexual orientation; k = the number of independent samples;
N = sample size; r = sample size-weighted mean uncorrected correlation; 𝜌̂ =mean corrected correlation (corrected for unre-
liability in the predictor and the criterion); SD𝜌 = standard deviation of the corrected correlation; 95% CI = 95% confidence
interval constructed around 𝜌̂; 95%CV= 95% credibility interval constructed around 𝜌̂; % var= percent of variance accounted
for by sampling error and corrected artifacts; z= z statistic calculated using formulas fromRaju and Brand (2003); *p< .05.

3.4.4 Context of discrimination

Our tests of Hypothesis 5 are reported in Table 8. Results showed that the relationships between discrimination and

both mental health (work: 𝜌̂ = –.29; nonwork: 𝜌̂= –.27; z= 5.45, p < .05) and physical health (work: 𝜌̂= –.19; nonwork:

𝜌̂=–.15; z=8.26, p< .05)were significantly different acrosswork andnonwork contexts.However, despite statistically
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DHANANI ET AL. 165

significant differences, it is noteworthy that the examined work and nonwork discrimination–health relationships are

very similar in magnitude. Thus, contrary to our hypothesis, there does not appear to be an appreciable difference in

themagnitude of discrimination–outcome relationships in work versus nonwork domains.

To explore this unexpected finding further, we tested to see if there are differences in observed versus experienced

discrimination in work versus nonwork settings. Although too few studies were available to test these differences for

physical health as an outcome, wewere able to do sowithmental health. Interestingly, results regardingmental health

showed the opposite pattern in nonwork settings relative to work settings. Specifically, results revealed that mental

healthwasmore strongly related (z=19.48, p< .05) to experienced discrimination (𝜌̂=–.30) than observed discrimina-

tion (𝜌̂= –.16) in nonwork settings, whereas the oppositewas true inwork settings. Though limited to a single outcome

(i.e., mental health), this suggests that the relative impact of experienced and observed discrimination differs across

work and nonwork contexts.We revisit this finding in Section 4.

3.4.5 Measurement of workplace discrimination

To test Hypothesis 6, we next compared discrimination–outcome relationships based on the use of broad versus spe-

cific measures of discrimination. As reported in Table 9, results showed that workplace discrimination displayed a

stronger relationship with job satisfaction when measured broadly (𝜌̂ = –.59) than when specific measures were used

(𝜌̂= –.20; z= –101.76, p< .05). This pattern of relationships heldwhen the outlier (King et al., 2012)was removed from

the specificmeasure condition (z= –46.16, p< .05). Thiswas also true for turnover intentions (broadmeasures: 𝜌̂= .38;

TABLE 9 Moderation results for specific measures and broadmeasures of discrimination

95%CI 80%CV

Variable k N r 𝝆̂ SD𝝆 Lower Upper Lower Upper % variance z

Negative affectivity

Specific measures 4 1,437 .18 .20 .00 .17 .24 .20 .20 100.00 −10.26*

Broadmeasures 3 2,481 .34 .39 .01 .36 .43 .38 .40 92.24

Job satisfaction

Specific measures 51 175,946 −.18 −.20 .11 −.23 −.17 −.34 −.06 3.02 −101.76*

Outlier removed 50 41,355 −.32 −.37 .11 −.40 −.34 −.51 −.23 9.76 −46.16*

Broadmeasures 15 30,851 −.52 −.59 .26 −.71 −.48 −.92 −.26 0.51

Affective commitment

Specific measures 26 18,301 −.35 −.40 .14 −.45 −.35 −.58 −.22 7.25 4.56*

Broadmeasures 4 7,203 −.31 −.36 .03 −.39 −.33 −.39 −.32 43.55

Turnover intentions

Specific measures 37 28,926 .20 .24 .12 .20 .27 .09 .39 10.36 −18.07*

Broadmeasures 6 8,343 .32 .38 .06 .33 .42 .29 .46 16.16

Mental health

Specific measures 23 25,902 −.22 −.25 .14 −.30 −.20 −.42 −.07 5.39 −20.24*

Broadmeasures 3 15,893 −.33 −.37 .08 −.45 −.29 −.47 −.27 3.21

Physical health

Specific measures 16 20,824 −.14 −.16 .07 −.19 −.12 −.25 −.06 15.19 −13.88*

Broadmeasures 4 18,196 −.20 −.23 .11 −.33 −.14 −.38 −.09 2.15

Note: k = the number of independent samples; N = sample size; r = sample size-weighted mean uncorrected correlation;
𝜌̂ =mean corrected correlation (corrected for unreliability in the predictor and the criterion); SD𝜌 = standard deviation of the
corrected correlation; 95%CI=95% confidence interval constructed around 𝜌̂; 95%CV=95% credibility interval constructed
around 𝜌̂; % var = percent of variance accounted for by sampling error and corrected artifacts; z = z statistic calculated using
formulas fromRaju and Brand (2003); *p< .05.
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166 DHANANI ET AL.

TABLE 10 Incremental validity of discrimination predicting outcomes over negative affectivity

Outcome Model 1 Model 2

𝜷 R2 𝜷1 𝜷2 R2 𝚫R2

Job stress .52* .270* .43* .29* .350* .079*

Justice −.20 .040* −.16* −.13* .056* .016*

Job satisfaction −.37* .137* −.26* −.39* .273* .136*

Affective commitment −.31* .096* −.21* −.33* .194* .098*

Turnover intentions .29* .084* .23* .20* .122** .038*

OCB −.14* .020* −.16* .06* .022** .003*

CWB .41* .168* .31* .33* .267* .099*

Mental health −.69* .476* −.66* −.10* .485* .009*

Physical health −.40 .160* −.38* −.08* .166* .006*

Note: Standardized regression coefficients. Model 1 includes negative affectivity as a predictor. Model 2 includes negative
affectivity (𝛽1) and discrimination (𝛽2) as predictors.MinimumN for outcomes: job stress= 2,059; justice= 4,547; job satisfac-
tion= 4,547; affective commitment= 4,547; turnover intentions= 4,547; OCB= 2,930; CWB= 4,101; mental health= 4,547;
physical health= 4,547; *p< .05.

specific measures: 𝜌̂ = .24; z = –18.07, p < .05), mental health (broad measures: 𝜌̂ = –.37; specific measures: 𝜌̂ = –.25;

z = –20.24, p < .05), physical health (broad measures: 𝜌̂ = –.23; specific measures: 𝜌̂ = –.16; z = –13.88, p < .05), and

negative affectivity (broad measures: 𝜌̂ = .39; specific measures: 𝜌̂ = .20; z = –10.26, p < .05). However, affective com-

mitment was more strongly related to discrimination when specific measures were used (𝜌̂ = .40) in comparison to

when broadmeasures were used (𝜌̂= .36; z= 4.56, p< .05). Taken together, our results appear to be largely consistent

withHypothesis 6, though it is noteworthy that comparatively fewstudies usedbroaddiscriminationmeasures relative

to specific.

3.5 Incremental validity results for workplace discrimination

To test our second research question, we examined the incremental validity of workplace discrimination over negative

affectivity in predicting individual outcomes. Results, displayed in Table 10, show that negative affectivity explained a

statistically significant percentage of variance in each of the examined outcomes of discrimination, particularly for job

stress (R2 = .27) andmental health (R2 = .48), confirming the importance of testing the incremental validity of discrimi-

nationbeyond theeffects of negative affectivity.However,workplacediscriminationexplaineda statistically significant

percentage of unique variance above and beyond negative affectivity when predicting job stress (ΔR2 = .079, p < .05),

justice perceptions (ΔR2 = .016, p < .05), job satisfaction (ΔR2 = .136, p < .05), affective commitment (ΔR2 = .098,

p < .05), turnover intentions (ΔR2 = .038, p < .05), and CWB (ΔR2 = .099, p < .05). Although workplace discrimina-

tion explained statistically significant, unique variance inOCB (ΔR2 = .003, p< .05), mental health (ΔR2 = .009, p< .05),

and physical health (ΔR2 = .006, p < .05) after accounting for negative affectivity, the increases in explained variance

for these outcomes were minimal by any practical standard. Thus, in answer to our research question, results appear

to show that workplace discrimination predicts above and beyond negative affectivity for most outcomes but predicts

only minimally beyond negative affectivity for OCB, mental health, and physical health. Important, we note that neg-

ative affectivity accounts for between 49% and 98% of the total explained variance in the discrimination–outcome

relationships reported here.

3.6 Supplemental mediation analyses

As stated previously, observed discrimination unexpectedly displayed stronger relationships with several outcomes

than experienced discrimination. To further explore potential differences between these forms of discrimination, we

conducted separate mediation analyses for experienced and observed discrimination. We excluded perceived justice,
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DHANANI ET AL. 167

F IGURE 3 Experienced and observed discrimination predicting job attitudes, turnover intentions, andOCB through
job stress
Note: *p< .05; Standardized estimates. Experienced discrimination estimates are shown before the slash and observed
discrimination estimates are shown after the slash. To achieve empirical identifications, the job satisfaction and organi-
zational commitment factor loadingswere constrained toequality. Experienceddiscrimination:N=6,331; 3.86,p< .05;
CFI = 1.00; TLI = 1.00; RMSEA = .02, SRMR = .004. Observed discrimination: N = 3,443; 6.15, p < .05; CFI = 1.00;
TLI= .99; RMSEA= .04, SRMR= .007.

F IGURE 4 Experienced and observed discrimination predictingmental health through job stress
Note: *p< .05; Standardized estimates. Experienced discrimination estimates are shown before the slash and observed
discrimination estimates are shown after the slash. Experienced discrimination:N= 17,773. Observed discrimination:
N= 907.Models were fully saturated.

CWB, and physical health from themodels because separate correlations for experienced and observed discrimination

were unavailable. As shown in Figure 3, the model that included job attitudes and behaviors fit adequately for both

experienced discrimination (𝜒2
[1] = 3.86, p < .05; CFI = 1.00; TLI = 1.00; RMSEA = .02, SRMR = .004) and observed

discrimination (𝜒2
[1] = 6.15, p < .05; CFI = 1.00; TLI = .99; RMSEA = .04, SRMR = .007). Experienced discrimination

exhibited a significant indirect effect through job stress on job satisfaction (–.18; 95% CI [–.19, –.16]) and affective

commitment (–.04; 95% CI [–.05, –.03]) but not on turnover intentions (.002; 95% CI [–.02, .00]) or OCB (.00; 95%

CI [.00, .02]). Observed discrimination similarly had a significant indirect effect through job stress on job satisfaction

(–.10; 95%CI [–.12, –.08]), affective commitment (–.02; 95%CI [–.03, –.01]), andOCB (.02; 95%CI [.01, .03]) but not on

turnover intentions (–.01; 95%CI [–.02, .00]).

The second model, shown in Figure 4, included mental health as an outcome. The model was fully saturated, which

meant thatmodel fitwas perfect by definition. Therewas a significant indirect effect through job stress for both experi-

enced discrimination (–.16; 95%CI [–.16, –.15]) and observed discrimination (–.06; 95%CI [–.09, –.04]).When examin-

ing the magnitude of the indirect effects of experienced and observed discrimination, the mediation models demon-

strated that experienced discrimination displayed a stronger indirect effect through job stress on job satisfaction,
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168 DHANANI ET AL.

affective commitment, andmental health compared to observed discrimination. This provides preliminary evidence to

suggest that experienced and observed discriminationmay affect employee outcomes through different mechanisms.

4 DISCUSSION

An expansive and growing body of research hasmade it clear thatworkplace discrimination is associatedwith a host of

negative outcomes for individuals. Several publishedmeta-analyses have converged on this general conclusion, provid-

ing population estimates of discrimination's associations with outcomes such as individual attitudes and health (Jones

et al., 2016; Lee & Ahn, 2011, 2012; Pascoe & Richman, 2009; Schmitt et al., 2014; Triana et al., 2015). However, we

sought to advance understanding by focusing on the nature and nuances of discrimination's connections with these

outcomes. As such, the purpose of this meta-analysis was to expand understanding of discrimination–outcome rela-

tionships and challenge prevailing assumptions by examining the mediating mechanisms, boundary conditions, and a

plausible alternative explanation for these relationships. We divide our discussion of this study's findings and their

corresponding implications for research and practice into two sections. First, we offer a brief discussion of the results

that ultimately confirmed current knowledge regardingworkplacediscrimination. Second, andmore important,wedis-

cuss the findings that we believe challenge current knowledge and which provide a platform for future discrimination

research to build upon.

4.1 Confirming current knowledge

Although not the focus of our hypotheses and research questions, a necessary part of this paper was to meta-analyze

discrimination–outcome relationships that have been reported elsewhere (Jones et al., 2016; Lee & Ahn, 2011, 2012;

Pascoe & Richman, 2009; Schmitt et al., 2014; Triana et al., 2015). Though we incorporated a larger and more up-to-

date meta-analytic database for testing these relationships, our results largely substantiate what past meta-analyses

have already reported. That is, discrimination maintained the expected associations with job stress, perceived justice,

job satisfaction, affective commitment, counterproductive work behaviors, and psychological and physical health. Our

mediation analyses also confirmed the predominant conceptualization of workplace discrimination as a social stressor

that elicits stress responses that subsequently lead to strain reactions (Raver&Nishii, 2010; Sonnentag&Frese, 2003).

However, it is noteworthy that our examination of justice as a mediator answers recent calls to move beyond the con-

sideration of stress as an explanatory mechanism for discrimination–outcome relationships (Colella et al., 2017). This

extends the existing theory on workplace mistreatment by providing evidence to suggest that both job stress and per-

ceived injustice can explain the associations between discrimination and negative work and health-related outcomes.

4.2 Challenging current knowledge

Beyond confirming the direction and magnitude of known discrimination–outcome relationships, our meta-analyses

revealed several findings that challenge current understanding of workplace discrimination. First, contrary to our

hypothesis, our findings suggest that reports of observed discrimination are often more strongly associated with

employee outcomes than reports of experienced discrimination. This challenges the prevailing conceptualization of

who is adversely affected by discrimination. Organizations may consider discrimination to be an issue affecting a rela-

tively small proportion of their employees; however, the evidence presented here suggests that all employees can be

negatively impacted by the existence of workplace discrimination as a result of witnessing discrimination against oth-

ers. Although this finding is contrary to our original expectation,weoffer three explanations as towhy the second-hand

experience ofworkplace discriminationmay bemore detrimental in some cases than the first-hand experience. First, it

has been suggested that the indirect effects of deviant behaviors (such as discrimination)may be deceptively impactful

because employeeswhowere not personally targeted are unaware of howor towhat degree they are being affected by

theobserved events and thereforemaybe less cognizant of the need to engage in coping responses (Robinson,Wang,&
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DHANANI ET AL. 169

Kiewitz, 2014).Whereas a personwho directly experiences discriminationmaymitigate its negative effects by actively

engaging in coping mechanisms (Utsey, Ponterotto, Reynolds, & Cancelli, 2000) or increasing the perceived status of

the threatened portion of their social identity (Tajfel & Turner, 1986), a person who observes discrimination may not

recognize or feel that they have access to the same support sources, whichmay exacerbate discrimination's effects.

The differences in effect sizes for observed versus experienced discrimination may also be a function of different

mediational processes. Although both forms of discrimination should elicit stress as just described, they may do so

to differing degrees. As reported in Section 3, we conducted supplemental analyses to assess whether experienced

and observed discrimination appear to relate to outcomes via the same mediating mechanisms. Although both expe-

rienced and observed discrimination related to job and health outcomes through job stress, the indirect associations

appeared to be stronger for experienced discrimination relative to observed. We were unable to test justice in these

models, but prior work suggests that personal experiences have a substantially stronger impact on justice perceptions

than the experiences of others (Lind et al., 1998). Together, this suggests that themechanisms throughwhich observed

discrimination impacts employees may differ somewhat from the mechanisms that explain the impact of experienced

discrimination. These supplemental analyses highlight the need for future work to generate a theory that considers

howwitnessing discriminationmay foment negative outcomes in a differentmanner than experiencing discrimination.

Alternatively, employees may bemore likely to report discrimination when they do not have to identify themselves

as a specific target of discrimination (i.e., employees may be more likely to endorse items on observed discrimina-

tion measures). Some have argued that the thought of implicating oneself as a target of discrimination may activate

a defense mechanism that prevents individuals from wanting to be viewed as a victim (Magley, Hulin, Fitzgerald, &

DeNardo, 1999). Supporting this idea, there is a large body of work showing that substantially fewer respondents

endorse measures that require self-identification as a victim of mistreatment in comparison to behavioral measures

of mistreatment that do not require self-identification (i.e., measures that ask respondents if they have experienced

behaviors thought to represent mistreatment without labeling the experiences as such; Ilies, Hauserman, Schwochau,

& Stibal, 2003; Nielsen, Matthiesen, & Einarsen, 2010).2 Our findings regarding observed discrimination may reflect

a similar phenomenon wherein respondents are less likely to endorse experienced measures in an attempt to avoid

viewing themselves as a victim. This could have the effect of creating range restriction in themeta-analytic correlations

involving experiencedworkplace discrimination given that individualsmay feel uncomfortable reporting their personal

experience of what is already a low base-rate phenomenon. In any case, it is clear that future research is needed to

better understandwhether the stronger connections between observed discrimination and some individual outcomes

relative to experienced discrimination is a substantive issue or the result of a methodological artifact.

A second key finding that challenges current understanding of discrimination is that interpersonal discrimination

was at least equally harmful, and in many cases more harmful, than formal discrimination. The comparable associa-

tion of interpersonal discrimination with outcomes relative to formal discrimination runs counter to the tendency for

organizational and legal interventions to focus their attention on formal discrimination. Even though formal discrimi-

nation tends to behigher in severity (i.e., it affects one's access to critical job resources), the prevalence and lack of legal

restrictions for interpersonal discrimination may make it more insidious. This finding advances understanding of dis-

crimination by showing that the degree of formality has ameaningful impact on discrimination–outcome relationships

and should justify changes to organization discrimination policies and interventions to be more expansive in defining

and protecting against discrimination.

Third, examining the context of discrimination revealed that work and nonwork discrimination had similar impacts

on employee health, despite the conceptual expectation that workplace discrimination would be more damaging. One

reason for this finding may be the difficulty of teasing apart the negative effects of discrimination in one life domain

from another. The primary studies that contributed to our meta-analytic comparisons from nonwork settings gen-

erally did not provide clear instructions to participants demarcating where discrimination was experienced. As such,

our results may not be an accurate reflection of the comparative impact of discrimination in work versus nonwork

contexts. However, we note that whereas experiencing discrimination was equally harmful in work and nonwork set-

tings, witnessing discrimination had a differential impact across contexts.Witnessing discrimination at work (𝜌̂= –.48)

seems to be more detrimental for an individual's mental health in comparison to witnessing discrimination in other
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170 DHANANI ET AL.

contexts (𝜌̂ = –.14; z = 14.63, p < .05). Consistent with the group-value model (Lind & Tyler, 1988), observing discrimi-

nation at workmay bemore harmful because it diminishes an individual's identification with the organization's values.

The group-value model takes a social identity perspective to propose that groups provide members with an identity

through which they derive personal value (Lind & Tyler, 1988). When organizations are seen as endorsing negative

treatment of others, it may, by extension, damage one's self-worth through their identification with the organization.

Observing discrimination in nonwork contexts may not engender the same responses because nonwork contexts are

less likely to be linked to one's identity.

Fourth, our incremental validity analyses showed that the relationships between discrimination and mental and

physical health are substantially reduced after accounting for negative affectivity. This implies that previous analyses

may have overestimated the relationships between discrimination and health and calls into question the seemingly

unanimous evidence that has been presented by prior meta-analyses. However, the literature cannot currently con-

clude whether negative affectivity is a confounding variable or if negative affectivity plays a substantive role in the

discrimination process—a point which we return to later.

Finally, despite the expectation thatworkplace discriminationwould diminish individual helping behaviors, discrim-

ination was unrelated to OCB. We propose two possible explanations for this unexpected finding. It is possible that

the null relationship between discrimination and OCB is due to the fact that the discrimination literature has relied so

heavily on self-report measures of OCB (i.e., all of the primary studies included in our meta-analytic database utilized

self-reportmeasures ofOCB). Employeesmay inflate their reports ofOCB to present themselvesmore favorably, ham-

pering the ability to detect true decrements thatmay exist as a result of discrimination. However, it is also possible that

the direction of the discrimination–OCB relationship is contingent upon other factors; we detail potentially explana-

tory moderating variables in the following section. Interestingly, the contradictory finding for OCB did not extend to

CWB—the other behavioral outcome included in this study. This suggests that those who perceive discrimination may

reciprocate with negative behaviors while maintaining existing levels of certain positive work behaviors.

4.3 A critique of the literature and future research agenda

Although a substantial body of literature on workplace discrimination has amassed in the last few decades, our find-

ings highlight some areas of needed growth. Below, we describe the primary issues we believe future discrimination

research should consider.

4.3.1 Broadening the outcomes of discrimination

With the preponderance of existing discrimination research focusing on linking discrimination to job attitudes and

employee health outcomes, we know comparatively little about how discrimination affects behaviors. For example,

our literature search revealed a dearth of empirical work considering the impact of discrimination on task perfor-

mance. Thus, the magnitude of, and boundary conditions affecting the relationship between discrimination and task

performance are currently unknown. Our results additionally suggest that the relationship between discrimination

and OCB is more complex than accounted for in current theory. Not only did the near-zero relationship found in this

study counter theoretical expectations and previous meta-analytic findings (Triana et al., 2015), primary studies have

reported both positive and negative relationships between discrimination and OCB, which suggests that there are

potential boundary conditions of this relationship that need to be explored empirically. Perceived discrimination's con-

nection with OCBs may be dependent on the perceived perpetrator. To test this, a study could be designed in which

respondents not only report perceiving discrimination but also the source (or sources) of the discrimination. Such

responses could then be empirically linked with OCB (preferably nonself-reported) that are germane to the perceived

perpetrator. For example, discrimination perceived to come from the organization (e.g., formal discrimination) would

be expected to decrease OCB directed at the organization but not necessarily have any effect on OCB directed at

coworkers. Similarly, discrimination perpetrated by a coworker should reduceOCBdirected at individuals but notOCB

directed at the organization.
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It could additionally be the case that victims of discrimination fear additional mistreatment if they were to with-

hold certain types of OCB and thus choose not to do so, even if that decision is contrary to their natural inclinations.

In particular, mistreated employees may leverage affiliative citizenship behaviors, or behaviors that enhance interper-

sonal relationships (VanDyne,Cummings,&McLeanParks, 1995), as a reparative action tobolster their social standing.

Future studydesigns should distinguish betweenaffiliative andother types citizenship behaviors (e.g., change-oriented

OCB; Bettencourt, 2004) when linking discrimination to behavioral outcomes. Qualitative research techniques (e.g.,

interviews) may be needed to uncover other possible explanations for engaging (or not engaging) in OCB following

perceived discrimination.

Wealso encourage futurework that extends understanding of the relationships betweendiscrimination andorgani-

zational justice. Specifically, we propose that discrimination theorywould benefit from exploring the linkages between

specific manifestations of workplace discrimination and individual justice dimensions. For example, interpersonal and

formal discrimination likely violate different dimensions of justice, such that interpersonal discriminationmay have the

strongest impact on perceptions of interactional justice, whereas formal discriminationmay have the strongest impact

on perceptions of distributive and procedural justice. In light of the differential relationships revealed between the

various justice dimensions and other employee outcomes (Colquitt et al., 2013), we believe that organizational justice

offers a unique vantage point throughwhich the theoretical distinctiveness of formal and interpersonal discrimination

can be better understood. Laboratory designs may be best suited for studying this phenomenon for two reasons: first,

it is important to capture justice perceptions specific to the discriminatory event, and second, justice perceptions are

likely formulated quickly after discrimination occurs.

4.3.2 Considering alternative explanations

Empirical work examining the consequences of workplace discrimination has not accounted for potential confound-

ing variables. Our incremental validity findings demonstrated substantial decreases in the relationships between

workplace discrimination and employee health when accounting for the simultaneous effects of negative affectiv-

ity. This calls into question prevailing estimates of these relationships. However, we note that we cannot necessar-

ily conclude that negative affectivity is a confound of discrimination–health relationships as negative affectivity may

play a substantive role in the discrimination process. As Spector, Zapf, Chen, and Frese (2000) note, a variable can-

not be considered a confound if it is causally linked—as cause or effect—with the underlying construct. It could be

the case that employees high on negative affectivity are more likely to view even ambiguous behaviors as mistreat-

ment and, as such, are more likely to perceive discrimination at work (Aquino & Bradfield, 2000). Conversely, it has

also been argued that employees high in negative affectivity may be more likely to engage in discourteous behav-

iors that elicit negative treatment (Aquino & Bradfield, 2000; Bolger & Zuckerman, 1995). Thus, it could be the case

that employees high on negative affectivity are more likely than others to appraise certain behaviors as discrimina-

tion or these employees could truly be more frequently targeted by workplace discrimination. Bolger and Zucker-

man (1995) also suggest that traits such as negative affectivity are associated with stronger reactions to stressors and,

thus, can strengthen the relationships between stressors and outcomes. Therefore, negative affectivity may not only

increase one's perceived or actual exposure to discrimination but also the strength of the reaction to discrimination.

We recommend future work that disentangles whether negative affectivity is a confound of discrimination–outcome

relationships or if it plays a more substantive role in the discrimination process. In addition to clarifying the rela-

tionships between negative affectivity, discrimination, and outcomes, we also encourage future work to consider the

impact of other potential omitted third variable explanations. For example, it is possible that environmental variables,

such as role stressors or destructive leadership styles, similarly inflate the relationships between discrimination and

outcomes.

4.3.3 Improved research designs

Another prevalent limitation of discrimination studies is that themajority are cross-sectional, hampering our ability to

establish temporal precedence for the relationships tested here (Shadish, Cook, & Campbell, 2002). In fact, only 4 of
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the 99 included studies reported time-lagged relationships between discrimination and at least one of the examined

outcome variables. It is conceivable that some of the posited relationshipsmay be in the opposite direction of what we

hypothesized. For example, although the tendency is to interpret the relationship between discrimination and CWB as

evidence of employees engaging in deviance to retaliate against theirmistreatment, it is also possible that an employee

who engages in CWBmay elicit mistreatment-in-kind from their colleagues.

The lack of longitudinal discrimination studies likewise restricts the conclusions we can draw from our mediation

tests. Despite the dominance of the stress perspective in the discrimination literature, we cannot rule out the possi-

bility that job stress precedes workplace discrimination as it could be argued that mistreatment occurs in reaction to

stressful working environments. The conceptual relationship between justice and discrimination is similarly unclear;

occurrences of workplace discrimination may violate perceptions of justice—as our mediation model assumes—but it

is also possible that a preceding unjust event can cause employees to interpret behaviors as discriminatory (i.e., per-

ceived injustice → perceived discrimination). Consequently, we believe that one of the most beneficial avenues for

future research is to utilize time-lagged and longitudinal study designs that aremore appropriate for establishing tem-

poral precedence.

In addition to longitudinal between-person studies, the discrimination literaturewould benefit from the inclusion of

within-person study designs. Existing discrimination theory predominantly posits within-person relationships (i.e., as a

person's level of perceived discrimination changes, so too do their attitudes, behaviors, and health), but current study

designs do not reflect the intraindividual nature of these predictions. Employing within-person designs would allow

researchers to gain amore fine-grainedunderstanding of theprocesses throughwhichdiscrimination affects employee

outcomes, the various coping mechanisms that may (or may not) buffer against the adverse consequences of discrimi-

nation, and whether discrimination has differential effects across domains (e.g., at work, school, or in the community).

In addition, using awithin-personmethodology such as experience samplingwould allow researchers to better explore

the potentially varied causalmechanisms associatedwith experienced andobserved discrimination. Such a study could

addresswhether experiencedandwitnesseddiscrimination elicit different initial stress and justice responses or if reac-

tions diverge later in the appraisal process. Although the meta-analytic estimates reported here suggest that expe-

rienced discrimination is more strongly related to job stress than observed discrimination (from a between-person

perspective), it is possible that both experienced and observed discrimination provoke a similar stress response imme-

diately following discrimination but that the stress response dissipates at a different rate. Experience sampling, or

other such within-person methodologies, would also allow researchers to test our expectation that employees may

bemore likely to engage in coping behaviors following personal discriminatory events in comparison to witnessed dis-

criminatory events.

An important consideration when employing within-person study designs is timing; sampling moments should be

selected based on the amount of time needed for the state or behavior to reasonably change (Fisher & To, 2012). Given

that different forms of discrimination have different base rates, there may not be one ideal timing for all discrimina-

tion research questions. For example, formal discrimination occurs in discrete organizational decisions (e.g., promotion

decisions, performance ratings) that occur relatively infrequently (Hebl et al., 2002). Conversely, microaggressions and

other subtle, interpersonal formsofdiscrimination canoccur in any interactionand shouldhaveamuchhigherbase rate

(Jones et al., 2016).Whereas a daily approachmay be advantageous for understanding reactions to microaggressions,

this time frame would be inappropriate for research questions focused on formal discrimination. Research questions

such as the effectiveness of adopting a newdiversity policywould alsowarrant longer time frames than research ques-

tions regarding the attribution process of workplace discrimination. We recommend that researchers carefully match

their measurement time frames to the specific research questions they seek to address.

Moreover, the tendency for many of the included primary studies to use single-source data may have resulted in

the overestimation of some of the meta-analyzed relationships between discrimination and the outcomes of interest.

The preponderance of cross-sectional studies utilizing solely self-reported measures creates natural concerns about

inflation due to common method variance (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, & Podsakoff, 2012; Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, &

Podsakoff, 2003). Future work would benefit from the use of longitudinal or time-lagged study designs in combination

with obtaining data frommultiple relevant sources when assessing discrimination and outcome variables. This may be
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DHANANI ET AL. 173

of particular importance for variables that are likely to be influenced by social desirability, such as measures of OCB

and task performance.

4.3.4 Theoretical advancements in experienced and observed discrimination

Discrimination theories predominantly focus on experienced discrimination and, as such, little is known about

observed discrimination. We thus advocate for theoretical and empirical expansion in three areas. First, our supple-

mental mediation results suggest that observed discrimination may relate to outcomes through different mechanisms

than experienced discrimination, and we believe that future work would benefit from generating theories that eluci-

date the process throughwhich observed discrimination operates. Second, we advocate for future research that exam-

ines the combined effects of both experienced and observed discrimination. Previous research in this area has been

mixed. For example, Hitlan, Schneider, andWalsh (2006) found that women were more upset by personal experiences

of sexual harassment when they were also bystanders to the sexual harassment of others. Conversely, other findings

have shown that observing the mistreatment of others suppresses the negative impact of experienced mistreatment

because it conveys that one is not alone in their negative treatment (Bourguignon et al., 2006; Schlipzand, Leavitt, &

Lim, 2016). Additional work is needed to reconcile these findings. Third, wewere unable to test the influence of shared

group membership on the impact of witnessed discrimination. It is possible that witnessing discrimination aimed at

an in-group member is more detrimental for employees than witnessing discrimination aimed at an out-group mem-

ber because actions that devalue one's group are also personally devaluing (Tajfel & Turner, 1986). Future work should

explore this possibility.

4.3.5 Improvingmeasurement

Existingwork on discriminationmay also be limited by current discriminationmeasures. As previously noted, the dom-

inant approach has been to use specific measures of discrimination that focus on a particular target (e.g., race discrimi-

nation, sex discrimination). Althoughwe do not advocate for the unanimous use of broadmeasures, thesemeasures do

appear to be advantageouswhen one's goal is tomaximize the prediction of employee outcomes. However, our finding

that broad discrimination measures increase predictive power relative to specific measures needs to be interpreted

in light of our results indicating that discrimination–outcome relationships varied meaningfully based on discrimina-

tion targets. Most notably, discrimination targeting sexual orientation appeared to be the most detrimental in several

cases. Sexual orientation discrimination may be particularly impactful because of its concealability. Previous work has

asserted that people with concealable identities have the added challenge of continuously managing their identity and

deciding if, when, and to whom they should reveal their identity (Goffman, 1963).

Taken together, although broad discrimination measures may be most advantageous in explaining variance in indi-

vidual outcomes, there are potentially important differences based on the target of discrimination that should not be

discounted.We encourage discrimination researchers to carefully consider their goals whenmeasuring discrimination

and to justify their decisions in light of these findings.

4.3.6 Discrimination interventions

The last area we draw attention to is the scarcity of research developing and testing specific interventions aimed at

reducing theoccurrenceand impactofworkplacediscrimination. The consequences sustainedbyemployeeswhoexpe-

rience and observe discrimination make clear the benefits of such work. In the absence of rigorous research testing

specific intervention programs, organizations are urged to follow the best practice guidelines for implementing diver-

sity training programs offered by King, Gulick, and Avery (2010). Organizations should also be aware that employing

a diverse workforce is not enough to foster positive intergroup relationships; organizations must also take purposeful

actions to integrate diverse employees into the workgroup (Gonzalez &Denisi, 2009).

Althoughwe recommend organizations adopt primary interventionswhere possible (i.e., work to eliminate discrim-

ination), secondary interventions aimed at the mediational processes identified in this study—stress and justice—may

also be a fruitful approach to reducing the impact of discrimination. One path toward mitigating stress responses may
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174 DHANANI ET AL.

be to train employees to utilize engagement coping strategies wherein employees actively confront the stressor and

the associated emotions (Varni, Miller, McCuin, & Solomon, 2012). Discussing the benefits of engagement coping and

identifying strategies to effectively use engagement coping can be integrated into existing employee assistance pro-

grams as one possible intervention to reduce stress. In addition, the mediational role of justice suggests that recovery

attempts may be another promising avenue for reducing the impact of discrimination. Recovery attempts, or actions

intended to atone for injustice, have been shown to reduce retaliation following an unjust event (Christian, Christian,

Garza, & Ellis, 2012). Studies could be designed that test the relative effectiveness of specific recovery actions (e.g.,

the perpetrator offering an apology, the organization offering an apology) in buffering against the consequences of dis-

crimination. Mindfulness interventions may also be particularly effective as mindfulness has been linked to reduced

stress responses and a lower likelihood of retaliation after unjust events (Long & Christian, 2015). Subsequent work is

urged to explore these and other possible interventions.

5 CONCLUSION

Despite the existence of several workplace discrimination meta-analyses that have confirmed expected connections

between discrimination and individual outcomes, comparatively little work has focused on the nuances of this detri-

mental and costly workplace phenomenon and its associations with individual attitudes, behaviors, and health. Con-

sequently, the purpose of this study was to challenge and advance current understanding of workplace discrimination

by examining potential mediators of discrimination–outcome relationships, testing a battery of substantive modera-

tors regarding the conceptualization of discrimination, and considering the impact of negative affectivity as a possible

third-variable explanation for discrimination–outcome relationships. Results of these analyses challenged a number

of prevailing expectations regarding discrimination. In total, we extend the work of previous meta-analyses by moving

beyond the estimation of direct relationships to the consideration of a set of factors that deepen and expand theoret-

ical knowledge of workplace discrimination. We encourage researchers and practitioners to build from these findings

to further advance our understanding of discrimination and our subsequent ability to prevent or mitigate its negative

effects.

Studies included in ourmeta-analyses are reported in Appendix A.

NOTES
1 Analyses were conducted to determine whether response scale and scale length affected the magnitude of the estimated

discrimination–outcome relationships. Multiple-item measures of discrimination displayed stronger relationships with all

outcomes in comparison to single-itemmeasures. Results were largely consistent across response scale formats.

2 A supplemental moderator analysis was conducted to compare direct and behavioral measures of discrimination. Echoing

findings from previous work, discrimination had weaker relationships with most employee outcomes when direct measures

were used as opposed to behavioral measures.

ORCID

Lindsay Y. Dhanani http://orcid.org/0000-0002-4701-4640

REFERENCES

Adams, J. S. (1965). Inequity in social exchange. In L. Berkowitz (Ed.), Advances in experimental social psychology (pp. 267–299).
New York, NY: Academic.

Ambrose, M. L., & Schminke, M. (2009). The role of overall justice judgments in organizational justice research: A test of medi-

ation. Journal of Applied Psychology, 94, 491–500.

Aquino, K., & Bradfield, M. (2000). Perceived victimization in the workplace: The role of situational factors and victim charac-

teristics.Organization Science, 11, 525–537.

 17446570, 2018, 2, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/peps.12254 by U

niversity of H
ong K

ong, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [16/07/2023]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense

http://orcid.org/0000-0002-4701-4640
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-4701-4640


DHANANI ET AL. 175

Aquino, K., Grover, S. L., Bradfield, M., & Allen, D. G. (1999). The effects of negative affectivity, hierarchical status, and self-

determination onworkplace victimization. Academy of Management Journal, 42, 260–272.

Barling, J. (1996). The prediction, experience, and consequences of workplace violence. In G. R. VandenBos & E. Q. Bulatao

(Eds.), Violence on the job: Identifying risks and developing solutions (pp. 29–49). Washington, DC: American Psychological

Association.

Bettencourt, L. A. (2004). Change-oriented citizenship behaviors: Thedirect andmoderating influenceof goal orientation. Jour-
nal of Retailing, 80, 165–180.

Bolger, N., & Zuckerman, A. (1995). A framework for studying personality in the stress process. Personality Processes and Indi-
vidual Differences, 69, 890–902.

Borenstein, M., Hedges, L., Higgins, J., & Rothstein, H. (2005). Comprehensive meta-analysis (Version 2.0) [Computer software].
EnglewoodNJ: Biostat.

Bourguignon, D., Seron, E., Yzerbyt, V., & Herman, G. (2006). Perceived group and personal discrimination: Differential effects

on personal self esteem. European Journal of Social Psychology, 36, 773–789. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.326

Bowling, N. A., & Beehr, T. A. (2006). Workplace harassment from the victim's perspective: A theoretical model and meta-

analysis. Journal of Applied Psychology, 91, 998–1012.

Branscombe, N. R., Schmitt, M. T., & Harvey, R. D. (1999). Perceiving pervasive discrimination among African Americans: Impli-

cations for group identification andwell-being. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 77, 135–149.

Brief, A. P., Burke, M. J., George, J. M., Robinson, B. S., &Webster, J. (1988). Should negative affectivity remain an unmeasured

variable in the study of job stress? Journal of Applied Psychology, 73, 193–198.

Carpenter, N. C., & Berry, C. M. (2017). Are counterproductive work behavior and withdrawal empirically distinct? A meta-

analytic investigation. Journal of Management, 43, 834–863.

Christian, J. S., Christian, M. S., Garza, A. S., & Ellis, A. P. J. (2012). Examining retaliatory responses to justice violations and

recovery attempts in teams. Journal of Applied Psychology, 97, 1218–1232.

Chrobot-Mason, D., Ragins, B. R., & Linnehan, F. (2013). Second hand smoke: Ambient racial harassment at work. Journal of
Managerial Psychology, 23, 470–491. https://doi.org/10.1108/JMP-02-2012-0064

Chung, Y. B. (2001).Work discrimination and coping strategies: Conceptual frameworks for counseling lesbians, gay and bisex-

ual clients. Career Development Quarterly, 50, 33–44. https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2161-0045.2001.tb00887.x

Cohen-Charash, Y., & Spector, P. E. (2001). The role of justice in organizations: A meta-analysis. Organizational Behavior and
Human Decision Processes, 86, 278–321. https://doi.org/10.1006/obhd.2001.2958

Cole, M. S., Walter, F., Bedeian, A. G., & O'Boyle, E. H. (2012). Job burnout and employee engagement: A meta-analytic exami-

nation of construct proliferation. Journal of Management, 38, 1550–1581. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206311415252

Colella, A., Hebl,M., &King, E. (2017). One hundred years of discrimination research in Journal of Applied Psychology: A sobering

synopsis. Journal of Applied Psychology, 102, 500–513.

Colquitt, J. A. (2001). On the dimensionality of organizational justice: A construct validation of a measure. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 86, 386–400.

Colquitt, J. A., Scott, B. A., Rodell, J. B., Long, D.M., Zapata, C. P., Conlon, D. E., &Wesson,M. J. (2013). Justice at themillennium,

a decade later: A meta-analytic test of social exchange and affect-based perspectives. Journal of Applied Psychology, 98,
199–236. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0031757

Colquitt, J. A., & Shaw, J. C. (2005). How should organizational justice be measured? In J. Greenberg & J. A. Colquitt (Eds.), The
handbook of organizational justice (pp. 113–152). Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.

Cropanzano, R., &Mitchell, M. S. (2005). Social exchange theory: An interdisciplinary review. Journal of Management, 31, 874–
900. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206305279602

Cruwys, T., Haslam, S. A., Dingle, G. A., Haslam, C., & Jetten, J. (2014). Depression and social identity: An integrative review.

Personality and Social Psychology Review, 18, 215–238.

Dalal, R. S. (2005). A meta-analysis of the relationship between organizational citizenship behavior and counterproductive

work behavior. Journal of Applied Psychology, 90, 1241–1255. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.90.6.1241

Darr, W., & Johns, G. (2008). Work strain, health, and absenteeism: A meta-analysis. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology,
13, 293–318. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0012639

Dipboye, R. L., &Colella, A. (2005). The dilemmas ofworkplace discrimination. In R. L. Dipboye&A. Colella (Eds.),Discrimination
at work (pp. 425–462). Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.

Dowden, C., & Tellier, C. (2004). Predicting work-related stress in correctional officers: A meta-analysis. Journal of Criminal
Justice, 32, 31–47. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcrimjus.2003.10.003

 17446570, 2018, 2, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/peps.12254 by U

niversity of H
ong K

ong, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [16/07/2023]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense

https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.326
https://doi.org/10.1108/JMP-02-2012-0064
https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2161-0045.2001.tb00887.x
https://doi.org/10.1006/obhd.2001.2958
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206311415252
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0031757
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206305279602
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.90.6.1241
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0012639
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcrimjus.2003.10.003


176 DHANANI ET AL.

Duval, S., & Tweedie, R. (2000). Trim and fill: A simple funnel-plot-basedmethod of testing and adjusting for publication bias in

meta-analysis. Biometrics, 56, 455–463. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0006-341X.2000.00455.x

Fisher, C. D., & To, M. L. (2012). Using experience sampling methodology in organizational behavior. Journal of Organizational
Behavior, 33, 865–877. https://doi.org/10.10 02/job.1803

Goffman, E. (1963). Stigma: Notes on the management of spoiled identity. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.

Gonzalez, J. A., & Denisi, A. S. (2009). Cross-level effects of demography and diversity climate on organizational attachment

and firm effectiveness. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 30, 21–40.

Gross, E. (1970).Work, organization, and stress. In S. Levine &N. A. Scotch (Eds.), Social stress (pp. 54–110). Chicago, IL: Aldine.

Guyll, M., Matthews, K. A., & Bromberger, J. T. (2001). Discrimination and unfair treatment: Relationship to cardiovascular

reactivity among African American and European Americanwomen.Health Psychology, 20, 315–325.

Hafer, C. L., & Olson, J. M. (1993). Beliefs in a just world, discontent, and assertive actions by working women. Personality and
Social Psychology Bulletin, 19, 30–38.

Harrison, D. A., Newman, D. A., & Roth, P. L. (2006). How important are job attitudes? Meta-analytic comparisons

of integrative behavioral outcomes and time sequences. Academy of Management, 49, 305–325. https://doi.org/

10.5465/AMJ.2006.20786077

Hebl, M. R., Foster, J. B., Mannix, L. M., & Dovidio, J. F. (2002). Formal and interpersonal discrimination: A field study of bias

toward homosexual applicants. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 28, 815–825.

Hershcovis,M. S., &Barling, J. (2010).Comparingvictimattributions andoutcomes forworkplaceaggressionand sexual harass-

ment. Journal of Applied Psychology, 95, 874–888. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0020070

Hitlan, R. T., Schneider, K. T., &Walsh, B.M. (2006). Upsetting behavior: Reactions to personal andbystander sexual harassment

experiences. Sex Roles, 55, 187–195.

Hunter, J. E., & Schmidt, F. L. (2004).Methods of meta-analysis: Correcting error and bias in research findings (2nd ed.). Thousand

Oaks, CA: Sage.

Ilies, R., Hauserman, N., Schwochau, S., & Stibal, J. (2003). Reported incidence rates of work-related sexual harassment in the

United States: Usingmeta-analysis to explain reported rate disparities. Personnel Psychology, 56, 607–631.

Jones, J. R.,Ni, J., &Wilson,D.C. (2009). Comparative effects of race/ethnicity andemployeeengagementonwithdrawal behav-

ior. Journal of Managerial Issues, 21, 195–215.

Jones, K. P., Arena,D. F., Nittrouer, C. L., Alonson,N.M., & Lindsey, A. P. (2017). Subtle discrimination in theworkplace: A vicious

cycle. Industrial and Organizational Psychology, 10, 51–76.

Jones, K. P., Peddie, C. I., Gilrane, V. L., King, E. B., & Gray, A. L. (2016). Not so subtle: A meta-analytic inves-

tigation of the correlates of subtle and overt discrimination. Journal of Management, 42, 1588–1613. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0149206313506466

Jöreskog, K. G., & Sörbom, D. (2006). LISREL 8.8 for Windows [Computer Software]. Lincolnwood, IL: Scientific Software Inter-

national, Inc.

Kaplan, S., Bradley, J. C., Luchman, J. N., &Haynes, D. (2009).On the role of positive and negative affectivity in job performance:

Ameta-analytic investigation. Journal of Applied Psychology, 94, 162–176.

Keashly, L., &Harvey, S. (2005). Emotional abuse in theworkplace. In P. Spector & S. Fox (Eds.),Counterproductive work behavior:
Investigations of actors and targets (pp. 201–235).Washington, DC: American Psychological Association.

Kepes, S., Banks, G. C., McDaniel, M., & Whetzel, D. L. (2012). Publication bias in the organizational sciences. Organizational
ResearchMethods, 15, 624–662.

Kessler, R. C.,Mickelson, K. D., &Williams, D. R. (1999). The prevalence, distribution, andmental health correlates of perceived

discrimination in the United States. Journal of Health and Social Behavior, 4, 208–230.

King, E. B., Dawson, J. F., Kravitz, D. A., & Gulick, L. M. V. (2012). A multilevel study of the relationships between

diversity training, ethnic discrimination and satisfaction in organizations. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 33, 5–20.
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.728

King, E. B., Gulick, L. M., & Avery, D. R. (2010). The divide between diversity training and diversity education: Integrating best

practices. Journal of Management Education, 34, 891–906. https://doi.org/10.1177/105256290934876

Klein, H. J., Molloy, J. C., & Brinsfield, C. T. (2012). Reconceptualizing workplace commitment to redress a stretched con-

struct: Revisiting assumptions and removing confounds. Academy of Management Review, 37, 130–151. https://doi.org/
10.5465/amr.2010.0018

Kray, L. J., & Lind, E. A. (2002). The injustices of others: Social reports and the integration of others’ experiences in organiza-

tional justice judgments.Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 89, 906–924.

 17446570, 2018, 2, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/peps.12254 by U

niversity of H
ong K

ong, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [16/07/2023]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0006-341X.2000.00455.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.1803
https://doi.org/10.5465/AMJ.2006.20786077
https://doi.org/10.5465/AMJ.2006.20786077
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0020070
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206313506466
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206313506466
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.728
https://doi.org/10.1177/105256290934876
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2010.0018
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2010.0018


DHANANI ET AL. 177

Landis, R. S. (2013). Successfully combiningmeta-analysis and structural equationmodeling: Recommendations and strategies.

Journal of Business and Psychology, 28, 251–261. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-013-9285-x

Lazarus, R. S., DeLongis, A., Folkman, S., & Gruen, R. (1985). Stress and adaptational outcomes: The problem of confounded

measures. American Psychologist, 40, 770–779. https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.40.7.770

Lee, D. L., & Ahn, S. (2011). Racial discrimination and Asian mental health: A meta-analysis. The Counseling Psychologist, 39,
463–489. https://doi.org/10.1177/0011000010381791

Lee, D. L., & Ahn, S. (2012). Discrimination against Latina/os: A meta-analysis of individual-level resources and outcomes. The
Counseling Psychologist, 40, 28–65. https://doi.org/10.1177/0011000011403326

Lind, E. A., Kray, L., & Thompson, L. (1998). The social construction of injustice: Fairness judgments in response to own and

others’ unfair treatment by authorities.Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 75, 1–22.

Lind, E. A., & Tyler, T. R. (1988). The social psychology of procedural justice. New York, NY: Plenum.

Long, E. C., & Christian, M. S. (2015). Mindfulness buffers retaliatory responses to injustice: A regulatory approach. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 100, 1409–1422.

Magley, V. J., Hulin, C. L., Fitzgerald, L. F., &DeNardo,M. (1999). Outcomes of self-labeling sexual harassment. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 84, 390–402.

Meyer, J. P., Stanley, D. J., Herscovitch, L., & Topolnytsky, L. (2002). Affective, continuance, and normative commitment to

the organization: A meta-analysis of antecedents, correlates, and consequences. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 61, 20–52.
https://doi.org/10.1006/jvbe.2001.1842

Nielsen, M. B., Matthiesen, S. B., & Einarsen, S. (2010). The impact of methodological moderators on prevalence rates of work-

place bullying. Ameta-analysis. Journal of Occupational and Organizational Behavior, 83, 955–979.

Ng, T. W. H., & Sorensen, K. L. (2009). Dispositional affectivity and work-related outcomes: A meta-analysis. Journal of Applied
Social Psychology, 39, 1255–1287.

Nunnally, J. (1978). Psychometric theory (2nd ed.). New York, NY:Mcgraw-Hill.

Pascoe, E. A., & Richman, L. S. (2009). Perceived discrimination and health: A meta-analytic review. Psychological Bulletin, 135,
531–554. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0016059

Pettigrew, T. F., &Martin, J. (1987). Shaping the organizational context for Black American inclusion. Journal of Social Issues, 43,
41–78.

Podsakoff, N. P., LePine, J. A., & LePine, M. A. (2007). Differential challenge stressor – hindrance stressor relationships with

job attitudes, turnover intentions, turnover, and withdrawal behavior: A meta-analysis. Journal of Applied Psychology, 92,
438–454. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.2.438

Podsakoff, N. P., Whiting, S. W., Podsakoff, P. M., & Blume, B. D. (2009). Individual- and organizational-level con-

sequences of organizational citizenship behaviors: A meta-analysis. Journal of Applied Psychology, 94, 122–

141.

Podsakoff, P.M., MacKenzie, S. B., Lee, J.-Y., & Podsakoff, N. P. (2003). Commonmethod biases in behavioral research: A critical

review of the literature and recommended remedies. Journal of Applied Psychology, 88, 879–903.

Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., & Podsakoff, N. P. (2012). Sources of method bias in social science research and

recommendations on how to control it. Annual Review of Psychology, 63, 539–569. Retrieved from https://doi.org/

0.1146/annurev-psych-120710-100452

Preacher, K. J., & Hayes, A. F. (2008). Asymptotic and resampling strategies for assessing and comparing indirect effects in

multiple mediator models. Behavior ResearchMethods, 40, 879–891. https://doi.org/10.3758/BRM.40.3.879

Ragins, B. R., & Cornwell, J. M. (2001). Antecedents and consequences of perceived workplace discrimination against gay and

lesbian employees. Journal of Applied Psychology, 86, 1244–1261. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.86.6.1244

Raju, N. S., & Brand, P. A. (2003). Determining the significance of correlations corrected for unreliability and range restriction.

Applied Psychological Measurement, 27, 52–71. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146621602239476

Raver, J. L., & Nishii, L. H. (2010). Once, twice, or three times as harmful? Ethnic harassment, gender harassment, and general-

ized workplace harassment. Journal of Applied Psychology, 95, 236–254.

Redman, T., & Snape, E. (2006). Consequences of perceived age discrimination amongst older police officers: Is social support

a buffer? British Journal of Management, 17, 167–175. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8551.2006.00492.x

Robbins, J.M., Ford,M. T., &Tetrick, L. E. (2012). Perceivedunfairness andemployeehealth: Ameta-analytic integration. Journal
of Applied Psychology, 97, 235–272.

Robinson, S. L., &Morrison, E.W. (2000). The development of psychological contract breach and violation: A longitudinal study.

Journal of Organizational Behavior, 21, 525–546.

 17446570, 2018, 2, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/peps.12254 by U

niversity of H
ong K

ong, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [16/07/2023]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-013-9285-x
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.40.7.770
https://doi.org/10.1177/0011000010381791
https://doi.org/10.1177/0011000011403326
https://doi.org/10.1006/jvbe.2001.1842
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0016059
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.2.438
https://doi.org/0.1146/annurev-psych-120710-100452
https://doi.org/0.1146/annurev-psych-120710-100452
https://doi.org/10.3758/BRM.40.3.879
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.86.6.1244
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146621602239476
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8551.2006.00492.x


178 DHANANI ET AL.

Robinson, S. L., Wang, W., & Kiewitz, C. (2014). Coworkers behaving badly: The impact of coworker deviant behav-

ior upon individual employees. Annual Review of Organizational Behavior, 1, 123–143. https://doi.org/10.1146/

annurev-orgpsych-031413-091225

Sanchez, J. L., & Brock, P. (1996). Outcomes of perceived discrimination amongHispanic employees: Is diversitymanagement a

luxury or a necessity? Academy of Management Journal, 39, 704–719. https://doi.org/10.230/256660

Schlipzand, P., Leavitt, K., & Lim, S. (2016). Incivility hates company: Shared incivility attenuates rumination, stress, and psycho-

logical withdrawal by reducing self-blame.Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 133, 33–44.

Schmitt, M. T., Branscombe, N. R., Postmes, T., & Garcia, A. (2014). The consequences of perceived discrimination for psycho-

logical well-being: Ameta-analytic review. Psychological Bulletin, 140, 921–948. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0035754

Schneider, K. T. (1996).Bystander stress: The effect of organizational tolerance of sexual harassment on victims’ coworkers

(Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from ProQuest Dissertations & Theses database (UMI No. 9702658).

Schneider, K. T., Hitlan, R. T., & Radhakrishnan, P. (2000). An examination of the nature and correlates of ethnic harassment

experiences inmultiple contexts. Journal of Applied Psychology, 85, 3–12.

Shadish, W. R., Cook, T. D., & Campbell, D. T. (2002). Experimental and quasi-experimental designs for generalized causal inference.
Boston,MA: HoughtonMifflin and Company.

Shaffer, M. A., Joplin, J. R. W., Bell, M. P., Lau, T., & Oguz, C. (2000). Gender discrimination and job-related outcomes: A

cross-cultural comparison of working women in the United States and China. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 57, 395–427.
https://doi.org/10.1006/jvbe.1999.1748

Shen, W., & Dhanani, L. Y. (2018). Measuring and defining discrimination (pp. 297–314). In A. J. Colella & E. B. King (Eds.), The
Oxford handbook of workplace discrimination. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Skarlicki, D. P., & Kulik, C. T. (2005). Third-party reactions to employee (mis)treatment: A justice perspective. Research in Orga-
nizational Behavior, 26, 183–229.

Solorzano, D., Ceja, M., & Yosso, T. (2000). Critical race theory, racial microaggressions, and campus racial climate: The experi-

ences of African American college students. Journal of Negro Education, 69, 60–73.

Sonnentag, S., & Frese, M. (2003). Stress in Organizations. In W. C. Borman, D. R. Ilgen, & R. J. Limoski (Eds.), Comprehensive
handbook of psychology (Vol. 12, pp. 453–491). Industrial and organizational psychology. Hoboken, NJ:Wiley.

Spector, P. E., Zapf, D., Chen, P. Y., & Frese, M. (2000). Why negative affectivity should not be controlled in job stress research:

Don't throw out the baby with the bath water. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 21, 79–95.

Stanton, J.M., Balzer,W.K., Smith, P. C., Parra, L. F., & Ironson,G. (2001). A generalmeasure ofwork stress: The stress in general

scale. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 61, 866–888. https://doi.org/10.1177/00131640121971455

Swanson, J. L., & Wotike, M. B. (1997). Theory into practice in career assessment for women: Assessment and

interventions regarding perceived career barriers. Journal of Career Assessment, 5, 443–462. https://doi.org/

10.1177/106907279700500405

Tajfel, H., &Turner, J. C. (1986). The social identity theory of inter-groupbehavior. In S.Worchel& L.W.Austin (Eds.),Psychology
of intergroup relations (pp. 7–24). Chicago, IL: Nelson-Hall.

Tett, R. P., & Meyer, J. P. (1993). Job satisfaction, organizational commitment, turnover intention, and turnover: Path analyses

based onmeta-analytic findings. Personnel Psychology, 46, 259–293. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1993.tb00874.x

Triana, M. D. C., Jayasinghe, M., & Pieper, J. R. (2015). Perceived workplace racial discrimination and its correlates: A meta-

analysis. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 36, 491–513. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.1988

Utsey, S. O., Ponterotto, J. G., Reynolds, A. L., & Cancelli, A. A. (2000). Racial discrimination, coping, life satisfaction, and self-

esteem among African Americans. Journal of Counseling and Development, 78, 72–80.

Van Dyne, L., Cummings, L. L., & McLean Parks, J. (1995). Extra-role behaviors: In pursuit of construct and definitional clarity

(a bridge over muddied waters). In L. L. Cummings & B. M. Staw (Eds.), Research in organizational behavior (Vol. 17, pp. 215–
285). Greenwich, CT: JAI Press.

Varni, S. E., Miller, C. T., McCuin, T., & Solomon, S. E. (2012). Disengagement and engagement copingwith HIV/AIDS stigma and

psychological well-being of people with HIV/AIDS. Journal of Social Clinical Psychology, 31, 123–150.

Viswesvaran, C., & Ones, D. S. (1995). Theory testing: Combining psychometric meta-analysis and structural equation model-

ing. Personnel Psychology, 48, 865–885.

Waldo, C. R. (1999). Working in a majority context: A structural model of heterosexism as minority stress in the workplace.

Journal of Counseling Psychology, 46(2)218–232. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0167.46.2.218

Walker, L., &Mann, L. (1987). Unemployment, relative deprivation, and social protest. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin,
13, 275–283.

 17446570, 2018, 2, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/peps.12254 by U

niversity of H
ong K

ong, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [16/07/2023]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense

https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-031413-091225
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-031413-091225
https://doi.org/10.230/256660
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0035754
https://doi.org/10.1006/jvbe.1999.1748
https://doi.org/10.1177/00131640121971455
https://doi.org/10.1177/106907279700500405
https://doi.org/10.1177/106907279700500405
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1993.tb00874.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.1988
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0167.46.2.218


DHANANI ET AL. 179

Watson,D., &Pennebaker, J.W. (1989).Health complaints, stress, anddistress: Exploring the central role of negative affectivity.

Psychological Review, 96, 234–254.

Yu, L., Lin, Y-S., Chen, J-W., Wang, H-H., & Chiu, C.-H. (2007). A meta-analysis of the association between stress and health in

Taiwan. Kaohsiung Journal of Medical Science, 23, 287–297. https://doi.org/10.1016/S1607-551X(09)70411-5

SUPPORTING INFORMATION

Additional Supporting Informationmay be found online in the supporting information tab for this article.

How to cite this article: Dhanani LY, Beus JM, Joseph DL. Workplace discrimination: A meta-

analytic extension, critique, and future research agenda. Personnel Psychology. 2018;71:147–179.

https://doi.org/10.1111/peps.12254

 17446570, 2018, 2, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/peps.12254 by U

niversity of H
ong K

ong, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [16/07/2023]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense

https://doi.org/10.1016/S1607-551X\05009\05170411-5
https://doi.org/10.1111/peps.12254

