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Despite the growing number of meta-analyses published on the subject of workplace mistreatment and
the expectation that women and racial minorities are mistreated more frequently than men and Whites,
the degree of subgroup differences in perceived workplace mistreatment is unknown. To address this gap
in the literature, we meta-analyzed the magnitude of sex and race differences in perceptions of workplace
mistreatment (e.g., harassment, discrimination, bullying, incivility). Results indicate that women perceive
more sex-based mistreatment (i.e., mistreatment that explicitly targets a person’s sex) in the workplace
than men (� � .46; k � 43), whereas women and men report comparable perceptions of all other forms
of mistreatment (� � .02; k � 300). Similarly, although racial minorities perceive more race-based
mistreatment (i.e., mistreatment that explicitly targets a person’s race) in the workplace than Whites (� �
.71; k � 18), results indicate smaller race differences in all other forms of workplace mistreatment (� �
.10; k � 61). Results also indicate that sex and race differences have mostly decreased over time,
although for some forms of mistreatment, subgroup differences have increased over time. We conclude
by offering explanations for the observed subgroup differences in workplace mistreatment and outline
directions for future research.
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An employee’s experience of workplace mistreatment can take
many forms, including perceptions of harassment, discrimination,
bullying, abusive supervision, incivility, ostracism, interpersonal
conflict, and aggression. Although these types of mistreatment
vary in severity, source, and motive, all forms of workplace
mistreatment negatively impact employees and organizations (e.g.,
Hershcovis & Barling, 2010; Nielsen & Einarsen, 2012; Willness,
Steel, & Lee, 2007). For example, in 2011 over 11,000 sexual
harassment cases were filed with the Equal Employment Oppor-
tunity Commission (EEOC, 2013) at a cost of over $52 million in
settlements; this estimate does not include additional costs related

to employee work withdrawal, increased health care costs, and
decreased productivity (Willness et al., 2007). Research indicates
similar deleterious outcomes for other forms of mistreatment such
as discrimination (Jones, Peddie, Gilrane, King, & Gray, 2016;
Pascoe & Smart Richman, 2009), bullying (Hoel, Sheehan, Coo-
per, & Einarsen, 2011; Høgh, Mikkelsen, & Hansen, 2011), and
abusive supervision (Tepper, Duffy, Henle, & Lambert, 2006) with
some estimates indicating startlingly high prevalence rates of
mistreatment (EEOC, 2013; Nielsen, Matthiesen, & Einarsen,
2010; Tepper, 2007) as well as legal costs exceeding $20 billion
annually (EEOC, 2013; Tepper et al., 2006). Even with the passage
of federal measures to curtail these behaviors (e.g., Title VII of the
Civil Rights Act of 1964; Equal Pay Act of 1963) it is clear that
workplace mistreatment remains a pervasive and costly occurrence
in organizations.

Interestingly, despite well-established literature on the negative
outcomes of mistreatment in general (e.g., Bowling & Beehr,
2006; Chan, Chow, Lam, & Cheung, 2008; Hershcovis & Barling,
2010; Jones et al., 2016; Nielsen & Einarsen, 2012; Willness et al.,
2007), we know comparatively little about the degree to which
certain groups perceive mistreatment relative to others. The pre-
vailing expectation is that women and racial minorities perceive
the highest levels of workplace mistreatment (e.g., Berdahl &
Moore, 2006; Jones, 2014; Magley, Gallus, & Bunk, 2010;
Wilkins, 2015). If this expectation is correct, subgroup differences
in workplace mistreatment that disadvantage women and minori-
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ties likely (a) accentuate the aforementioned negative outcomes of
mistreatment for traditionally underpowered subgroups (i.e.,
women and racial minorities); (b) reduce perceptions of justice for
recipients of group-based mistreatment (Colquitt, 2004; Cropan-
zano, Bowen, & Gilliland, 2007); and (c) weaken workgroup and
organizational climates by splintering employees into non-work-
related subgroups (e.g., mistreatment may ostracize minorities into
outgroups, creating faultlines; Lau & Murnighan, 1998). Although
we expect to confirm these assumed subgroup differences for
theoretical reasons we discuss in detail later (e.g., historical ste-
reotypes, social dominance hierarchies), we note that it is neces-
sary to estimate the magnitude of these differences (in addition to
confirming the direction) to inform researchers and practitioners of
the extent to which subpopulations of employees may be the
recipients of disproportionately negative treatment at work. Clar-
ifying the magnitude of subgroup differences in perceived mis-
treatment—whether the mistreatment is intentionally based on
group membership (i.e., race/sex) or not—is important for the
identification, understanding, and potential reversal of societal
trends in the workplace that disadvantage certain employee sub-
populations.

From a practical perspective, having such knowledge could
improve the development of group-based mistreatment measures
(e.g., a measure of race-based bullying) and the subsequent design
of targeted organizational interventions. From a research perspec-
tive, knowledge of the magnitude of subgroup differences informs
future theory building by improving our understanding of the
forms of workplace mistreatment to which minorities and/or
women may be more or less susceptible. Furthermore, the exam-
ination of subgroup differences in perceived workplace mistreat-
ment is important for the identification of subgroups that are at
greater risk of experiencing the adverse effects of workplace
mistreatment (e.g., reduced job satisfaction, lower job perfor-
mance) compared with others.

Consequently, the purpose of this study is to meta-analytically
estimate the degree to which women and minorities perceive more
workplace mistreatment than men and Whites, respectively. Al-
though a host of individual studies have reported information that
could be used to help draw conclusions regarding subgroup dif-
ferences in mistreatment, such information generally exists in the
form of control variable analyses that rarely, if ever, earn discus-
sion space in the text. Of the research that has aimed to clarify
subgroup differences in mistreatment, much remains unclear. For
instance, although scholars have found evidence that women and
racial minorities report higher levels of incivility in comparison to
men and majority group members—demonstrating that mistreat-
ment that is not targeted toward a specific group may still exhibit
sex and race differences (Cortina, 2008; Cortina, Lonsway, &
Magley, 2004)—other findings have been less clear. In fact, meta-
analyses of sex differences in harassment (a composite of several
forms of mistreatment; � � �.05; k � 11, Bowling & Beehr,
2006) and abusive supervision (� � �.06; k � 83; Mackey,
Frieder, Brees, & Martinko, 2017) indicate that men perceive
slightly more harassment (converted � � �.10) and abusive su-
pervision (converted � � �.12) than women. Inconsistencies such
as these highlight the importance of a more comprehensive meta-
analytic summary to estimate the degree to which women versus
men and racial minorities versus majority members perceive dif-
ferential mistreatment in the workplace.

Further, we extend existing meta-analyses in several ways. First,
we estimate race differences in mistreatment in addition to sex
differences (existing meta-analytic work reports on sex differences
in harassment and abusive supervision only; Bowling & Beehr,
2006; Mackey et al., 2017). Second, we expand on the scope of
previous meta-analyses by including additional forms of mistreat-
ment, such as discrimination, ostracism, verbal aggression, and
physical aggression, which allows for a more comprehensive ex-
amination of the workplace mistreatment construct. We also ex-
amine (a) the extent to which sex differences are greater for
sex-based mistreatment (i.e., demeaning or humiliating behavior
motivated by one’s sex, including sex discrimination and sexual
harassment) relative to non-sex-based mistreatment; and (b) the
extent to which race differences are greater for race-based mis-
treatment (i.e., demeaning or humiliating behavior motivated by
one’s race, including race discrimination and racial harassment)
relative to non-race-based mistreatment. Although we expect sex
and race differences to exist for all forms of mistreatment, these
differences should be most pronounced for sex-based and race-
based mistreatment, respectively. Third, the current meta-analytic
database for sex differences (k � 329) represents a substantial
increase over previous estimates (Bowling & Beehr’s, 2006 esti-
mate included 11 samples and Mackey et al.’s, 2017 estimate
included 83 samples). Finally, we estimate moderators of subgroup
differences in mistreatment that have yet to be tested, including the
date of data collection, various measurement-related moderators
(e.g., response scale, assurances of confidentiality), and demo-
graphic moderators (e.g., geographic region of the sample).1

Perceived Workplace Mistreatment

Workplace mistreatment is defined as a “specific, antisocial
variety of organizational deviance, involving a situation in which
at least one [individual] takes counternormative negative actions,
or terminates normative positive actions, against another member”
(Cortina & Magley, 2003, p. 247). This includes a broad spectrum
of constructs that are interpersonal in nature and can range from
subtle exclusion to overt harassment and physical violence. In the
current article, we consider workplace mistreatment to include the
following constructs: abusive supervision, bullying, discrimina-
tion, harassment, incivility, interpersonal conflict, ostracism, phys-
ical aggression, and verbal aggression (see Table 1 for definitions
of these forms of mistreatment). Although the workplace mistreat-
ment literature typically examines a single form of mistreatment in
isolation (e.g., sexual harassment) instead of a mistreatment con-
struct that consists of many forms of workplace mistreatment, we
argue that all forms of workplace mistreatment represent counter-
normative interpersonal actions and as such, there is value in
estimating sex and race differences across all forms of mistreat-
ment because they represent a single, latent construct (Hershcovis,

1 We note that three prior meta-analyses estimated sex differences in the
extent to which individuals identify behaviors as sexual harassment (e.g.,
“indicate whether or not you consider this behavior to be sexual harass-
ment;” Blumenthal, 1998; O’Connor, 1998; Rotundo, Nguyen, & Sackett,
2001). However, these meta-analyses involved hypothetical behaviors only
and did not examine the extent to which sex differences exist in perceptions
of personally experienced sexual harassment. Thus, no prior meta-analyses
have estimated both sex and race differences in perceived workplace
mistreatment.
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2011). However, because scholars have additionally argued that
meaningful theoretical differences underlie mistreatment con-
structs (Tepper & Henle, 2011), we also examine subgroup differ-
ences in discrete forms of mistreatment, including forms of mistreat-
ment that are motivated by a group bias (e.g., sex discrimination) and
forms of mistreatment that are not necessarily motivated by a group
bias (e.g., bullying). We also emphasize that our focus is on perceived
workplace mistreatment as this coincides with the tendency for mis-
treatment scholarship to focus on employee perceptions of mistreat-
ment. We acknowledge that this approach may be limited in that
objective experiences of mistreatment (e.g., pay discrepancies be-
tween men and women gathered from organizational records) may
differ from perceptions of mistreatment. For example, it is possible for
an employee to experience mistreatment but choose not to report it on
a perceptions-focused scale because of concerns regarding organiza-
tional retaliation. The degree to which researchers assure confidenti-
ality and the extent to which the organization encourages employee
participation in the survey may both affect respondent accuracy. As
discussed in the Method section, we attempt to account for these
possibilities by exploring organizational sponsorship of the research
and participant anonymity as potential moderators.

Sex and Race Differences in Perceived
Workplace Mistreatment

Women and racial minorities are expected to perceive more
workplace mistreatment than men and Whites, respectively (e.g.,
Berdahl & Moore, 2006; Jones, 2014; Magley et al., 2010). This
sentiment was reflected, in part, by a recent Gallup poll of the
American public: When asked to identify the most important
issues facing women in the United States, the three most frequent
answers were equal pay (i.e., sex discrimination), equal opportu-
nity for advancement and promotion (i.e., sex discrimination), and

sexual harassment or a lack of respect at work (Jones, 2014).
Similarly, a 2013 poll indicated that three out of five Black
Americans believe Whites have a better chance at a job than they
do (Jones, 2013), reflecting the assumption that Blacks are mis-
treated more than Whites in the workplace. Others have echoed
this by noting that “there is a prevalent unconscious bias that Black
males are expected to fail while White males are expected to
succeed” in organizations (Wilkins, 2015). Taken together, the
prevailing view is that women and minorities perceive dispropor-
tionate workplace mistreatment relative to men and Whites, re-
spectively.

We next outline three explanations for race and sex differences
in perceptions of workplace mistreatment by highlighting a large
body of theoretical and empirical work that indicates: (a) preju-
dices against women and minorities are driven by historical ste-
reotypes, social categorization, and social dominance hierarchies;
(b) race and sex are highly visible characteristics that enable group
membership to be easily identified by others, allowing for mis-
treatment of women and minorities as “token” members of a
numerical minority in the workplace; and (c) women and minor-
ities may be more likely to perceive mistreatment due to lower
thresholds for attending to counternormative interpersonal behav-
ior. Because the explanations for sex and race differences in
perceptions of workplace mistreatment share the same theoretical
bases, we discuss sex and race differences in concert.

Theoretical explanations for the greater mistreatment of women
and minorities typically center on prejudiced behavior that is
driven by stereotypes, ingroup favoritism, and social dominance
hierarchies (Sidanius & Pratto, 2001; Tajfel & Turner, 1985).
Racism and sexism have played a dominant role in American
history, leading to the pervasive existence of negatively valenced
and largely internalized stereotypes of women and racial minori-

Table 1
Definitions of Forms of Workplace Mistreatment

Type of mistreatment Definition Source

Abusive supervision “Subordinates’ perceptions of the extent to which supervisors engage
in the sustained display of hostile verbal and nonverbal behaviors,
excluding physical contact.”

Tepper, 2000, p. 178

Bullying “Repeated and enduring aggressive behaviors that are intended to be
hostile and/or perceived as hostile by the recipient.”

Einarsen, 1999, p. 18

Discrimination “When persons in a ‘social category’ . . . are put at a disadvantage
in the workplace relative to other groups with comparable
potential or proven success.”

Dipboye & Halverson, 2004, p. 131

Harassment “Negative workplace interactions that affect the terms, conditions, or
employment decisions related to an individual’s job, or create a
hostile, intimidating, or offensive working environment.”

Rospenda, Richman, Ehmke, & Zlatoper,
2005, p. 96

Incivility “Low-intensity deviant behavior with ambiguous intent to harm the
target, in violation of workplace norms for mutual respect.”

Andersson & Pearson, 1999, p. 457

Interpersonal conflict “Minor disagreements between coworkers to physical assaults on
others. The conflict may be overt (e.g., being rude to a coworker)
or may be covert (e.g., spreading rumors about a coworker).”

Spector & Jex, 1998, pp. 357–358

Ostracism “The extent to which an individual perceives that he or she is
ignored or excluded by others.”

Ferris, Brown, Berry, & Lian, 2008, p. 1348

Physical aggression “Any aggressive physical contact, regardless of whether an injury
was sustained, e.g. hitting, biting, scratching [and] threatening
behavior; statements indicating intention to harm or threatening by
virtue of overt behavior, e.g. punching the wall or overturning
furniture.”

Winstanley & Whittington, 2002 p. 305

Verbal aggression “Overt, hostile verbal . . . behaviors, such as yelling.” Grandey, Kern, & Frone, 2007, p. 64
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ties (Cortina, 2008; Stephan & Rosenfield, 1982). Evidence shows
that women tend to be viewed as incompetent and most racial
minority groups are viewed as either incompetent, unfriendly, or
both (Cuddy, Fiske, & Glick, 2008; Heilman, Block, & Martell,
1995; Katz, Wackenhut, & Hass, 1986). These stereotypes and
associated negative attitudes can be triggered by social categori-
zation, or automatic, unconscious processes that involve mentally
placing people into social categories based on relevant informa-
tion, such as race and sex (Dovidio, Gaertner, & Bachman, 2001).
Thus, when evaluating others, individuals typically rely on stereo-
typic information associated with these social categories rather
than individuating information (Hilton & von Hippel, 1996).
Given that stereotypes of women and racial minorities tend to be
negative, social categorization processes are likely to result in
negative attributions made to these groups, which may translate
into negative interpersonal behaviors.

Moreover, social dominance theory (SDT; Sidanius & Pratto,
2001) posits that social hierarchies afford men and majority group
members higher power and status while serving to subordinate
women and minorities in society. It is further theorized that ma-
jority groups are motivated to maintain their elevated status and
therefore engage in negative treatment of minority groups in order
to preserve the power differential. Taken together, the historic
roots of racism and sexism coupled with categorization processes
(i.e., individuals rely on stereotypes to categorize individuals,
which may translate to negative interpersonal behavior) and status
differences between demographic groups (i.e., men and Whites
may be motivated to maintain their status by mistreating women
and minorities) suggest that women and minorities may be viewed,
and ultimately treated, more negatively than majority group mem-
bers.

A second theoretical explanation centers on the highly visible
nature of sex and race (Burton, Bruce, & Dench, 1993; Fiske &
Neuberg, 1990; Remedios, Chasteen, Rule, & Plaks, 2011). As is
often the case for women and minorities, the visibility of sex and
race increases when female/racial minorities are the numerical
minority in a group (i.e., the tokenism hypothesis; Kanter, 1977).
Visibility is likewise increased under circumstances where the
minority group poses a threat to the majority group such as when
minority members are competing with majority members for labor
market resources such as jobs (i.e., the visibility-discrimination
hypothesis; Blalock, 1956). Thus, easy categorization of individ-
uals into sex and racial groups based on outwardly visible biolog-
ical differences, combined with increased visibility of sex and race
due to tokenism and competition (frequent conditions for women
and minorities in the workplace), likely translates into heightened
stereotype activation, exaggerated perceptions of differences be-
tween in-groups and out-groups, and greater motivation to main-
tain existing hierarchies. Such division may, in turn, promote
increased mistreatment of minority out-group members due to the
perceived threat of losing valued resources to a lower-status group.
In sum, we propose that sex and race visibility strengthens social
categorization, in-group favoritism, and social dominance pro-
cesses, which may lead to greater mistreatment of women and
minorities than men and Whites, respectively.

Although the preceding explanations for sex and race differ-
ences in perceived workplace mistreatment suggest that women
and minorities are more frequent victims of mistreatment, a third
explanation stems from sex and race differences in perceptions of

mistreatment rather than differences in actual mistreatment behav-
iors. Specifically, stigma consciousness, metastereotypes, and vig-
ilance perspectives suggest that women and racial minorities may
have heightened sensitivity to mistreatment in the workplace and
thus perceive more mistreatment than men and Whites, respec-
tively (Feldman-Barrett & Swim, 1998; Pinel, 1999; Voyles, Fin-
kelstein, & King, 2014). Stigma consciousness suggests that, as
chronically stigmatized groups of lower power (Major, Quinton, &
McCoy, 2002; Pratto, Sidanius, & Levin, 2006), women and
minorities are more likely than men and Whites to perceive envi-
ronmental cues as signs of mistreatment because they are aware of
the stigma associated with their group (i.e., higher stigma con-
sciousness; Pinel, 1999) and therefore have higher sensitivity to
these cues (Allport, 1954/1979; Feldman-Barrett & Swim, 1998).
Literature on metastereotypes, or beliefs about how others view
one’s group, suggest women and minorities have negative beliefs
about how others view them (Owuamalam & Zagefka, 2014;
Sigelman & Tuch, 1997; Vorauer & Ross, 1993; Voyles et al.,
2014). These negative metastereotypes may cause attribution er-
rors wherein negative interpersonal behaviors (i.e., mistreatment)
are not only more likely to be noticed, but are also more likely to
be attributed to one’s membership in the stereotyped group (i.e.,
sex or race). Similarly, the vigilance perspective maintains that
because the base rate for past experiences of mistreatment is higher
for women and minorities, the decision threshold for categorizing
future encounters as mistreatment is lower. As such, women and
minorities are more likely to use a “zero-miss” signal detection
strategy to detect environmental cues of mistreatment and there-
fore, may have increased perceptions of mistreatment (Feldman-
Barrett & Swim, 1998).

Taken together, these perspectives suggest that, aside from the
actual mistreatment behaviors that are directed toward women and
minorities in organizations, women and minorities’ expectations
about mistreatment, beliefs about how others view them, and
thresholds for labeling behaviors as mistreatment lead to greater
perceptions of mistreatment in the workplace for these groups.
Thus, we hypothesize that women and racial minorities will report
more workplace mistreatment than men and Whites, respectively.

Hypothesis 1: Women report more perceived workplace mis-
treatment than men.

Hypothesis 2: Racial minorities report more perceived work-
place mistreatment than Whites.

Although we posit that women are more likely to report mis-
treatment than men and minorities are more likely to report mis-
treatment than Whites, it is important to note that the type of
mistreatment likely impacts the magnitude of these group differ-
ences. Specifically, sex differences in perceived mistreatment
should intuitively be largest for workplace mistreatment that is
targeted at one’s sex (e.g., sexual harassment). Similarly, race
differences in perceived mistreatment should be larger for work-
place mistreatment that is targeted at one’s race (e.g., racial dis-
crimination) than for workplace mistreatment that is not explicitly
race-based. Thus, we hypothesize that perceived group-based mis-
treatment (i.e., mistreatment that is perceived as a sex or race bias)
will exhibit larger sex and race differences than perceptions of
non-group-based mistreatment (i.e., perceptions of mistreatment
that do not specify a group bias). Although one might assume that
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perceived non-group-based mistreatment would exhibit null sex
and race differences, we note that modern theories of discrimina-
tion emphasize that sex and race differences may be present in
these forms of mistreatment as well (i.e., forms of mistreatment
that are not explicitly based on sex and race, such as incivility). In
fact, modern perspectives on discrimination posit that social re-
forms have shifted the nature of discrimination away from overt,
blatant discriminatory actions (i.e., actions that would be perceived
as race or sex-based) toward more subtle behaviors (Cortina, 2008;
Deitch et al., 2003; Dipboye & Halverson, 2004). Cortina (2008)
argues that general negative interpersonal workplace behaviors
such as incivility, bullying, and aggression may serve as potential
outlets for expressing subtle sexism and racism. We note that
sex/race differences in perceptions of more general forms of mis-
treatment may or may not reflect sex/race discrimination, but we
believe that estimating subgroup differences in general forms of
mistreatment offers insight into these modern perspectives on
mistreatment.

Hypothesis 3: The magnitude of sex differences in perceptions
of sex-based mistreatment is larger than sex differences in
perceptions of non-sex-based mistreatment.

Hypothesis 4: The magnitude of race differences in percep-
tions of race-based mistreatment is larger than race differences
in perceptions of non-race-based mistreatment.

Time Trends in Subgroup Differences in Perceived
Workplace Mistreatment

To determine whether subgroup differences have changed over
time, we investigated the impact of data collection year on the
magnitude of sex and race differences in perceived workplace
mistreatment. There are competing rationales regarding the mag-
nitude of subgroup differences in mistreatment over time. First, in
recent years, organizations have adopted policies prohibiting mis-
treatment of women and racial minorities due to legal amendments
such as the Civil Rights Act of 1991 and court decisions such as
Burlington Northern & Santa Fe (BNSF) Railway Co. v. White
(548 U.S. 53 [2006]). (Notably, although the aforementioned legal
advancements represent recent changes in U.S. laws, these changes
are not necessarily unique to the U.S.; similar changes to protect
women and minorities in other countries could have been men-
tioned; e.g., The Equality Act, 2010 [United Kingdom], The Racial
Discrimination Act, 1975 [Australia]). This has also been coupled
with an increasing movement toward promoting positive diversity
climates that value all employees equally, regardless of group
membership (Barak, 2014; Gilbert, Stead, & Ivancevich, 1999;
Pless & Maak, 2004). As a result of these events and general
societal trends that aim to decrease tolerance for race- or sex-based
mistreatment at work, it is possible that subgroup differences in
perceptions of workplace mistreatment have diminished over time.
Additionally, workforces have undergone substantial demographic
changes, with female and minority employees becoming increas-
ingly represented at all levels of organizations (United States
Department of Labor, 2015; Jackson & Alvarez, 1992). As women
and racial minorities comprise a larger proportion of the work-
force, these groups may become less visible and less likely to be
targeted by negative treatment.

Conversely, it is also possible that subgroup differences in
perceived mistreatment have increased over time. Despite the
positive changes discussed above, recent years have also seen a
shift toward more subtle forms of mistreatment. Scholars have
argued that in the face of legal and social restrictions on conveying
blatant discrimination, prejudiced individuals have come to rely on
subtle discrimination to express bias (Crandall & Eshleman, 2003).
Further, women and racial minorities are increasingly more likely
to identify and report more subtle forms of discrimination in the
workplace (Cortina, 2008; Cortina, Kabat-Farr, Leskinen, Huerta,
& Magley, 2013; Jones, Peddie, Gilrane, King, & Gray, 2016). For
example, women and employees of color may be more aware of
microaggressions and more likely to view and report these behav-
iors as mistreatment. As Ilies, Hauserman, Schwochau, and Stibal
(2003) note, public awareness about mistreatment has increased
over time, leading employees to expand their definitions of mis-
treatment to include more behaviors. This evidence argues that
women and minorities may be more likely to report mistreatment,
leading to larger subgroup differences in mistreatment across time.
Given these countervailing arguments, we examine the impact of
time on subgroup differences in perceived mistreatment on an
exploratory basis.

Research Question 1: Has the magnitude of subgroup differ-
ences in perceived workplace mistreatment changed over
time?

Method

Literature Search

A search was conducted for empirical studies that reported data
on workplace mistreatment and sex or race. Searches were con-
ducted in PsycINFO, ABI/INFORM, Dissertation Abstracts Inter-
national, and ProQuest Dissertations & Theses Global through
May, 2016 using the following keywords: harassment, discrimi-
nation, racial discrimination, gender discrimination, racial ha-
rassment, sexual harassment, aggression, hostility, violence, devi-
ance, deviant behavior, bullying, incivility, mistreatment, ostracism,
assault, abuse, victimization, diversity, and inclusion. The conference
proceedings for the Society for Industrial and Organizational Psychol-
ogy, Academy of Management, and Society for Personality and
Social Psychology were also searched (2008–2016). Finally, the
references of meta-analyses on workplace mistreatment2 were exam-
ined for applicable samples.

Inclusion Criteria

Studies were eligible for inclusion if they examined employee
experiences of workplace mistreatment and reported effect size
information that could be converted to Cohen’s d. However, stud-
ies were excluded if they (a) used a laboratory experiment or

2 Blumenthal, 1998; Bowling & Beehr, 2006; Chan, Chow, Lam, &
Cheung, 2008; Hershcovis & Barling, 2010; Ilies, Hauserman, Schwochau,
& Stibal, 2003; Jones, Peddie, Gilrane, King, & Gray, 2016; Lapierre,
Spector, & Leck, 2005; Nielsen & Einarsen, 2012; Nielsen, Matthiesen, &
Einarsen, 2010; O’Connor, 1998; Rotundo, Nguyen, & Sackett, 2001;
Schyns & Schilling, 2013; Topa Cantisano, Dominguez, & Depolo, 2008;
Willness, Steel, & Lee, 2007.
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vignette to manipulate mistreatment; (b) reported an effect size
that was not at the individual level (e.g., group-level harassment);
or (c) measured instigated mistreatment (i.e., perceptions of mis-
treatment from the perpetrator’s perspective). Both published and
unpublished data were included. This yielded 329 samples (N �
245,126) that reported sex differences and 70 samples (N �
217,133) that reported race differences in perceived workplace
mistreatment. When multiple effect sizes existed within one sam-
ple for a type of mistreatment, a composite effect size was calcu-
lated (Nunnally, 1978). Composite alpha reliabilities were calcu-
lated using the formula for linear combinations provided by
Nunnally (1978; i.e., if a composite across two dimensions of
harassment was created, the dimension-level reliabilities were
input in this formula to calculate an overall reliability for the
composite effect size). In cases where two separate papers pre-
sented effects sizes on the same data, the effect size with the
largest N was recorded.

Data Coding

The first and third authors independently coded all included
studies. The two raters initially agreed on 86% of coding decisions
and all discrepancies were then resolved through discussion and
review of the relevant study. Each study was coded for sample
size, effect size, and type of mistreatment studied (i.e., abusive
supervision, bullying, discrimination, harassment, incivility, inter-
personal conflict, ostracism, physical aggression, and verbal ag-
gression). Type of mistreatment was coded based on the measure’s
label (i.e., measures that had an explicit label for the type of
mistreatment [Abusive Supervision Scale; Tepper, 2000] or the
common use of the measure [Negative Acts Questionnaire for
bullying; Einarsen & Raknes, 1997]). For measures that could not
be coded based on these criteria, items were compared to the
definitions of types of mistreatment to determine the code (see
Table 1).

Any measure that referenced sex as the reason for the mistreat-
ment (e.g., “Put you down or was condescending to you because of
your sex”; Fitzgerald, Drasgow, & Magley, 1999) was coded as
sex-based mistreatment and these measures were compared to all
other forms of mistreatment (i.e., non-sex-based mistreatment).
Any measure which referenced race as the reason for mistreatment
was coded as race-based mistreatment (e.g., “Do you feel in any
way discriminated against on your job because of your race or
national origin?”; Volpone & Avery, 2013) and these measures
were compared with all other forms of mistreatment (i.e., non-
race-based mistreatment). Although sex-based and race-based mis-
treatment were largely composed of sexual harassment/sex dis-
crimination and racial harassment/race discrimination effect sizes,
respectively, it is worth noting that these categories also included
effect sizes from other forms of perceived group-based mistreat-
ment (e.g., sex-based mistreatment includes sex-targeted bullying;
Morris, 1996). Lastly, to examine whether sex and race differences
in perceptions of workplace mistreatment have changed over time,
the year in which data were collected was also recorded. Drawing
on previous work (Judge, Piccolo, Podsakoff, Shaw, & Rich,
2010), if studies did not directly report this information, the year of
data collection was estimated to be two years prior to the study
publication date.

All data were coded so that a positive d indicates women and
minorities perceive more mistreatment than men and Whites, re-
spectively. Given the dearth of reported comparisons for specific
racial groups, most analyses of race differences were conducted
comparing all racial minorities to Whites. However, where possi-
ble, race differences were also reported for specific races (e.g.,
Black/White comparisons). We note that although it is indeed
possible to conduct a meta-analysis with a k as small as 2, we
recommend that readers interpret small k analyses with caution
due to low statistical power. Coding for the primary studies can be
found in Table 1 of the online supplementary materials.

Additional Moderator Analyses

In an effort to provide a comprehensive understanding of what
factors may impact the magnitude of sex and race differences, we
coded and analyzed several moderators in addition to the afore-
mentioned comparisons of perceived group-based versus non-
group-based mistreatment and data collection date. First, item type
was coded as either a behavioral checklist or direct question. A
behavioral checklist asked participants about their experience with
specific mistreatment behaviors (e.g., “Having insulting or offen-
sive remarks made about your person, attitudes, or your private
life;” Einarsen, Hoel, & Notelaers, 2009). Conversely, studies
were coded as direct questions if they required participants to
self-label as a victim of mistreatment (e.g., “Do you feel in any
way discriminated against on your job because of your age?;”
Volpone & Avery, 2013). Second, response scale was coded as a
frequency (how often the behavior was experienced), intensity
(how severe the behavior was perceived to be), or yes/no response.
Item perspective was coded to indicate if the scale assessed being
a direct target of mistreatment (e.g., “My supervisor makes nega-
tive comments about me to others;” Tepper, 2000) or perceptions
of ambient mistreatment (e.g., “There is discrimination against
[ethnic group] in hiring practices;” Hughes & Dodge, 1997). We
coded each effect size for the scale used to assess mistreatment to
examine whether mistreatment differs across popular mistreatment
scales. We assessed the potential impact that fear of retaliation
may have on participant responses by coding assurances of con-
fidentiality in accordance with Berry, Carpenter, and Barratt
(2012) in which a study was coded for the number of assurances
provided to the participants. An assurance of confidentiality in-
cluded instances such as completing the survey online, the use of
secret codes, or the return of surveys directly to the researcher. We
also assessed whether there was company sponsorship of the
research by comparing samples from single organizations (a proxy
for organization-sponsored research) or multiple organizations
(i.e., samples recruited from multiple organizations’ employees,
such as those collected through online survey tools or employed
student samples). Demographic moderators included race of the
sample (for sex difference effect sizes; e.g., Black only, Hispanic
only), sex of the sample (for race difference effect sizes; e.g.,
female only, male only), study setting (i.e., military vs. civilian
sample), and geographic region of the sample (e.g., North Amer-
ica, Asia). Finally, source of mistreatment was coded as organi-
zational insiders (coworkers and supervisors) or organizational
outsiders (customers, clients, patients, family members of patients,
and the public). We found no systematic, significant effects for
these moderators, with only a few exceptions, which are discussed
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in the Results section. The rest of these moderator results are not
discussed in detail, although we present the results of these anal-
yses in the online supplementary materials.

Meta-Analytic Procedures

Meta-analyses were conducted using the procedures presented
by Hunter and Schmidt (2014). If the primary study effect size was
reported as a correlation, it was transformed to a Cohen’s d using
Hunter and Schmidt’s (2014) conversion formula that accounts for
unequal subgroup sample sizes. All effect sizes were weighted
using the inverse sampling error weight that accounts for unequal
subgroup sample sizes (Hedges & Olkin, 1985, p. 86; see also
Laczo, Sackett, Bobko, & Cortina, 2005). To identify potential
outliers, the sample-adjusted meta-analytic deviance (SAMD)
value was calculated for each primary study effect size (Huffcutt &
Arthur, 1995). This approach identified three potential outliers for
sex differences in mistreatment and one potential outlier for race
differences in mistreatment. Regarding the potential sex differ-
ences outliers, there appeared to be no substantive reason to
exclude these effect sizes from the meta-analysis (i.e., there ap-
peared to be no unusual study feature, no reporting errors, and
meta-analytic effects only changed by .05 at most, when these
samples were excluded) and we therefore retained them in the
current article (Cortina, 2003). However, the outlier identified via
the SAMD value for the race differences meta-analytic database
involved a large sample (N � 134,591; King, Dawson, Kravitz, &
Gulick, 2012) that substantially affected the meta-analytic effect
size (i.e., race differences increased by .35 with the sample in-
cluded). Therefore, this sample was excluded from the meta-
analysis of race differences in mistreatment.

Meta-analytic effect sizes were corrected for unreliability in the
mistreatment measure using artifact distributions (Bobko, Roth, &
Bobko, 2001; Table 2). To determine accuracy and generalizabil-
ity, 95% confidence intervals and 80% credibility intervals for
each meta-analytic effect size were calculated. A confidence in-
terval that does not include zero indicates that the effect size is

significantly different from zero (Hunter & Schmidt, 2014). A
credibility interval, on the other hand, gives information about
whether or not the included studies represent one population or
subpopulations. Wide credibility intervals suggest subpopulations
and thus warrant a search for moderators (Hunter & Schmidt,
2014; Whitener, 1990). Continuous and categorical moderators
were examined through use of Wilson’s meta-analytic regression
macro for SPSS using inverse sampling error weights in which the
effect size is regressed onto the moderator (Lipsey & Wilson,
2000; Wilson, 2005). A moderator was deemed significant if its
regression coefficient was significant (p � .05).

Results

Sex and Race Differences in Perceived Mistreatment

Meta-analytic estimates of sex and race differences were calcu-
lated first using a composite variable consisting of all forms of
workplace mistreatment, then for perceived group-based or non-
group-based mistreatment, separately, and finally, for each discrete
form of mistreatment in isolation. The results are displayed in
Tables 3, 4, and 5. Hypothesis 1 proposed that women perceive
more workplace mistreatment than men. This hypothesis was
supported: Women perceived more workplace mistreatment across
all forms of mistreatment (� � .13; Table 3). The confidence
interval does not include zero, which suggests that the difference
between women and men is significantly different from zero.
Hypothesis 2, which posited that racial minorities perceive more
mistreatment than Whites, was supported (� � .14; Table 4). We
next considered race differences between specific minority groups
and White employees. Results showed that Blacks perceive sig-
nificantly more workplace mistreatment than Whites (� � .17).
The Hispanic/White (� � .16) and Asian/White effect sizes are in
the same direction (� � .75) and are also significantly different
from zero.

To comment on the practical significance of these effect sizes,
we first estimated the percent of minorities (or women) who would
be above the mean level of mistreatment reported by Whites (or
men) by calculating Cohen’s U3 (Cohen, 1988). Cohen’s U3 is
calculated with the formula U3 � �(�) where � is the cumulative
distribution function of the standard normal distribution, and � is
the population Cohen’s d. Second, we determined the likelihood
that minorities or women would be in the top 10% of individuals
who perceive mistreatment by using properties of the normal
curve. Thus, given � � .13 for sex differences, these two indices
suggest 55% of women perceive more workplace mistreatment
than the average male employee and women are 1.26 times more
likely than men to be in the 10% of individuals who report the
strongest perceptions of mistreatment. In addition, given � � .14
for Minority/White differences, 56% of minorities perceive more
workplace mistreatment than the average White employee and
minorities are 1.28 times more likely than Whites to be in the 10%
of individuals who report the strongest perceptions of mistreat-
ment.

Subgroup differences for perceived group-based and non-group-
based forms of mistreatment are presented in Table 5. Consistent
with Hypothesis 3, sex differences were significantly larger for
sex-based mistreatment (� � .46) than non-sex-based mistreatment
(� � .02; � � �.62, R2 � .38, p � .05). Notably, sex differences

Table 2
Mean Reliability Estimates Used for Artifact Distributions

Construct
Mean reliability

estimate k N SD

Workplace mistreatment .89 293 207,063 .07
Sex-based mistreatment .86 34 67,330 .08
Non-sex-based mistreatment .89 270 149,278 .07
Race-based mistreatment .88 28 15,626 .05
Non-race-based mistreatment .89 273 198,948 .07
Abusive supervision .92 98 27,573 .05
Bullying .88 33 16,434 .07
Discrimination .86 51 30,738 .07
Harassment .85 37 102,256 .10
Incivility .88 37 17,865 .04
Interpersonal conflict .82 11 2,773 .07
Ostracism .91 25 6,059 .07
Physical aggression .82 10 6,152 .09
Verbal aggression .83 13 5,070 .09

Note. Artifact distributions were calculated using primary studies from
the present meta-analysis. k � number of samples included in the distri-
bution; N � sample size of the distribution; SD � standard deviation of the
distribution.
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in the perception of non-sex-based mistreatment were nearly zero.
Thus, it appears that there are minimal sex differences in mistreat-
ment not targeted at one’s sex but significant differences for
mistreatment that is based on one’s sex. Further, these results
indicate that 68% of women perceive more sex-based mistreatment
than the average man and women are 2.09 times more likely than
men to be in the 10% of individuals who report the strongest
perceptions of sex-based mistreatment.

In support of Hypothesis 4, Minority/White differences were
seven times larger for race-based mistreatment (� � .71) in com-
parison with non-race-based mistreatment (� � .10; � � �.58,
R2 � .33, p � .05). This indicates that race differences in per-
ceived workplace mistreatment are significantly stronger when the
mistreatment focuses on a person’s race. Tests of practical signif-
icance further substantiate this finding by estimating that 77% of
racial minorities perceive more race-based mistreatment than the
average White employee and minorities are 2.72 times more likely
than Whites to be in the 10% of individuals who report the
strongest perceptions of race-based mistreatment. Further, race
differences in non-race-based mistreatment were significantly dif-
ferent from zero, (� � .10), indicating that that 54% of minorities
perceive more workplace mistreatment than the average White
employee and minorities are 1.18 times more likely than Whites to
be in the 10% of individuals who report the strongest perceptions
of workplace mistreatment.

Type of Mistreatment

Results comparing the magnitude of sex and race differences
across specific types of mistreatment are reported in Tables 3 and
4, respectively. Estimates of sex differences in specific types of
mistreatment demonstrate an interesting pattern of results wherein
sex differences are largest for sexual harassment (� � .37), overall
harassment (� � .35), and sex discrimination (� � .29). We note

that of the 43 samples that addressed sex differences in overall
harassment, 28 of these specifically examined sexual harassment
(� � .37) which may explain why the overall harassment effect
size was similar to that of sexual harassment. Results suggest that
women also perceive significantly more general harassment (� �
.10), discrimination (� � .08), and incivility (� � .06) than men,
although the magnitude of these differences is smaller. Notably,
contrary to expectations, results indicate that men perceive signif-
icantly more abusive supervision (� � �.10) and interpersonal
conflict (� � �.26) than women. Results further indicate that men
and women experience similar levels of bullying, ostracism, phys-
ical aggression, verbal aggression, race discrimination, age dis-
crimination, other discrimination, racial harassment, and other
harassment.

As can be seen in Table 4, the largest differences between
minority and White employees in perceived mistreatment are
found for race discrimination (� � .83), bullying (� � .33), overall
discrimination (� � .30), and incivility (� � .28). However, we
note that half of the samples included in the overall discrimination
estimate focused specifically on race discrimination. Counter to
expectations, race differences in racial harassment are not signif-
icantly different from zero (� � .19), although we note that this
effect size is based on a limited number of primary studies (k � 4).
In examining the remaining types of workplace mistreatment,
results show that race differences are significant and in the ex-
pected direction for age discrimination (� � .13), general harass-
ment (� � .12), and other forms of discrimination (� � .09).
Interestingly, results suggest that Whites perceive significantly
more interpersonal conflict (� � �.07) in comparison with mi-
norities; however, these are based on a limited number of primary
studies and should be interpreted with caution. When comparing
White employees with specific racial groups, results similarly
showed significant race differences for overall discrimination

Table 3
Sex Differences in the Perception of Mistreatment

Type of mistreatment k N d � SD� 95% CI 80% CR % Var

Workplace mistreatment 329 245,098 .13 .13 .30 [.10, .17] �.25, .52 7.55
Abusive supervision 99 28,592 �.09 �.10 .23 [�.15, �.05] �.39, .19 24.23
Bullying 41 36,071 .03 .04 .12 [�.01, .08] �.12, .19 33.37
Incivility 36 17,326 .06 .06 .16 [.00, .13] �.14, .27 30.29
Interpersonal conflict 12 3,050 �.24 �.26 .20 [�.40, �.12] �.52, .00 34.59
Ostracism 24 5,949 �.05 �.05 .13 [�.13, .02] �.22, .11 54.79
Physical aggression 21 16,798 �.04 �.05 .16 [�.13, .03] �.25, .16 24.63
Verbal aggression 21 12,991 .09 .10 .25 [�.02, .22] �.22, .43 14.49
Discrimination 62 47,514 .07 .08 .20 [.02, .13] �.17, .33 15.42

Sex discrimination 14 11,703 .27 .29 .44 [.05, .52] �.27, .84 3.07
Race discrimination 26 21,517 �.02 �.02 .12 [�.08, .04] �.18, .14 31.73
Age discrimination 12 10,229 .00 .00 .00 [�.04, .04] .00, .00 100.00
Other discrimination 19 24,720 .02 .02 .15 [�.06, .09] �.17, .21 15.74

Harassment 43 95,346 .32 .35 .31 [.26, .45] �.05, .75 2.90
Sexual harassment 28 48,595 .34 .37 .24 [.28, .46] .06, .68 6.36
Racial harassment 3 1,149 .00 .00 .11 [�.18, .17] �.14, .13 54.28
General harassment 13 35,541 .09 .10 .14 [.02, .17] �.08, .27 8.98
Other harassment 3 2,083 .08 .09 .05 [�.02, .20] .02, .16 72.27

Note. k � number of effect sizes in the meta-analysis; N � total sample size in the meta-analysis; d � mean d value weighted by the inverse of the
sampling error variance; �: d value corrected for attenuation; SD� � standard deviation of corrected d value; 95% CI � lower/upper bound of confidence
interval; 80% CR � lower/upper bound of credibility interval; % Var � percent of variance accounted for by artifacts. A positive d indicates women
perceive more mistreatment than men.
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(Black/White: � � .34; Hispanic/White: � � .13) and overall
harassment (Black/White: � � .13).

Taken together, results show significant sex and race differences
in perceptions of workplace mistreatment, but these differences are
much stronger for group-based forms of mistreatment. However,
contrary to expectations, sex differences in abusive supervision
and interpersonal conflict indicated that men are more likely to
report these forms of mistreatment than women. White employees
were also more likely to report interpersonal conflict than racial
minorities.

Time Trends in Subgroup Differences

To address Research Question 1, we examined the year in which
data were collected as a predictor of sex and race differences in

perceived workplace mistreatment. Results, displayed in Tables 6
and 7, showed that the date of data collection was significantly
associated with sex differences in workplace mistreatment
(� � �.30, R2 � .09), non-sex-based mistreatment (� � �.18,
R2 � .03), abusive supervision (� � .40, R2 � .16), harassment
(� � �.23, R2 � .05), interpersonal conflict (� � �.52, R2 �
.28), and physical aggression (� � �.37, R2 � .14). Figure 1
provides a visual presentation of how sex differences in workplace
mistreatment have changed over time. This chart indicates that
although sex differences in some forms of mistreatment appear to
be trending toward zero (e.g., non-sex-based mistreatment, harass-
ment, ostracism) some forms of mistreatment appear to have
changed over time such that these behaviors now favor women
(e.g., physical aggression, interpersonal conflict). It is also worth

Table 4
Race Differences in the Perception of Mistreatment

Type of mistreatment k N d � SD� 95% CI 80% CR % Var

Minority/White
Workplace mistreatment 69 82,542 .13 .14 .23 [.08, .19] �.16, .43 9.01

Abusive supervision 3 2,285 .10 .11 .11 [�.05, .26] �.03, .25 36.43
Bullying 4 1,355 .31 .33 .18 [.12, .55] .11, .56 34.41
Incivility 6 3,179 .27 .28 .06 [.18, .39] .21, .35 82.80
Interpersonal conflict 2 478 �.06 �.07 .00 [�.10, �.04] �.07, �.07 100.00
Physical aggression 2 1,134 �.13 �.14 .18 [�.46, .18] �.38, .09 35.33
Verbal aggression 5 3,744 .08 .08 .22 [�.12, .29] �.19, .36 16.39
Discrimination 29 20,565 .27 .30 .36 [.16, .43] �.17, .76 7.84

Sex discrimination 7 4,726 .21 .23 .31 [�.01, .47] �.17, .62 9.28
Race discrimination 14 6,925 .76 .83 .43 [.59, 1.06] .27, 1.38 8.21
Age discrimination 2 5,341 .12 .13 .00 [.06, .19] .13, .13 100.00
Other discrimination 11 12,909 .08 .09 .08 [.02, .16] �.01, .19 52.91

Harassment 26 56,283 .07 .08 .14 [.02, .14] �.11, .26 11.73
Sexual harassment 16 16,677 �.04 �.05 .19 [�.14, .05] �.28, .19 14.81
Racial harassment 4 1,259 .18 .19 .32 [�.15, .54] �.22, .61 16.00
General harassment 8 39,811 .11 .12 .10 [.04, .19] �.01, .24 10.78
Other harassment 3 2,076 .08 .09 .06 [�.04, .21] .00, .17 64.27

Black/White
Workplace mistreatment 22 39,442 .16 .17 .23 [.07, .28] �.12, .47 6.68

Discrimination 11 14,831 .31 .34 .37 [.11, .56] �.14, .81 5.99
Sex discrimination 3 4,099 .19 .20 .25 [�.10, .51] �.12, .53 8.70
Race discrimination 7 5,495 .83 .90 .36 [.62, 1.18] .44, 1.36 9.69
Age discrimination 2 5,341 .13 .14 .09 [�.02, .30] .03, .26 39.67
Other discrimination 4 9,336 .05 .05 .00 [�.01, .12] .05, .05 100.00

Harassment 7 22,376 .12 .13 .16 [.01, .26] �.08, .34 6.35
Sexual harassment 3 8,080 �.02 �.02 .13 [�.18, .13] �.19, .14 11.62
General harassment 3 14,108 .21 .23 .07 [.14, .32] .14, .32 22.81

Incivility 2 869 .41 .44 .01 [.27, .61] .42, .46 98.77
Hispanic/White

Workplace mistreatment 8 11,240 .15 .16 .12 [.06, .26] .01, .31 38.91
Discrimination 5 10,749 .12 .13 .05 [.05, .21] .07, .19 73.59

Sex discrimination 2 3,527 .03 .03 .00 [�.09, .16] .03, .03 100.00
Race discrimination 3 4,357 .31 .33 .00 [.27, .39] .33, .33 100.00
Age discrimination 2 5,341 .06 .06 .00 [.02, .10] .06, .06 100.00
Other discrimination 2 6,392 .05 .06 .00 [�.02, .14] .06, .06 100.00

Harassment 2 340 .39 .42 .30 [�.07, .91] .05, .80 29.99
Asian/White

Workplace mistreatment 6 7,945 .71 .75 .56 [.28, 1.22] .03, 1.48 6.68
Discrimination 3 6,125 .79 .85 .62 [.13, 1.57] .05, 1.65 3.76

Sex discrimination 2 3,634 .80 .86 .46 [.21, 1.51] .28, 1.44 5.89
Race discrimination 3 4,464 1.00 1.08 .71 [.26, 1.90] .17, 1.99 3.22
Age discrimination 2 5,341 .04 .04 .00 [.02, .06] .04, .04 100.00

Note. k � number of effect sizes in the meta-analysis; N � total sample size in the meta-analysis; d � mean d value weighted by the inverse of the
sampling error variance; � � d value corrected for attenuation; SD�� standard deviation of corrected d value; 95% CI � lower/upper bound of confidence
interval; 80% CR � lower/upper bound of credibility interval; % Var � percent of variance accounted for by artifacts. A positive d indicates minorities
perceive more mistreatment than Whites.
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noting that sex-based mistreatment, although not significant, ap-
pears to remain the strongest sex difference that may even be
increasing in magnitude over time. Further, several trend lines
appear to have not changed over time, including bullying, discrim-
ination, incivility, and verbal aggression.

The date of data collection also significantly predicted race
differences in all forms of mistreatment for which we were able to
conduct regression analyses, including workplace mistreatment
(� � �.14, R2 � .02), race-based mistreatment (� � �.15, R2 �
.02), non-race-based mistreatment (� � �.17, R2 � .03), discrim-
ination (� � �.32, R2 � .10), and harassment (� � �.39, R2 �
.15). Figure 2 provides a visual representation of how race differ-
ences in workplace mistreatment have changed over time, with
some race differences trending toward zero (e.g., workplace mis-
treatment, non-race-based mistreatment, harassment), and others
remaining nonzero in recent years despite negative time trends
(e.g., race-based mistreatment, discrimination).

For both sex and race differences in mistreatment, we note that
there was limited variance in the year of data collection across the
primary studies. For example, the database of effect sizes involv-
ing sex differences had a mean year of data collection of 2007 and
a standard deviation of 6.35 years, and for race differences the
mean year was 2003 and the standard deviation was 7.33 years,

indicating that most of the primary data were collected in a
somewhat limited time frame.

Additional Moderators

As previously mentioned, we examined whether sex/race dif-
ferences vary across item type, response scale, item perspective,
scale used, assurances of confidentiality given to participants,
single versus multiorganizational samples, race of the sample (for
sex difference effect sizes) and sex of the sample (for race differ-
ence effect sizes), military versus civilian samples, geographic
region of the sample, and source of mistreatment. These results are
presented in online supplementary materials and did not yield any
significant systematic effects, with the exception of the following:
(a) sex differences were larger for behavioral checklist scales than
direct question scales, but only for sex-based mistreatment (non-
sex-based mistreatment showed similar sex differences across both
measures); (b) intensity scales exhibited stronger race differences
than frequency or yes/no scales; (c) race differences were strongest
for ambient mistreatment items rather than direct target items; (d)
sex differences were smaller in minority-only samples than in
mixed-race samples; (e) race differences were larger in female
samples than mixed-sex samples, but only for race-based mistreat-
ment (sex of the sample did not affect non-race-based mistreat-
ment); and (f) sex differences tended to be larger in military
samples than civilian samples.

Discussion

The purpose of this meta-analysis was to test the extent to which
women and racial minorities perceive more workplace mistreat-

Table 5
Sex and Race Differences in Group Based Mistreatment

Type of mistreatment k N d � SD� 95% CI 80% CR % Var

Sex differences
Sex-based mistreatment 43 70,818 .43 .46 .33 [.36, .56] .04, .89 3.41
Non-sex-based mistreatment 300 188,431 .02 .02 .18 [.00, .04] �.21, .25 21.50

Race differences
Race-based mistreatment 18 8,184 .66 .71 .48 [.48, .94] .10, 1.32 6.64
Non-race-based mistreatment 61 83,748 .09 .10 .17 [.05, .14] �.12, .32 12.87

Note. k � number of effect sizes in the meta-analysis; N � total sample size in the meta-analysis; d � mean d value weighted by the inverse of the
sampling error variance; � � d value corrected for attenuation; SD� � standard deviation of corrected d value; 95% CI � lower/upper bound of confidence
interval; 80% CR � lower/upper bound of credibility interval; % Var � percent of variance accounted for by artifacts. A positive d indicates women and
minorities perceive more mistreatment than men and Whites, respectively.

Table 6
Moderation Effect of Data Collection Date on Sex Differences
in Mistreatment

Type of mistreatment k � R2

Workplace mistreatment 329 �.30� .09
Sex-based mistreatment 43 .07 .00
Non-sex-based mistreatment 300 �.18� .03
Abusive supervision 99 .40� .16
Bullying 41 .05 .00
Discrimination 62 �.08 .01
Harassment 43 �.23� .05
Incivility 36 .04 .00
Interpersonal conflict 12 �.52� .28
Ostracism 24 �.17 .03
Physical aggression 21 �.37� .14
Verbal aggression 21 �.02 .00

Note. k � number of effect sizes in the analysis; � � standardized
regression coefficient; R2 � variance explained in the effect size.
� p � .05.

Table 7
Moderation Effect of Data Collection Date on Race Differences
in Mistreatment

Type of mistreatment k � R2

Workplace mistreatment 69 �.14� .02
Race-based mistreatment 18 �.15� .02
Non-race-based mistreatment 61 �.17� .03
Discrimination 29 �.32� .10
Harassment 26 �.39� .15

Note. k � number of effect sizes in the analysis; � � standardized
regression coefficient; R2 � variance explained in the effect size.
� p � .05.
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ment than men and Whites, respectively. Results showed signifi-
cantly larger sex differences in perceived workplace mistreatment
when the mistreatment was sex-based (� � .46), whereas non-sex-
based mistreatment exhibited near-zero sex differences (� � .02).
Interestingly, all forms of mistreatment exhibited sex differences
that indicated equal or more favorable treatment of men with two
exceptions: abusive supervision and interpersonal conflict results
indicated that men reported experiencing more abusive supervision
(� � �.10) and interpersonal conflict (� � �.26) than women.
Regarding race differences, results indicated significantly larger
race differences in perceived workplace mistreatment when the
mistreatment was race-based (� � .71) in comparison with race
differences in non-race-based mistreatment (� � .10). Moreover,
all forms of mistreatment indicated equal or more favorable treat-
ment of Whites, with the exception of interpersonal conflict
(� � �.07). However, we note that this estimate was based on a
limited number of studies (k � 2) and we caution against over-
interpreting this finding.

Moderator analyses also suggest that many sex and race differ-
ences have changed over time and in some cases, they are trending
toward zero. This is most true of race differences, which appear to
have decreased across all forms of mistreatment. In contrast,
although some sex differences appear to be improving (the trend
line is nearing zero), some sex differences have not changed much
over time (e.g., bullying), and others appear to have changed from
favoring men in early years to now favoring women (e.g., inter-
personal conflict).

Results also suggest that measurement is an important consid-
eration when examining subgroup differences in mistreatment.
Women appear reluctant to report sex-based mistreatment when
responding to items that require labeling oneself as a victim.
Minorities similarly appear to be less willing to report mistreat-
ment when responding to direct report (first-person) scales rather
than ambient (third-person) scales. Moreover, results indicate that
although minorities experience greater frequency of mistreatment
in the workplace than Whites, the true extent of these race differ-
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Figure 1. Regression slopes predicting the year the sample was collected from the uncorrected d value of sex
differences in each form of mistreatment. A positive d indicates women perceive more mistreatment than men.
See the online article for the color version of this figure.
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Figure 2. Regression slopes predicting the year the sample was collected from the uncorrected d value of race
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ences is not captured unless one uses a response scale of intensity,
which indicates larger race differences than frequency scales.
Finally, our findings suggest that the demographics of the sample
are important (e.g., sex and race of the sample and the military or
civilian source of the sample affected group differences). Below,
we expand on these findings and discuss their implications for
practice and theory.

Practical Implications

Despite our findings suggesting that sex and race differences in
workplace mistreatment are modest (� � .13; � � .14, respec-
tively), we emphasize that even small subgroup differences are
meaningful and may result in high organizational costs for litiga-
tion, employee assistance programs, and so forth. We also note that
sex and race differences in perceived group-based mistreatment
were more substantial (i.e., sex differences: � � .46; race differ-
ences: � � .71), and have subsequent practical implications.

First, based on the benchmarks provided by Bosco, Aguinis,
Singh, Field, and Pierce (2015), the magnitude of sex and race
differences in sex- and race-based mistreatment, respectively, are
quite sizable. Although the authors do not report a benchmark that
directly corresponds to our variables (i.e., objective person char-
acteristics related to behavior), their findings suggest that our
results (especially those pertaining to perceived group-based mis-
treatment) are on par with, or larger than average relationships

between demographic variables (which Bosco et al., refer to as
“objective person characteristics,” p. 4) and other criteria (i.e., the
average correlation between objective person characteristics and
all criteria in Bosco et al., is .06, or d � .12). In other words, these
group differences in perceptions of mistreatment appear to be as
strong as, and in the case of perceived group-based mistreatment,
substantially stronger than typical effects found in the field (i.e.,
the effect sizes for sex differences in sex-based mistreatment and
race differences in race-based mistreatment are above the 75th
percentile of effect sizes in the field of organizational sciences
using the Bosco et al., benchmarks).

Second, Table 8 displays meta-analytic estimates of the rela-
tionships between workplace mistreatment and commonly studied
antecedents. A comparison of our findings with these previous
meta-analytic results shows that our estimates of sex differences in
sex-targeted mistreatment (� � .46) and race differences in race-
targeted mistreatment (� � .71) are larger than the effect sizes for
individual difference predictors of mistreatment reported in previ-
ous meta-analyses (e.g., sex, race, tenure, personality; �avg � .19).
Conversely, contextual variables (e.g., role stressors, climate, job
gender context; �avg � .75) appear to be stronger predictors of
workplace mistreatment when compared with sex and race.

Third, an examination of the subgroup differences indicates that
68% of women perceive more sex-based mistreatment than the
average man and 77% of racial minorities perceive more race-

Table 8
Predictors of Workplace Mistreatment

Predictor Mistreatment construct � � Source

Individual differences
Positive affectivity Workplace harassment �.09 �.18 Bowling & Beehr (2006)
Negative affectivity Workplace harassment .25 .52 Bowling & Beehr (2006)
Sex Workplace harassment �.05 �.10 Bowling & Beehr (2006)
Age Workplace harassment �.04 �.08 Bowling & Beehr (2006)
Tenure Workplace harassment .02 .04 Bowling & Beehr (2006)
Agreeableness Abusive supervision �.14 �.28 Mackey et al. (2017)
Conscientiousness Abusive supervision �.14 �.28 Mackey et al. (2017)
Extraversion Abusive supervision �.03 �.12 Mackey et al. (2017)
Neuroticism Abusive supervision .12 .24 Mackey et al. (2017)
Openness Abusive supervision �.05 �.10 Mackey et al. (2017)
Negative affectivity Abusive supervision .37 .80 Mackey et al. (2017)
Positive affectivity Abusive supervision �.18 �.37 Mackey et al. (2017)
Age Abusive supervision �.03 �.06 Mackey et al. (2017)
Education Abusive supervision �.02 �.04 Mackey et al. (2017)
Sex Abusive supervision �.06 �.12 Mackey et al. (2017)
Organizational tenure Abusive supervision .02 .04 Mackey et al. (2017)
Position in organization Abusive supervision .05 .10 Mackey et al. (2017)
Tenure with supervisor Abusive supervision .01 .02 Mackey et al. (2017)

Contextual variables
Role conflict Workplace harassment .44 .98 Bowling & Beehr (2006)
Role ambiguity Workplace harassment .30 .63 Bowling & Beehr (2006)
Role overload Workplace harassment .28 .58 Bowling & Beehr (2006)
Work constraints Workplace harassment .53 1.25 Bowling & Beehr (2006)
Autonomy Workplace harassment �.25 �.52 Bowling & Beehr (2006)
Mistreatment climate Workplace mistreatment �.42 �.93 Yang, Caughlin, Gazica, Truxillo,

& Spector (2014)
Diversity climate Racial discrimination �.32 �.68 Triana, Jayasinghe, & Pieper (2015)
Organizational climate Sexual harassment .36 .77 Willness et al. (2007)
Job gender context Sexual harassment �.19 �.39 Willness et al. (2007)

Note. � � average weighted correlation coefficient corrected for unreliability in both the predictor and criterion. � � � converted to Cohen’s d corrected
for unreliability in both the predictor and criterion.
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based mistreatment than the average White employee. Addition-
ally, women are 2.09 times more likely than men to be in the 10%
of employees who receive the most sex-based mistreatment, and
minorities are 2.72 times more likely than Whites to be in the 10%
of employees who receive the most race-based mistreatment. Thus,
women and minorities are approximately two to three times as
likely to experience extreme workplace mistreatment that involves
a perceived group bias than their male/White counterparts. In sum,
although the magnitude of our estimates of sex and race differ-
ences may be smaller than expected, we maintain that subgroup
differences in workplace mistreatment, particularly sex- and race-
targeted forms of mistreatment, likely have substantial practical
implications for those who experience mistreatment and should not
be considered trivial. For example, our findings coupled with the
large body of evidence linking perceptions of mistreatment in
general, and group-based mistreatment specifically, to a broad
array of negative outcomes (e.g., Bowling & Beehr, 2006; Jones et
al., 2016; Triana, Jayasinghe, & Pieper, 2015; Willness et al.,
2007) suggest that women and minorities may disproportionately
face these consequences.

We additionally note that we may have failed to detect larger
subgroup differences because of attrition, concerns regarding con-
fidentiality, or organizational self-selection. First, employees who
are mistreated may be more likely to leave the organization than
stay as evidenced by meta-analytic examinations of the positive
relationship between mistreatment and turnover intentions (Bowl-
ing & Beehr, 2006; Hershcovis & Barling, 2010; Nielsen &
Einarsen, 2012). This would leave behind an organizational sam-
ple that has experienced comparatively less mistreatment, reducing
differences between men and women and between Whites and
minorities. Second, organizations that have agreed to participate in
mistreatment studies may be exemplars with low incidences of
mistreatment to begin with, which could artificially restrict true
subgroup differences. We addressed this possibility by comparing
samples from single organizations to samples from multiple orga-
nizations. Samples from single organizations act as a proxy indi-
cator for organizational sponsorship because these organizations
likely were approached by the researcher and agreed to have
employees participate (and thus, may exhibit lower subgroup dif-
ferences because low-mistreatment organizations are more likely
to agree to participate more often than high-mistreatment organi-
zations). Samples from multiple organizations are most often re-
cruited through online survey tools or employed student popula-
tions rather than from a specific organization, and as such, do not
involve an organizational leader who agreed to participate in the
research. Contrary to expectation, we found that sex differences
were higher in single-organization samples than multiorganization
samples and we found no differences in race differences across
these types of samples. A third plausible explanation for not
finding larger subgroup differences is that, even when participants
are assured of the confidentiality of their responses, they may still
hesitate to disclose experiences of workplace mistreatment in an
effort to ensure job security. We addressed this issue by examining
assurances of confidentiality as a moderator of subgroup differ-
ences. Although it is natural to expect that individuals feel more
comfortable reporting mistreatment when they are more confident
that their responses are anonymous or confidential, we found no
systematic effects for this moderator. Therefore, confidentiality
may still be a concern in respondents’ minds when reporting

mistreatment, even when they are offered assurances of its pres-
ence, a concern which may be muting true subgroup differences.

Other moderation analyses we conducted may also have prac-
tical implications for organizations. The observed change in sex
and race differences over time suggests that legal and organiza-
tional efforts aimed at fostering equal treatment have likely made
improvements and should be sustained and enforced. It is also
possible that sex differences have decreased as a result of more
women entering the workforce (United States Department of La-
bor, 2015; Jackson & Alvarez, 1992), causing organizational en-
vironments to become less male-dominated over time. However,
as previously noted, date of data collection for both sex and race
differences exhibited somewhat reduced variance (i.e., most were
published in a 15-year time span), hindering our ability to deter-
mine whether sex/race differences have changed across longer
time frames than those included in the current meta-analytic da-
tabase. The restricted variance also prohibits us from concluding
whether the nonsignificant time trends are an artifact of reduced
variance or a true lack of change over time.

Our findings, in combination with evidence showing that mis-
treatment remains a prevalent and costly organizational issue
(EEOC, 2013; Nielsen et al., 2010; Tepper, 2007), suggest that
organizations still require a sustained commitment to the reduction
and prevention of any and all forms of mistreatment. A reevalua-
tion of current organizational policies may reveal gaps and weak-
nesses with regard to prohibited conduct and associated penalties,
protection from retaliation, and the complaint process (EEOC,
1999) that should be addressed across the board. In addition, the
higher perceptions of sex-based mistreatment by women and of
race-based mistreatment by racial minorities indicate the need for
organizations to adopt diversity training in line with the best
practices recommended by King, Gulick, and Avery (2010). These
include an emphasis on skills and behavior, demonstration and
practice, and structured performance feedback.

Finally, practitioners and researchers may find the results of our
measurement-related moderators useful in that the type of measure
(i.e., behavioral checklist or direct question), response scale (i.e.,
frequency or intensity), and item perspective (i.e., ambient or
direct target) had some impact on subgroup differences in mis-
treatment, providing initial evidence that measurement decisions
may affect the extent to which one is able to capture sex and race
differences in mistreatment. Thus, we urge practitioners and re-
searchers to carefully choose their measure when assessing mis-
treatment.

Theoretical Implications

Our findings regarding sex and race differences in perceived
mistreatment offer several theoretical contributions to the growing
body of literature on workplace mistreatment. One notable finding
that was contrary to expectations involved men reporting greater
perceptions of abusive supervision (� � �.10) and interpersonal
conflict (� � �.26) than women. We offer two potential expla-
nations for sex differences in abusive supervision, both of which
stem from the fact that abusive supervision is instigated by super-
visors, the majority of whom tend to be male (Fairchild, 2014;
Grant Thornton International Business Report, 2013). First, benev-
olent sexism (Glick & Fiske, 1996) may explain subgroup differ-
ences in that some male supervisors take a protective, paternalistic
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approach toward their female subordinates which would most
likely reduce female employees’ experiences of abusive supervi-
sion. Second, the power differential between men and women may
also contribute to men reporting more abusive supervision than
women. Because women tend to have less power than men in
general, and—in the context of women who are reporting abusive
supervision—these women have even less power because they are
in a subordinate role, fear of retaliation when reporting abuse is
perhaps maximized. That is, whereas women in follower positions
are subordinated by not only their sex but also their job status, men
in follower positions are subordinated by only their job status,
leading to sex differences in the extent to which a person feels he
or she may be hesitant to report supervisor abuse if it occurs. Thus,
men may speak out and report abusive supervision more often than
women. This unexpected finding has theoretical implications for
future research on workplace mistreatment in that power differ-
ences between the perpetrator and the target of mistreatment may
influence not only who is most likely to experience mistreatment,
but also whether victims will report experienced mistreatment. In
addition, although supplemental moderator analyses on the source
of mistreatment did not reveal systematic differences, this finding
for abusive supervision indicates that mistreatment source may
play a role in the mistreatment experience. Drawing on this, future
theorizing should explore the impact of perpetrator power on the
target, prevalence, and outcomes of workplace mistreatment.

Interestingly, we found an even stronger sex difference favoring
females in interpersonal conflict (� � �.26) and we propose that
this may be a reflection of the unique, dyadic quality of interper-
sonal conflict and the corresponding operationalization of this
construct. To elaborate, by definition, interpersonal conflict rep-
resents conflict between two or more individuals—a dyadic con-
flict in which both the perpetrator and the target have engaged in.
For example, nine of the 12 studies examining sex differences in
interpersonal conflict in the current meta-analysis used the four-
item Interpersonal Conflict at Work Scale (ICAWS; Spector &
Jex, 1998), which is unique from the other measures of mistreat-
ment in that it reflects content involving the extent to which an
individual participates in conflict (i.e., “How often do you get into
arguments with others at work?”). This is an important departure
from other measures because rather than focusing solely on re-
ceived mistreatment, it also captures (to some extent) the negative
behaviors an employee has engaged in toward others. Conflict and
expressions of anger are more consistent with male gender role
stereotypes than female gender role stereotypes (Bakan, 1966),
arguing that male employees may be more likely to engage in
interpersonal conflict, leading to greater sex differences that favor
females. Further, men have more power in organizations to dis-
agree with other employees than women. Meta-analytic findings
also support this idea, showing that men engage in more broadly
defined workplace aggression than women (Hershcovis et al.,
2007). Thus, sex differences in interpersonal conflict may have
favored women because this construct has been operationalized as
involving two forms of conflict: both received and perpetrated,
which each may have driven higher male scores.

Interpersonal conflict showed unexpected race differences as
well, indicating that Whites perceive more interpersonal conflict
than minorities. This is perhaps because Whites enter into conflict
more often than minorities due to their higher relative power which
underscores the notion that interpersonal conflict may operate

differently than other forms of workplace mistreatment. Future
research would benefit from considering the theoretical and mea-
surement distinctions between interpersonal conflict and other
mistreatment constructs.

Findings from the current study can also inform contemporary
theories of discrimination. Modern perspectives argue that dis-
crimination has moved away from overt and blatant behaviors
targeting minority groups and toward more subtle, ambiguous
behaviors (Cortina, 2008; Deitch et al., 2003; Dipboye & Halver-
son, 2004). It has been argued that seemingly general forms of
mistreatment (i.e., forms of mistreatment not theoretically moti-
vated by group membership) provide a means to covertly express
bias and may therefore selectively target women and racial minor-
ities (Cortina, 2008; Cortina et al., 2004). Our estimates of sex and
race differences in non-group-based mistreatment offer some in-
sight into this proposition. We found limited evidence of sex and
race differences in non-group-based mistreatment, which does not
support recent claims that sex and race bias is expressed more
often via these behaviors in recent years. However, we caution
against concluding that the nature of discrimination has not shifted
over time. Instead, we conclude that scholars may need to develop
measures that specifically assess subtle discrimination instead of
using general mistreatment measures.

Lastly, our finding that sex and race differences were largest for
sex-based and race-based mistreatment, respectively, highlights
the importance of considering this theoretical distinction when
conceptualizing workplace mistreatment. There is debate over
whether or not the numerous mistreatment constructs represent one
latent construct (Hershcovis, 2011) or if these mistreatment con-
structs have meaningful theoretical differences (Tepper & Henle,
2011). Our findings provide support for considering group-based
and non-group-based mistreatment as theoretically distinct con-
structs because they are differentially motivated and appear to
target different groups of employees.

Limitations and Future Directions

Despite this study’s contributions, our meta-analysis also has
limitations. First, the available data limited the extent to which we
could examine moderator analyses. For example, mistreatment
source was examined in a supplementary analysis (see online
supplementary materials) largely because the available data did not
allow us to fully examine specific sources within forms of mis-
treatment. Previous work has shown that there are meaningful
differences in the consequences associated with experiencing mis-
treatment from one’s coworkers in comparison to one’s supervisor
(Hershcovis & Barling, 2010), which suggests that the specific
source may moderate subgroup differences. Consistent with this
proposition, it may be the case that supervisor behaviors are more
constrained by interpersonal organizational norms than coworker
behavior, leading to smaller sex and race differences in mistreat-
ment enacted by supervisors. The finding regarding abusive su-
pervision also suggests specific sources of mistreatment may im-
pact the direction of subgroup differences.

Second, although research on double jeopardy (Berdahl &
Moore, 2006) suggests minority women may perceive the most
mistreatment, the number of studies available to examine how sex
and race interact in perceptions of mistreatment was generally
small. Nevertheless, we attempted to examine the multiple effects
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of race and sex in the following ways: we first compared sex
differences in workplace mistreatment for mixed-race samples
versus minority-only samples. These results revealed larger sex
differences in mixed-race samples than minority-only samples (see
Table 14 in the online supplementary materials). We also exam-
ined race differences in workplace mistreatment for mixed-sex
samples versus female-only samples. Results indicate that female-
only samples exhibited stronger race differences in race-based
mistreatment than mixed-sex samples, which offers partial support
for double jeopardy in that female minorities generally perceived
more workplace mistreatment than males (i.e., when males are
included in the samples, race differences decrease; see Table 15 in
the online supplementary materials). Future research should seek
to further this area of research in order to clarify if individuals
belonging to multiple minority groups (e.g., Black female) are
differentially targeted by workplace mistreatment.

Third, we were unable to examine subgroup differences in
perceived workplace mistreatment for additional demographic
groups, such as LGBT populations. One could argue that subgroup
differences in mistreatment may be the most pronounced for
minority groups that are not legally protected (e.g., LGBT popu-
lations, obese employees), suggesting that more substantial sub-
group differences may exist that were not explored in the current
study. Future work should explore whether employees belonging
to these nonprotected populations perceive more mistreatment in
comparison to majority group employees.

For the subgroups we could examine in the current study (i.e.,
sex and race), it is important to acknowledge that the current paper
only examines sex and race differences in whether one perceives
mistreatment, leaving the question of whether there are differential
outcomes for those who have perceived mistreatment untested.
That is, although the current meta-analysis suggests that women
and minorities perceive more mistreatment in the workplace, the
outcomes (e.g., stress, turnover intentions, performance) of this
mistreatment may be more severe for women and minorities than
men and Whites, as well, compounding the effects of subgroup
differences in mistreatment. For example, not only may a minority
employee perceive more racial discrimination at work, but s/he
may also feel greater job stress as an outcome of this discrimina-
tion because s/he may perceive fewer outside job opportunities,
fewer job search resources, and greater chance for future discrim-
ination in the selection process if s/he were to leave. Thus, future
work may benefit from meta-analytic examinations of how men/
women and majority/minority members experience the entire mis-
treatment process, including not only differences in mistreatment
perceptions, but also differences in mistreatment outcomes.

It is also important to note that we cannot identify the exact
reason (or reasons) as to why women and minorities perceive more
mistreatment at work. Our theorizing suggests multiple reasons for
subgroup differences in mistreatment (i.e., systematic mistreat-
ment of women and minorities due to historically driven stereo-
types, increased visibility of minority employees, and heightened
sensitivity of minorities), but we were unable to disentangle these
potential explanations. Nevertheless, an examination of our find-
ings offers some preliminary insight into these competing ratio-
nales. If subgroup differences were driven by minority employees’
increased sensitivity to cues of mistreatment, one might expect
subgroup differences to be significantly present across all forms of
workplace mistreatment. This stands in contrast to the small sex

and race differences found in general forms of mistreatment. In
addition, prior work suggests that awareness of mistreatment has
increased over time, even for more subtle manifestations of mis-
treatment (Cortina, 2008; Ilies et al., 2003). In line with stigma
consciousness theory (Pinel, 1999), this heightened awareness
should increase minority expectations for mistreatment, and thus
minority sensitivity to mistreatment (and reports of mistreatment)
should also increase over time. This work, in combination with our
findings that subgroup differences have, in many cases, decreased
over time, argues against sensitivity as an explanation for subgroup
differences. Thus, although it is impossible in our data to assess
whether the observed subgroup differences resulted from stereo-
types or visibility, our meta-analytic results seems to be consistent
with minority employees having differential experiences and not
differential sensitivities to mistreatment.

We note that this explanation is speculative and encourage
future work to continue to clarify the reasons for subgroup differ-
ences in mistreatment. Measuring objective indicators of work-
place mistreatment is one avenue through which we can identify
whether women and minorities experience more mistreatment (i.e.,
receive differential treatment) or perceive more mistreatment (i.e.,
have an increased sensitivity to mistreatment). For example, stud-
ies can objectively measure workplace discrimination by analyzing
emails for racially or sexually derogatory content. Future work
simultaneously measuring objective indicators and perceptions of
mistreatment would also be informative in understanding the cog-
nitive processes involved in acknowledging mistreatment as well
as the dispositional and situational variables that influence em-
ployee perceptions. Further, considering the impact of workgroup
composition on subgroup differences in mistreatment would en-
able researchers to assess the impact of visibility. Larger subgroup
differences in compositions that are more male and more White
would support the role of visibility (i.e., tokenism; Kanter, 1977)
in predicting subgroup differences.

Relatedly, it would be interesting for future work to determine
if the behaviors that are reported as mistreatment differ across
subgroups. As previously stated, men and Whites tend to hold
relatively more power than women and minorities, which may
affect perceptions of mistreatment in two ways. First, having more
power may make men and Whites more comfortable reporting that
they have experienced mistreatment because they occupy less
vulnerable positions. Second, men and Whites may also be more
likely to characterize negative behaviors as mistreatment be-
cause their relative power may result in different expectations
of interpersonal treatment. Thus, in addition to differences in
the amount of mistreatment perceived by subgroups, there may
also be substantive differences in the intensity of the behaviors
that are considered to be, and reported as, mistreatment across
demographic groups.

Further work in the area of power may provide additional insight
into the perceptions of discrimination and harassment at work. We
already noted the impact of perpetrator power on mistreatment, but
target power may also be important. For example, research has
demonstrated that high power women experience more sexual
harassment in comparison to lower power women (McLaughlin,
Uggen, & Blackstone, 2012). The authors argue that sexual ha-
rassment serves to inoculate the threat that powerful women pose
to men. This is consistent with social dominance perspectives
(Sidanius & Pratto, 2001), which posit that men and Whites are
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motivated to maintain their positions of relative power and engage
in mistreatment to reinforce traditional power hierarchies. This
suggests that the power standing of women and minorities can
affect their vulnerability to mistreatment (i.e., mistreatment of
women and minorities may increase as they gain more power
within the organization). Future research would benefit from iden-
tifying the magnitude of subgroup differences at different levels of
target power.

Finally, future work on mistreatment should also explore the
extent to which positive diversity climates moderate subgroup
differences in perceived mistreatment. Given that positive diver-
sity climates demonstrate that organizations value members of all
demographic groups, it follows that subgroup differences in mis-
treatment should be smallest in the presence of these climates.
Conversely, organizations that do not place value on diversity or
have climates that do not sufficiently discourage mistreatment are
likely to show increased subgroup differences.

Conclusion

The purpose of this meta-analysis was to estimate the degree to
which subgroup differences exist in perceptions of workplace
mistreatment. At first glance, our results suggest modest sex and
race differences in workplace mistreatment. Whereas moderate
subgroup differences were identified for perceived sex and race-
based mistreatment (e.g., sexual harassment, racial discrimina-
tion), there were little to no subgroup differences in general or
non-group-based forms of perceived mistreatment. However,
closer examination indicates the practical significance of these
findings (i.e., even small subgroup differences can be meaningful,
and some of these differences appear to have changed substantially
over time). Researchers and practitioners would benefit from en-
deavors such as the identification of organizational policy weak-
nesses, encouragement of antimistreatment climates that encom-
pass both insiders and outsiders, examination of the impact of
diversity climates on the magnitude of subgroup differences, in-
vestigation of subgroup differences in nonprotected groups, and
the pursuit of more valid mistreatment measures.

References

�Articles included in the meta-analyses are marked with an asterisk.

Allport, G. (1979). The nature of prejudice. New York, NY: Doubleday
Anchor. (Original work published 1954)

�Amarnani, R. K. (2016). A self-esteem threat perspective on the down-
stream customer consequences of customer mistreatment (Unpublished
doctoral dissertation). Australian National University, Canberra, Austra-
lia.

�Amos, K. S. (2013). Nursing faculty members’ perspectives of faculty-to-
faculty workplace incivility among nursing faculty members (Unpub-
lished doctoral dissertation). Capella University, Minneapolis, MN.

Andersson, L. M., & Pearson, C. M. (1999). Tit for tat? The spiraling effect
of incivility in the workplace. Academy of Management Review, 24,
452–471.

�Antecol, H., Barcus, V. E., & Cobb-Clark, D. (2009). Gender-biased
behavior at work: Exploring the relationship between sexual harassment
and sex discrimination. Journal of Economic Psychology, 30, 782–792.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.joep.2009.06.009

�Aquino, K., & Bommer, W. H. (2003). Preferential mistreatment: How
victim status moderates the relationship between organizational citizen-

ship behavior and workplace victimization. Organization Science, 14,
374–385. http://dx.doi.org/10.1287/orsc.14.4.374.17489

�Arnold, K. A., & Walsh, M. M. (2015). Customer incivility and employee
well-being: Testing the moderating effects of meaning, perspective
taking and transformational leadership. Work and Stress, 29, 362–378.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2015.1075234

�Aryee, S., Chen, Z. X., Sun, L.-Y., & Debrah, Y. A. (2007). Antecedents
and outcomes of abusive supervision: Test of a trickle-down model.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 92, 191–201. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/
0021-9010.92.1.191

�Aryee, S., Sun, L. Y., Chen, Z. X. G., & Debrah, Y. A. (2008). Abusive
supervision and contextual performance: The mediating role of emo-
tional exhaustion and the moderating role of work unit structure. Man-
agement and Organization Review, 4, 393–411. http://dx.doi.org/10
.1111/j.1740-8784.2008.00118.x

�Avery, D. R., McKay, P. F., & Wilson, D. C. (2008). What are the odds?
How demographic similarity affects the prevalence of perceived em-
ployment discrimination. Journal of Applied Psychology, 93, 235–249.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.93.2.235

�Baillien, E., Bollen, K., Euwema, M., & De Witte, H. (2014). Conflicts
and conflict management styles as precursors of workplace bullying: A
two-wave longitudinal study. European Journal of Work and Organi-
zational Psychology, 23, 511–524. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/1359432X
.2012.752899

Bakan, D. (1966). The duality of human existence: An essay on psychology
and religion. Chicago, IL: Rand McNally.

�Balducci, C., Cecchin, M., & Fraccaroli, F. (2012). The impact of role
stressors on workplace bullying in both victims and perpetrators, con-
trolling for personal vulnerability factors: A longitudinal analysis. Work
and Stress, 26, 37–41. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2012.714543

�Balducci, C., Cecchin, M., Fraccaroli, F., & Schaufeli, W. B. (2012).
Exploring the relationship between workaholism and workplace aggres-
sive behaviour: The role of job-related emotion. Personality and Indi-
vidual Differences, 53, 629–634. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2012
.05.004

�Balducci, C., Fraccaroli, F., & Schaufeli, W. B. (2011). Workplace
bullying and its relation with work characteristics, personality, and
post-traumatic stress symptoms: An integrated model. Anxiety, Stress,
and Coping, 24, 499–513. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10615806.2011.55
5533

�Balser, D. B. (2002). Agency in organizational inequality: Organizational
behavior and individual perceptions of discrimination. Work and Occu-
pations, 29, 137–165. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0730888402029002002

�Bamberger, P. A., & Bacharach, S. B. (2006). Abusive supervision and
subordinate problem drinking: Taking resistance, stress and subordinate
personality into account. Human Relations, 59, 723–752. http://dx.doi
.org/10.1177/0018726706066852

Barak, M. E. M. (2014). Managing diversity: Toward a globally inclusive
workplace (3rd ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

�Bayl-Smith, P. H., & Griffin, B. (2014). Age discrimination in the work-
place: Identifying as a late-career worker and its relationship with
engagement and intended retirement age. Journal of Applied Social
Psychology, 44, 588–599. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/jasp.12251

�Beaver, H. W. (1999). Client violence against professional social work-
ers: Frequency, worker characteristics, and impact on worker job sat-
isfaction, burnout, and health (Unpublished doctoral dissertation). Uni-
versity of Arkansas, Fayetteville, AR.

�Bedi, A., Courcy, F., Paquet, M., & Harvey, S. (2013). Interpersonal
aggression and burnout: The mediating role of psychological climate.
Stress and Health, 29, 350–359. http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/smi.2476

�Berdahl, J. L., & Aquino, K. (2009). Sexual behavior at work: Fun or
folly? Journal of Applied Psychology, 94, 34–47. http://dx.doi.org/10
.1037/a0012981

T
hi

s
do

cu
m

en
t

is
co

py
ri

gh
te

d
by

th
e

A
m

er
ic

an
Ps

yc
ho

lo
gi

ca
l

A
ss

oc
ia

tio
n

or
on

e
of

its
al

lie
d

pu
bl

is
he

rs
.

T
hi

s
ar

tic
le

is
in

te
nd

ed
so

le
ly

fo
r

th
e

pe
rs

on
al

us
e

of
th

e
in

di
vi

du
al

us
er

an
d

is
no

t
to

be
di

ss
em

in
at

ed
br

oa
dl

y.

152 MCCORD, JOSEPH, DHANANI, AND BEUS

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.joep.2009.06.009
http://dx.doi.org/10.1287/orsc.14.4.374.17489
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2015.1075234
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.1.191
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.1.191
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1740-8784.2008.00118.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1740-8784.2008.00118.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.93.2.235
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2012.752899
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2012.752899
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2012.714543
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2012.05.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2012.05.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10615806.2011.555533
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10615806.2011.555533
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0730888402029002002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0018726706066852
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0018726706066852
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/jasp.12251
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/smi.2476
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0012981
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0012981


�Berdahl, J. L., & Moon, S. H. (2013). Workplace mistreatment of middle
class workers based on sex, parenthood, and caregiving. Journal of
Social Issues, 69, 341–366. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/josi.12018

Berdahl, J. L., & Moore, C. (2006). Workplace harassment: Double jeop-
ardy for minority women. Journal of Applied Psychology, 91, 426–436.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.91.2.426

�Bergbom, B., Vartia-Vaananen, M., & Kinnunen, U. (2015). Immigrants
and natives at work: Exposure to workplace bullying. Employee Rela-
tions, 37, 158–175. http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/ER-09-2014-0101

�Bergman, M. E., Palmieri, P. A., Drasgow, F., & Ormerod, A. J. (2012).
Racial/ethnic harassment and discrimination, its antecedents, and its
effect on job-related outcomes. Journal of Occupational Health Psy-
chology, 17, 65–78. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0026430

Berry, C. M., Carpenter, N. C., & Barratt, C. L. (2012). Do other-reports
of counterproductive work behavior provide an incremental contribution
over self-reports? A meta-analytic comparison. Journal of Applied Psy-
chology, 97, 613–636. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0026739

�Bjorkqvist, K., Osterman, K., & Hjeit-Back, M. (1994). Aggression
among university employees. Aggressive Behavior, 20, 173–184. http://
dx.doi.org/10.1002/1098-2337(1994)20:3�173::AID-AB2480200
304	3.0.CO;2-D

Blalock, H. M. (1956). Economic discrimination and Negro increase.
American Sociological Review, 21, 584–588. http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/
2089093

Blumenthal, J. A. (1998). The reasonable woman standard: A meta-
analytic review of gender differences in perceptions of sexual harass-
ment. Law and Human Behavior, 22, 33–57. http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/
A:1025724721559

Bobko, P., Roth, P. L., & Bobko, C. (2001). Correcting the effect size of
d for range restriction and unreliability. Organizational Research Meth-
ods, 4, 46–61. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/109442810141003

Bosco, F. A., Aguinis, H., Singh, K., Field, J. G., & Pierce, C. A. (2015).
Correlational effect size benchmarks. Journal of Applied Psychology,
100, 431–449. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0038047

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. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-90
10.91.5.998

�Bowling, N. A., Beehr, T. A., Bennett, M. M., & Watson, C. P. (2010).
Target personality and workplace victimization: A prospective anal-
ysis. Work and Stress, 24, 140 –158. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/
02678373.2010.489635

�Bowling, N. A., & Burns, G. N. (2015). Sex as a moderator of the
relationships between predictor variables and counterproductive work
behavior. Journal of Business and Psychology, 30, 193–205. http://dx
.doi.org/10.1007/s10869-013-9342-5

�Breaux, D. M., Perrewe, P. L., Hall, A. T., Frink, D. D., & Hochwarter,
W. A. (2008). Time to try a little tenderness? The detrimental effects of
accountability when coupled with abusive supervision. Journal of Lead-
ership & Organizational Studies, 15, 111–122. http://dx.doi.org/10
.1177/1548051808321787

�Brees, J., Mackey, J., Martinko, M., & Harvey, P. (2014). The mediating
role of perceptions of abusive supervision in the relationship between
personality and aggression. Journal of Leadership & Organizational
Studies, 21, 403–413. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1548051813505859

�Brough, P. (2005). Workplace violence experienced by paramedics: Re-
lationships with social support, job satisfaction, and psychological
strain. Australasian Journal of Disaster and Trauma Studies, 2, 1–12.
Retrieved from http://www.massey.ac.nz/~trauma/

�Brough, P., & Frame, R. (2004). Predicting police job satisfaction and
turnover intentions: The role of social support and police organisational
variables. New Zealand Journal of Psychology, 33, 8–16. Retrieved
from http://www.psychology.org.nz/publications-media/new-zealand-
journal-of-psychology/#.VloDJnarTIU

�Brown, M. E., Treviño, L. K., & Harrison, D. A. (2005). Ethical leader-
ship: A social learning perspective for construct development and test-
ing. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 97, 117–
134. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2005.03.002

�Bruk-Lee, V., & Spector, P. E. (2006). The social stressors-
counterproductive work behaviors link: Are conflicts with supervisors
and coworkers the same? Journal of Occupational Health Psychology,
11, 145–156. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.11.2.145

�Buchanan, N. T., Settles, I. H., & Woods, K. C. (2008). Comparing sexual
harassment subtypes among black and white women by military rank:
Double jeopardy, the jezebel, and the cult of true womanhood. Psychol-
ogy of Women Quarterly, 32, 347–361. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-
6402.2008.00450.x

Burton, A. M., Bruce, V., & Dench, N. (1993). What’s the difference
between men and women? Evidence from facial measurement. Percep-
tion, 22, 153–176. http://dx.doi.org/10.1068/p220153

�Burton, J. P. (2015). The role of job embeddedness in the relationship
between bullying and aggression. European Journal of Work and Or-
ganizational Psychology, 24, 518–529. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/135
9432X.2014.944169

�Burton, J. P., & Hoobler, J. M. (2011). Aggressive reactions to abusive
supervision: The role of interactional justice and narcissism. Scan-
dinavian Journal of Psychology, 52, 389 –398. http://dx.doi.org/10
.1111/j.1467-9450.2011.00886.x

�Cadiz, D. M. (2010). The effects of ageism climates and core self-
evaluations on nurses’ turnover intentions, organizational commitment,
and work engagement (Unpublished doctoral dissertation). Portland
State University, Portland, OR.

�Carlson, D., Ferguson, M., Hunter, E., & Whitten, D. (2012). Abusive
supervision and work–family conflict: The path through emotional labor
and burnout. The Leadership Quarterly, 23, 849–859. http://dx.doi.org/
10.1016/j.leaqua.2012.05.003

�Cemaloglu, N. (2007). The exposure of primary school teachers to bul-
lying: An analysis of various variables. Social Behavior and Personality,
35, 789–802. http://dx.doi.org/10.2224/sbp.2007.35.6.789

Chan, D. K.-S., Chow, S. Y., Lam, C. B., & Cheung, S. F. (2008).
Examining the job-related, psychological, and physical outcomes of
workplace sexual harassment: A meta-analytic review. Psychology of
Women Quarterly, 32, 362–376. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-6402
.2008.00451.x

�Chang, C., Eatough, E. M., Spector, P. E., & Kessler, S. R. (2012).
Violence-prevention climate, exposure to violence and aggression, and
prevention behavior: A mediation model. Journal of Organizational
Behavior, 33, 657–677. http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/job.776

�Chen, Y., Ferris, D. L., Kwan, H. K., Yan, M., Zhou, M., & Hong, Y.
(2010). Self-love’s lost labor: A self-enhancement model of workplace
incivility. Academy of Management Journal, 56, 1199–1219. http://dx
.doi.org/10.5465/amj.2010.0906

�Chi, N. W., Tsai, W. C., & Tseng, S. M. (2013). Customer negative events
and employee service sabotage: The roles of employee hostility, person-
ality and group affective tone. Work and Stress, 27, 298–319. http://dx
.doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2013.819046

�Chi, S. C. S., & Liang, S. G. (2013). When do subordinates’ emotion-
regulation strategies matter? Abusive supervision, subordinates’ emo-
tional exhaustion, and work withdrawal. The Leadership Quarterly, 24,
125–137. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2012.08.006

�Chrobot-Mason, D., Ragins, B. R., & Linnehan, F. (2013). Second hand
smoke: Ambient racial harassment at work. Journal of Managerial
Psychology, 28, 470–491. http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/JMP-02-2012-0064

�Chung, Y. W. (2015). The mediating effects of organizational conflict on
the relationships between workplace ostracism with in-role behavior and
organizational citizenship behavior. International Journal of Conflict
Management, 26, 366–385. http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/IJCMA-01-2014-
0001

T
hi

s
do

cu
m

en
t

is
co

py
ri

gh
te

d
by

th
e

A
m

er
ic

an
Ps

yc
ho

lo
gi

ca
l

A
ss

oc
ia

tio
n

or
on

e
of

its
al

lie
d

pu
bl

is
he

rs
.

T
hi

s
ar

tic
le

is
in

te
nd

ed
so

le
ly

fo
r

th
e

pe
rs

on
al

us
e

of
th

e
in

di
vi

du
al

us
er

an
d

is
no

t
to

be
di

ss
em

in
at

ed
br

oa
dl

y.

153SEX AND RACE DIFFERENCES IN MISTREATMENT

http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/josi.12018
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.91.2.426
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/ER-09-2014-0101
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0026430
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0026739
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/1098-2337%281994%2920:3%3C173::AID-AB2480200304%3E3.0.CO;2-D
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/1098-2337%281994%2920:3%3C173::AID-AB2480200304%3E3.0.CO;2-D
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/1098-2337%281994%2920:3%3C173::AID-AB2480200304%3E3.0.CO;2-D
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2089093
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2089093
http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/A:1025724721559
http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/A:1025724721559
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/109442810141003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0038047
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.91.5.998
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.91.5.998
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2010.489635
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2010.489635
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10869-013-9342-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10869-013-9342-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1548051808321787
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1548051808321787
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1548051813505859
http://www.massey.ac.nz/%7Etrauma/
http://www.psychology.org.nz/publications-media/new-zealand-journal-of-psychology/%23.VloDJnarTIU
http://www.psychology.org.nz/publications-media/new-zealand-journal-of-psychology/%23.VloDJnarTIU
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2005.03.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.11.2.145
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-6402.2008.00450.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-6402.2008.00450.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1068/p220153
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2014.944169
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2014.944169
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9450.2011.00886.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9450.2011.00886.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2012.05.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2012.05.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.2224/sbp.2007.35.6.789
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-6402.2008.00451.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-6402.2008.00451.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/job.776
http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/amj.2010.0906
http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/amj.2010.0906
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2013.819046
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2013.819046
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2012.08.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/JMP-02-2012-0064
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/IJCMA-01-2014-0001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/IJCMA-01-2014-0001


Cohen, J. (1988). Statistical power analysis for the behavioral sciences.
Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

Colquitt, J. A. (2004). Does the justice of the one interact with the justice
of the many? Reactions to procedural justice in teams. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 89, 633–646. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010
.89.4.633

�Cornejo, J. M. (2007). An examination of the relationships among per-
ceived gender discrimination, work motivation, and performance (Un-
published doctoral dissertation). University of Central Florida, Orlando, FL.

Cortina, J. M. (2003). Apples and oranges (and pears, oh my!): The search
for moderators in meta-analysis. Organizational Research Methods, 6,
415–439. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1094428103257358

Cortina, L. M. (2008). Unseen injustice: Incivility as modern discrimina-
tion in organizations. Academy of Management Review, 33, 55–75.
http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/AMR.2008.27745097

�Cortina, L. M., Kabat-Farr, D., Leskinen, E. A., Huerta, M., & Magley,
V. J. (2013). Selective incivility as modern discrimination in organiza-
tions: Evidence and impact. Journal of Management, 39, 1579–1605.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0149206311418835

Cortina, L. M., Lonsway, K. A., & Magley, V. J. (2004, April). Recon-
ceptualizing workplace incivility through the lenses of gender and race.
Paper presented at the 19th annual meeting of the Society for Industrial-
Organizational Psychology, Chicago, IL.

Cortina, L. M., & Magley, V. J. (2003). Raising voice, risking retaliation:
Events following interpersonal mistreatment in the workplace. Journal
of Occupational Health Psychology, 8, 247–265. http://dx.doi.org/10
.1037/1076-8998.8.4.247

Crandall, C. S., & Eshleman, A. (2003). A justification-suppression model
of the expression and experience of prejudice. Psychological Bulletin,
129, 414–446. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.129.3.414

�Cronin, T., & Smith, H. (2011). Protest, exit, or deviance: Adjunct
university faculty reactions to occupational rank-based mistreatment.
Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 41, 2352–2373. http://dx.doi.org/
10.1111/j.1559-1816.2011.00826.x

Cropanzano, R., Bowen, D. E., & Gilliland, S. W. (2007). The management
of organizational justice. The Academy of Management Perspectives, 21,
34–48. http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/AMP.2007.27895338

Cuddy, A. J., Fiske, S. T., & Glick, P. (2008). Warmth and competence as
universal dimensions of social perception: The stereotype content model
and the BIAS map. Advances in Experimental Social Psychology, 40,
61–149. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(07)00002-0

�Cullen, K. L., Fan, J., & Liu, C. (2014). Employee popularity mediates the
relationship between political skill and workplace interpersonal mistreat-
ment. Journal of Management, 40, 1760–1778. http://dx.doi.org/10
.1177/0149206311435104

�Cunningham, G. B., & Sagas, M. (2007). Examining potential differences
between men and women. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 37,
3010–3024. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2007.00291.x

�Decoster, S., Camps, J., & Stouten, J. (2014). The mediating role of LMX
between abusive supervision and work behaviors: A replication and
extension. American Journal of Business, 29, 61–75. http://dx.doi.org/
10.1108/AJB-06-2013-0038

�Decoster, S., Camps, J., Stouten, J., Vandevyvere, L., & Tripp, T. M.
(2013). Standing by your organization: The impact of organizational
identification and abusive supervision on followers’ perceived cohesion
and tendency to gossip. Journal of Business Ethics, 118, 623–634.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10551-012-1612-z

�Deery, S., Walsh, J., & Guest, D. (2011). Workplace aggression: The
effects of harassment on job burnout and turnover intentions. Work,
Employment and Society, 25, 742–759. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/095
0017011419707

�de Haas, S., Timmerman, G., & Höing, M. (2009). Sexual harassment and
health among male and female police officers. Journal of Occupational
Health Psychology, 14, 390–401. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0017046

�Deitch, E. A., Barsky, A., Butz, R. M., Chan, S., Brief, A. P., & Bradley,
J. C. (2003). Subtle yet significant: The existence and impact of every-
day racial discrimination in the workplace. Human Relations, 56, 1299–
1324. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/00187267035611002

�de Jesus, N. (2001). Relationships between normative and race/ethnic-
related job stressors and marital and individual well-being among Black
and Latino/a workers (Unpublished doctoral dissertation). New York
University, New York, NY.

�Dettinger, S. M. (2005). Effects of personal and collective self-esteem on
conflict in the workplace (Unpublished doctoral dissertation). Temple
University, Philadelphia, PA.

�Devonish, D. (2014). Job demands, health, and absenteeism: Does bully-
ing make things worse? Employee Relations, 36, 165–181. http://dx.doi
.org/10.1108/ER-01-2013-0011

�Dinsbach, A. A., Feij, J. A., & de Vries, R. E. (2007). The role of
communication content in an ethnically diverse organization. Interna-
tional Journal of Intercultural Relations, 31, 725–745. http://dx.doi.org/
10.1016/j.ijintrel.2007.08.001

Dipboye, R. L., & Halverson, S. K. (2004). Subtle (and not so subtle)
discrimination in organizations. In R. W. Griffin & A. M. O’Leary-Kelly
(Eds.) The dark side of organizational behavior, 16, 131–158. San
Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

�Dormann, C., & Zapf, D. (2004). Customer-related social stressors and
burnout. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 9, 61–82. http://
dx.doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.9.1.61

Dovidio, J. F., Gaertner, S. L., & Bachman, B. A. (2001). Racial bias in
organizations: The role of group processes in its causes and cures. In
M. E. Turner (Ed.), Groups at work: Theory and research (pp. 415–
444). New York, NY: Erlbaum, Inc.

�Dubbelt, L., Rispens, S., & Demerouti, E. (2016). Gender discrimination
and job characteristics. Career Development International, 21, 230–245.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/CDI-10-2015-0136

�Dupré, K. E., Dawe, K. A., & Barling, J. (2014). Harm to those who serve:
Effects of direct and vicarious customer-initiated workplace aggression.
Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 29, 2355–2377. http://dx.doi.org/10
.1177/0886260513518841

Einarsen, S. (1999). The nature and causes of bullying at work. Interna-
tional Journal of Manpower, 20, 16–27. http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/0143
7729910268588

Einarsen, S., Hoel, H., & Notelaers, G. (2009). Measuring exposure to
bullying and harassment at work: Validity, factor structure, and psycho-
metric properties of the Negative Acts Questionnaire-Revised. Work and
Stress, 23, 24–44. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02678370902815673

Einarsen, S., & Raknes, B. I. (1997). Harassment in the workplace and the
victimization of men. Violence and Victims, 12, 247–263. http://www
.springerpub.com/violence-and-victims.html

�Einarsen, S., & Skogstad, A. (1996). Bullying at work: Epidemiological
findings in public and private organizations. European Journal of Work
and Organizational Psychology, 5, 185–201. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/
13594329608414854

�Ellrich, K. (2016). The influence of violent victimisation on police offi-
cers’ organisational commitment. Journal of Police and Criminal Psy-
chology, 31, 96–107. http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11896-015-9173-6

�Enoksen, E. (2016). Perceived discrimination against immigrants in the
workplace. Equality, Diversity, and Inclusion. International Journal, 35,
66–80.

�Ensher, E. A., Grant-Vallone, E. J., & Donaldson, S. I. (2001). Effects of
perceived discrimination on job satisfaction, organizational commit-
ment, organizational citizenship behavior, and grievances. Human Re-
source Development Quarterly, 12, 53–72. http://ezproxy.net.ucf.edu/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/1532-1096(200101/02)12:1�53:AID-
HRDQ5	3.0.CO,2-G

Equal Employment Opportunity Commission. (1999). Enforcement guid-
ance on vicarious employer liability for unlawful harassment by super-

T
hi

s
do

cu
m

en
t

is
co

py
ri

gh
te

d
by

th
e

A
m

er
ic

an
Ps

yc
ho

lo
gi

ca
l

A
ss

oc
ia

tio
n

or
on

e
of

its
al

lie
d

pu
bl

is
he

rs
.

T
hi

s
ar

tic
le

is
in

te
nd

ed
so

le
ly

fo
r

th
e

pe
rs

on
al

us
e

of
th

e
in

di
vi

du
al

us
er

an
d

is
no

t
to

be
di

ss
em

in
at

ed
br

oa
dl

y.

154 MCCORD, JOSEPH, DHANANI, AND BEUS

http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.89.4.633
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.89.4.633
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1094428103257358
http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/AMR.2008.27745097
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0149206311418835
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.8.4.247
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.8.4.247
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.129.3.414
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2011.00826.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2011.00826.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/AMP.2007.27895338
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601%2807%2900002-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0149206311435104
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0149206311435104
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2007.00291.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/AJB-06-2013-0038
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/AJB-06-2013-0038
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10551-012-1612-z
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0950017011419707
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0950017011419707
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0017046
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/00187267035611002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/ER-01-2013-0011
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/ER-01-2013-0011
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2007.08.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2007.08.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.9.1.61
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.9.1.61
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/CDI-10-2015-0136
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0886260513518841
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0886260513518841
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/01437729910268588
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/01437729910268588
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02678370902815673
http://www.springerpub.com/violence-and-victims.html
http://www.springerpub.com/violence-and-victims.html
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13594329608414854
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13594329608414854
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11896-015-9173-6
http://ezproxy.net.ucf.edu/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/1532-1096%28200101/02%2912:1%3C53:AID-HRDQ5%3E3.0.CO,2-G
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/1532-1096%28200101/02%2912:1%3C53:AID-HRDQ5%3E3.0.CO,2-G


visors. Retrieved from http://www.eeoc.gov/policy/docs/harassment
.html

Equal Employment Opportunity Commission. (2013). Laws and guidance.
Retrieved from http://www.eeoc.gov/laws/

�Eriksen, W., & Einarsen, S. (2004). Gender minority as a risk factor of
exposure to bullying at work: The case of male assistant nurses. Euro-
pean Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, 13, 473–492.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13594320444000173

�Eschleman, K. J., Bowling, N. A., Michel, J. S., & Burns, G. N. (2014).
Perceived intent of supervisor as a moderator of the relationships be-
tween abusive supervision and counterproductive work behaviours.
Work and Stress, 28, 362–375. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2014
.961183

Fairchild, C. (2014, June 3). Number of Fortune 500 women CEOs reaches
historic high. Fortune. Retrieved from http://fortune.com/2014/06/03/
number-of-fortune-500-women-ceos-reaches-historic-high/

�Farh, C. I. C., & Chen, Z. (2014). Beyond the individual victim: Multi-
level consequences of abusive supervision in teams. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 99, 1074–1095. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0037636

Feldman-Barrett, L. F., & Swim, J. K. (1998). Appraisals of prejudice and
discrimination. In J. K. Swim & C. Stangor (Eds.), Prejudice: The
target’s perspective (pp. 12–37). San Diego, CA: Academic Press.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/B978-012679130-3/50036-3

�Ferris, D. L., Brown, D. J., Berry, J. W., & Lian, H. (2008). The
development and validation of the Workplace Ostracism Scale. Journal
of Applied Psychology, 93, 1348–1366. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a00
12743

�Fiset, J. (2014). The good shepherd: The impact of relational leadership
interventionary behavior on workplace ostracism (Unpublished doctoral
dissertation). Concordia University, Montreal, Quebec, Canada.

�Fiset, J., Al Hajj, R., & Vongas, J. G. (August 10, 2015). When ostracism
cannot be ignored: The role of ostracizer status and ostracizee’s social
support. A paper presented at the 75th annual meeting of the Academy
of Management, Vancouver, Canada.

Fiske, S. T., & Neuberg, S. L. (1990). A continuum model of impression
formation from category-based to individuating processes: Influences of
information and motivation on attention and interpretation. In M. P.
Zanna (Ed.), Advances in experimental social psychology (Vol. 23, pp.
1–74). San Diego, CA: Academic Press.

�Fitzgerald, L., Drasgow, F., & Magley, V. (1999). Sexual harassment in
the armed forces: A test of an integrated model. Military Psychology, 11,
329–343. http://dx.doi.org/10.1207/s15327876mp1103_7

�Fitzpatrick, K. M., & Wilson, M. (1999). Exposure to violence and
posttraumatic stress symptomatology among abortion clinic workers.
Journal of Traumatic Stress, 12, 227–242. http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/A:
1024768207850

�Foley, S., Hang-Yue, N., & Wong, A. (2005). Perceptions of discrimina-
tion and justice: Are there gender differences in outcomes? Group &
Organization Management, 30, 421–450. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/105
9601104265054

�Foley, S., Kidder, D. L., & Powell, G. N. (2002). The perceived glass
ceiling and justice perceptions: An investigation of Hispanic law asso-
ciates. Journal of Management, 28, 471–496. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/
014920630202800401

�Foley, S., Ngo, H., & Loi, R. (2006). Antecedents and consequences of
perceived personal gender discrimination: A study of solicitors in Hong
Kong. Sex Roles, 55, 197–208. http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11199-006-
9073-4

�Ford, D. P. (2013). Virtual harassment: Media characteristics’ role in
psychological health. Journal of Managerial Psychology, 28, 408–428.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/JMP-12-2012-0398

�Foulis, D., & McCabe, M. (1997). Sexual harassment: Factors affecting
attitudes and perceptions. Sex Roles, 37, 773–798. http://dx.doi.org/10
.1007/BF02936339

�Frone, M. R. (2000). Interpersonal conflict at work and psychological
outcomes: Testing a model among young workers. Journal of Occupa-
tional Health Psychology, 5, 246–255. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1076-
8998.5.2.246

�Gabler, C. B., Nagy, K. R., & Hill, R. P. (2014). Causes and consequences
of abusive supervision in sales management: A tale of two perspectives.
Psychology and Marketing, 31, 278–293. http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/mar
.20694

�Garcia, L. M. (2009). The hidden injuries of racial employment discrim-
ination: A qualitative analysis of depression and psychological distress
(Unpublished doctoral dissertation). Ohio State University, Columbus, OH.

�Garcia, P. R. J. M., Wang, L., Lu, V., Kiazad, K., & Restubog, S. L. D.
(2015). When victims become culprits: The role of subordinates’ neu-
roticism in the relationship between abusive supervision and workplace
deviance. Personality and Individual Differences, 72, 225–229. http://
dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2014.08.017

�Gettman, H. J., & Gelfand, M. J. (2007). When the customer shouldn’t be
king: Antecedents and consequences of sexual harassment by clients and
customers. Journal of Applied Psychology, 92, 757–770. http://dx.doi
.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.3.757

Gilbert, J. A., Stead, B. A., & Ivancevich, J. M. (1999). Diversity man-
agement: A new organizational paradigm. Journal of Business Ethics,
21, 61–76. http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/A:1005907602028

�Giorgi, G., Leon-Perez, J. M., & Arenas, A. (2015). Are bullying behav-
iors tolerated in some culture? Evidence of a curvilinear relationship
between workplace bullying and job satisfaction among Italian workers.
Journal of Business Ethics, 131, 227–237. http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/
s10551-014-2266-9

�Giorgi, G., Shoss, M. K., & Leon-Perez, J. M. (2015). Going beyond
workplace stressors: Economic crisis and perceived employability in
relation to psychological distress and job dissatisfaction. International
Journal of Stress Management, 22, 137–158. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/
a0038900

�Giumetti, G. W., McKibben, E. S., Hatfield, A. L., Schroeder, A. N., &
Kowalski, R. M. (2012). Cyber incivility @ work: The new age of
interpersonal deviance. Cyberpsychology, Behavior, and Social Net-
working, 15, 148–154. http://dx.doi.org/10.1089/cyber.2011.0336

�Glasø, L., Bele, E., Nielsen, M. B., & Einarsen, S. (2011). Bus drivers’
exposure to bullying at work: An occupation-specific approach. Scan-
dinavian Journal of Psychology, 52, 484–493. http://dx.doi.org/10
.1111/j.1467-9450.2011.00895.x

�Glasø, L., Vie, T. L., Holmdal, G. R., & Einarsen, S. (2011). An appli-
cation of affective events theory to workplace bullying. European Psy-
chologist, 16, 198–208. http://dx.doi.org/10.1027/1016-9040/a000026

Glick, P., & Fiske, S. T. (1996). The Ambivalent Sexism Inventory:
Differentiating hostile and benevolent sexism. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 70, 491–512. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-
3514.70.3.491

�Glomb, T. M., & Liao, H. (2003). Interpersonal aggression in work
groups: Social influence, reciprocal, and individual effects. Academy of
Management Journal, 46, 486 – 496. http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/30
040640

�Gopalkrishnan, P. (2013). Abusive supervision and group-level percep-
tions: Looking at the social context of abuse in the workplace (Unpub-
lished doctoral dissertation). Bowling Green State University. Bowling
Green, OH.

�Goussinsky, R. (2011). Does customer aggression more strongly affect
happy employees? The moderating role of positive affectivity and ex-
traversion. Motivation and Emotion, 35, 220–234. http://dx.doi.org/10
.1007/s11031-011-9215-z

�Grandey, A. A., Dickter, D. N., & Sin, H. P. (2004). The customer is not
always right: Customer aggression and emotion regulation of service
employees. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 25, 397–418. http://dx
.doi.org/10.1002/job.252

T
hi

s
do

cu
m

en
t

is
co

py
ri

gh
te

d
by

th
e

A
m

er
ic

an
Ps

yc
ho

lo
gi

ca
l

A
ss

oc
ia

tio
n

or
on

e
of

its
al

lie
d

pu
bl

is
he

rs
.

T
hi

s
ar

tic
le

is
in

te
nd

ed
so

le
ly

fo
r

th
e

pe
rs

on
al

us
e

of
th

e
in

di
vi

du
al

us
er

an
d

is
no

t
to

be
di

ss
em

in
at

ed
br

oa
dl

y.

155SEX AND RACE DIFFERENCES IN MISTREATMENT

http://www.eeoc.gov/policy/docs/harassment.html
http://www.eeoc.gov/policy/docs/harassment.html
http://www.eeoc.gov/laws/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13594320444000173
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2014.961183
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2014.961183
http://fortune.com/2014/06/03/number-of-fortune-500-women-ceos-reaches-historic-high/
http://fortune.com/2014/06/03/number-of-fortune-500-women-ceos-reaches-historic-high/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0037636
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/B978-012679130-3/50036-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0012743
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0012743
http://dx.doi.org/10.1207/s15327876mp1103_7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/A:1024768207850
http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/A:1024768207850
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1059601104265054
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1059601104265054
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/014920630202800401
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/014920630202800401
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11199-006-9073-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11199-006-9073-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/JMP-12-2012-0398
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF02936339
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF02936339
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.5.2.246
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.5.2.246
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/mar.20694
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/mar.20694
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2014.08.017
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2014.08.017
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.3.757
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.3.757
http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/A:1005907602028
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10551-014-2266-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10551-014-2266-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0038900
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0038900
http://dx.doi.org/10.1089/cyber.2011.0336
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9450.2011.00895.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9450.2011.00895.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1027/1016-9040/a000026
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.70.3.491
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.70.3.491
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/30040640
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/30040640
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11031-011-9215-z
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11031-011-9215-z
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/job.252
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/job.252


�Grandey, A. A., Kern, J. H., & Frone, M. R. (2007). Verbal abuse from
outsiders versus insiders: Comparing frequency, impact on emotional
exhaustion, and the role of emotional labor. Journal of Occupational
Health Psychology, 12, 63–79. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.12
.1.63

Grant Thornton. (2013). Women in senior management: Setting the stage
for growth. Retrieved from http://www.gtcayman.com/assets/
ibr2013_wib_report_final.pdf

�Gregory, B. T., Osmonbekov, T., Gregory, S. T., Albritton, M. D., & Carr,
J. C. (2013). Abusive supervision and citizenship behaviors: Exploring
boundary conditions. Journal of Managerial Psychology, 28, 628–644.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/JMP-10-2012-0314

�Gutek, B. A., Cohen, A. G., & Konrad, A. M. (1990). Predicting social-
sexual behavior at work: A contact hypothesis. Academy of Management
Journal, 33, 560–577. http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/256581

�Gutek, B., Cohen, A., & Tsui, A. (1996). Reactions to perceived sex
discrimination. Human Relations, 49, 791– 813. http://dx.doi.org/10
.1177/001872679604900604

�Haggard, D. L., Robert, C., & Rose, A. J. (2011). Co-rumination in the
workplace: Adjustment trade-offs for men and women who engage in
excessive discussions of workplace problems. Journal of Business and
Psychology, 26, 27–40. http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10869-010-9169-2

�Haines, V. Y., III, Marchand, A., & Harvey, S. (2006). Crossover of
workplace aggression experiences in dual-earner couples. Journal of
Occupational Health Psychology, 11, 305–314. http://dx.doi.org/10
.1037/1076-8998.11.4.305

�Harold, C. M., & Holtz, B. C. (2015). The effects of passive leadership on
workplace incivility. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 36, 16–38.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/job.1926

�Harold, C. M., Petrucci, T., & Han, S. (2016, April). The interactive
effects of agency and communalism on social undermining. Paper pre-
sented at the 31st annual meeting of the Society for Industrial and
Organizational Psychology, Anaheim, CA.

�Harris, K. J., Harvey, P., Harris, R. B., & Cast, M. (2013). An investiga-
tion of abusive supervision, vicarious abusive supervision, and their joint
impacts. The Journal of Social Psychology, 153, 38–50. http://dx.doi
.org/10.1080/00224545.2012.703709

�Harris, K. J., Kacmar, K. M., & Zivnuska, S. (2007). An investigation of
abusive supervision as a predictor of performance and the meaning of
work as a moderator of the relationship. The Leadership Quarterly, 18,
252–263. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2007.03.007

�Harris, K. J., Lambert, A., & Harris, R. B. (2013). HRM effectiveness as
a moderator of the relationships between abusive supervision and tech-
nology work overload and job outcomes for technology end users.
Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 43, 1686–1695. http://dx.doi.org/
10.1111/jasp.12122

�Harvey, P., Harris, K. J., Gillis, W. E., & Martinko, M. J. (2014). Abusive
supervision and the entitled employee. The Leadership Quarterly, 25,
204–217. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2013.08.001

�Hassell, B. L. (1991). The effects of ageism and age discrimination on
older workers: A field study (Unpublished doctoral dissertation). Florida
State University, Tallahassee, FL.

Hedges, L., & Olkin, I. (1985). Statistical methods for meta-analysis.
Orlando, FL: Academic Press.

Heilman, M. E., Block, C. J., & Martell, R. F. (1995). Sex stereotypes: Do
they influence perceptions of managers? Journal of Social Behavior and
Personality, 10, 237–252. Retrieved from https://www.sbp-journal.com/
index.php/sbp

�Heinisch, D. A., & Jex, S. M. (1997). Negative affectivity and gender as
moderators of the relationship between work-related stressors and de-
pressed mood at work. Work and Stress, 11, 46–57. http://dx.doi.org/
10.1080/02678379708256821

�Henle, C. A., & Gross, M. A. (2014). What have I done to deserve this?
The effects of employee personality and emotion on abusive super-

vision. Journal of Business Ethics, 122, 461–474. http://dx.doi.org/10
.1007/s10551-013-1771-6

Hershcovis, M. S. (2011). “Incivility, social undermining, bullying . . . oh
my!” A call to reconcile constructs within workplace aggression re-
search. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 32, 499–519. http://dx.doi
.org/10.1002/job.689

Hershcovis, M. S., & Barling, J. (2010). Towards a multi-foci approach to
workplace aggression: A meta-analytic review of outcomes from differ-
ent perpetrators. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 31, 24–44. http://
dx.doi.org/10.1002/job.621

�Hershcovis, M. S., Parker, S. K., & Reich, T. C. (2010). The moderating
effect of equal opportunity support and confidence in grievance proce-
dures on sexual harassment from different perpetrators. Journal of
Business Ethics, 92, 415–432. http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10551-009-
0165-2

Hershcovis, M. S., Turner, N., Barling, J., Arnold, K. A., Dupré, K. E.,
Inness, M., . . . Sivanathan, N. (2007). Predicting workplace aggression:
A meta-analysis. Journal of Applied Psychology, 92, 228–238. http://
dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.1.228

Hilton, J. L., & von Hippel, W. (1996). Stereotypes. Annual Review of
Psychology, 47, 237–271. http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.47.1
.237

�Himmer, R. P. (2016). The effect of target demographics and emotional
intelligence on workplace bullying (Unpublished doctoral dissertation).
Walden University, Minneapolis, MN.

�Hirsh, E., & Lyons, C. J. (2010). Perceiving discrimination on the job:
Legal consciousness, workplace context, and the construction of race
discrimination. Law & Society Review, 44, 269–298. http://dx.doi.org/
10.1111/j.1540-5893.2010.00403.x

Hoel, H., Sheehan, M., Cooper, C. L., & Einarsen, S. (2011). Organisa-
tional effects of workplace bullying. In S. Einarsen, H. Hoel, D. Zapf, &
C. L. Cooper (Eds.), Bullying and harassment in the workplace. Devel-
opments in theory, research, and practice (2nd ed., pp. 129–148). Boca
Raton, FL: CRC Press.

�Høgh, A., Hansen, A. M., Mikkelsen, E. G., & Persson, R. (2012).
Exposure to negative acts at work, psychological stress reactions and
physiological stress response. Journal of Psychosomatic Research, 73,
47–52. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jpsychores.2012.04.004

�Høgh, A., & Mikkelsen, E. G. (2005). Is sense of coherence a mediator or
moderator of relationships between violence at work and stress reac-
tions? Scandinavian Journal of Psychology, 46, 429–437. http://dx.doi
.org/10.1111/j.1467-9450.2005.00474.x

Høgh, A., Mikkelsen, E. G., & Hansen, A. M. (2011). Individual conse-
quences of workplace bullying/mobbing. In S. Einarsen, H. Hoel, D.
Zapf, & C. L. Cooper (Eds.), Bullying and harassment in the workplace.
Developments in theory, research, and practice (2nd ed., pp. 107–128).
Boca Raton, FL: CRC Press.

�Holland, K. J., & Cortina, L. M. (2013). When sexism and feminism
collide: The sexual harassment of feminist working women. Psychology
of Women Quarterly, 37, 192–208. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/03616843
13482873

�Hoobler, J. M., & Brass, D. J. (2006). Abusive supervision and family
undermining as displaced aggression. Journal of Applied Psychology,
91, 1125–1133. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.91.5.1125

�Hoobler, J. M., & Hu, J. (2013). A model of injustice, abusive supervision,
and negative affect. The Leadership Quarterly, 24, 256–269. http://dx
.doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2012.11.005

�Howell, T. M., Harrison, D. A., Burris, E. R., & Detert, J. R. (2015). Who
gets credit for input? Demographic and structural status cues in voice
recognition. Journal of Applied Psychology, 100, 1765–1784. http://dx
.doi.org/10.1037/apl0000025

Huffcutt, A. I., & Arthur, W. (1995). Development of a new outlier statistic
for meta-analytic data. Journal of Applied Psychology, 80, 327–334.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.80.2.327

T
hi

s
do

cu
m

en
t

is
co

py
ri

gh
te

d
by

th
e

A
m

er
ic

an
Ps

yc
ho

lo
gi

ca
l

A
ss

oc
ia

tio
n

or
on

e
of

its
al

lie
d

pu
bl

is
he

rs
.

T
hi

s
ar

tic
le

is
in

te
nd

ed
so

le
ly

fo
r

th
e

pe
rs

on
al

us
e

of
th

e
in

di
vi

du
al

us
er

an
d

is
no

t
to

be
di

ss
em

in
at

ed
br

oa
dl

y.

156 MCCORD, JOSEPH, DHANANI, AND BEUS

http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.12.1.63
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.12.1.63
http://www.gtcayman.com/assets/ibr2013_wib_report_final.pdf
http://www.gtcayman.com/assets/ibr2013_wib_report_final.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/JMP-10-2012-0314
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/256581
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/001872679604900604
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/001872679604900604
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10869-010-9169-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.11.4.305
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.11.4.305
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/job.1926
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00224545.2012.703709
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00224545.2012.703709
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2007.03.007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/jasp.12122
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/jasp.12122
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2013.08.001
https://www.sbp-journal.com/index.php/sbp
https://www.sbp-journal.com/index.php/sbp
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02678379708256821
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02678379708256821
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10551-013-1771-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10551-013-1771-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/job.689
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/job.689
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/job.621
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/job.621
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10551-009-0165-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10551-009-0165-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.1.228
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.1.228
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.47.1.237
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.47.1.237
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5893.2010.00403.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5893.2010.00403.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jpsychores.2012.04.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9450.2005.00474.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9450.2005.00474.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0361684313482873
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0361684313482873
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.91.5.1125
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2012.11.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2012.11.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/apl0000025
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/apl0000025
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.80.2.327


Hughes, D., & Dodge, M. A. (1997). African American women in the
workplace: Relationships between job conditions, racial bias at work,
and perceived job quality. American Journal of Community Psychology,
25, 581–599. http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/A:1024630816168

Hunter, J. E., & Schmidt, F. L. (2014). Methods of meta-analysis: Cor-
recting error and bias in research findings (3rd ed.). Thousand Oaks,
CA: SAGE Publications, Inc.

Ilies, R., Hauserman, N., Schwochau, S., & Stibal, J. (2003). Reported
incidence rates of work-related sexual harassment in the United States:
Using meta-analysis to explain reported rate disparities. Personnel Psy-
chology, 56, 607–631. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2003.tb
00752.x

Jackson, S. E., & Alvarez, E. B. (1992). Working through diversity as a
strategic imperative. In S. E. Jackson & Associates (Eds.), Diversity in
the workplace: Human resources initiatives (pp. 13–36). New York,
NY: Guilford Press.

�Jian, Z., Kwan, H. K., Qiu, Q., Liu, Z. Q., & Yim, F. H. (2012). Abusive
supervision and frontline employees’ service performance. Service In-
dustries Journal, 32, 683– 698. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02642069
.2011.614338

�Jiang, K., Hong, Y., McKay, P. F., Avery, D. R., Wilson, D. C., &
Volpone, S. D. (2015). Retaining employees through anti–sexual harass-
ment practices: Exploring the mediating role of psychological distress
and employee engagement. Human Resource Management, 54, 1–21.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/hrm.21585

Jones, J. (2013, August 28). As in 1963, Blacks still feel disadvantaged in
getting jobs. Gallup. Retrieved from http://www.gallup.com/poll/164153/
1963-blacks-feel-disadvantaged-getting-jobs.aspx

Jones, J. (2014, October 13). Americans say equal pay top issue for
working women. Gallup. Retrieved from http://www.gallup.com/poll/
178373/americans-say-equal-pay-top-issue-working-women.aspx

Jones, K. P., Peddie, C. I., Gilrane, V. L., King, E. B., & Gray, A. L.
(2016). Not so subtle: A meta analytic investigation of the correlates of
subtle and overt discrimination. Journal of Management, 42, 1588–
1613.

�Jones, M. D. (2015). Antecedents and outcomes of work-linked couple
incivility (Unpublished master’s thesis). Purdue University, Indianapo-
lis, IN.

�Jones, M., & Williams, M. L. (2015). Twenty years on: Lesbian, gay and
bisexual police officers’ experiences of workplace discrimination in
England and Wales. Policing and Society, 25, 188–211. http://dx.doi
.org/10.1080/10439463.2013.817998

Judge, T. A., Piccolo, R. F., Podsakoff, N. P., Shaw, J. C., & Rich, B. L.
(2010). The relationship between pay and job satisfaction: A meta-
analysis of the literature. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 77, 157–167.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2010.04.002

�Kain, J. (2008). The relationship between workplace incivility and strain:
Equity sensitivity as a moderator (Unpublished master’s thesis). Bowl-
ing Green State University. Bowling Green, OH.

Kanter, R. M. (1977). Men and women of the corporation (Vol. 5049).
New York, NY: Basic Books.

�Karatepe, O. M., Yorganci, I., & Haktanir, M. (2009). Outcomes of
customer verbal aggression among hotel employees. International Jour-
nal of Contemporary Hospitality Management, 21, 713–733. http://dx
.doi.org/10.1108/09596110910975972

Katz, I., Wackenhut, J., & Hass, R. G. (1986). Racial ambivalence, value
duality, and behavior. In J. F. Dovidio & S. L. Gaertner (Eds.), Preju-
dice, discrimination, and racism (pp. 35–59). San Diego, CA: Academic
Press.

�Kedharnath, U. (2014). Abusive supervision and employee perceptions of
leaders’ implicit followership theories (Unpublished doctoral disserta-
tion). Colorado State University, Fort Collins, CO.

�Kelly, E. L., Subica, A. M., Fulginiti, A., Brekke, J. S., & Novaco, R. W.
(2015). A cross-sectional survey of factors related to inpatient assault of

staff in a forensic psychiatric hospital. Journal of Advanced Nursing, 71,
1110–1122. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/jan.12609

�Kern, J. H., & Grandey, A. A. (2009). Customer incivility as a social
stressor: The role of race and racial identity for service employees.
Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 14, 46–57. http://dx.doi
.org/10.1037/a0012684

�Khan, S. I. (2013). Workplace incivility in relation to employees’ job
strains: The function of role ambiguity, intentional ambiguity, and
employees’ attribution (Unpublished doctoral dissertation). Hofstra Uni-
versity. Hempstead, NY.

�Kiazad, K., Restubog, S. L. D., Zagenczyk, T. J., Kiewitz, C., & Tang,
R. L. (2010). In pursuit of power: The role of authoritarian leadership in
the relationship between supervisors’ Machiavellianism and subordi-
nates’ perceptions of abusive supervisory behavior. Journal of Research
in Personality, 44, 512–519. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2010.06.004

�Kim, E., & Glomb, T. M. (2014). Victimization of high performers: The
roles of envy and work group identification. Journal of Applied Psy-
chology, 99, 619–634. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0035789

�Kim, S. L., Kim, M., & Yun, S. (2015). Knowledge sharing, abusive
supervision, and support: A social exchange perspective. Group &
Organization Management, 40, 599 – 624. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/
1059601115577514

�Kim, S. L., & Yun, S. (2015). The effect of coworker knowledge sharing
on performance and its boundary conditions: An interactional perspec-
tive. Journal of Applied Psychology, 100, 575–582. http://dx.doi.org/10
.1037/a0037834

�King, E. B., Dawson, J. F., Kravitz, D. A., & Gulick, L. (2012). A
multilevel study of the relationships between diversity training, ethnic
discrimination and satisfaction in organizations. Journal of Organiza-
tional Behavior, 33, 5–20. http://dx.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. http://dx.doi.org/10
.1177/1052562909348767

�Kodellas, S., Fisher, B. S., & Wilcox, P. (2015). Situational and disposi-
tional determinants of workplace victimization: The effects of routine
activities, negative affectivity, and low self-control. International Re-
view of Victimology, 21, 321–342. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/026975
8015591930

�Kong, D. T. (2015). Ethnic minorities’ paranoia and self-preservative
work behaviors in response to perceived ethnic discrimination, with
collective self-esteem as a buffer. Journal of Occupational Health Psy-
chology, 21, 334–351.

�Konrad, A. M., & Gutek, B. A. (1986). Impact of work experiences on
attitudes toward sexual harassment. Administrative Science Quarterly,
31, 422–438. http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2392831

�Krings, F., Johnston, C., Binggeli, S., & Maggiori, C. (2014). Selective
incivility: Immigrant groups experience subtle workplace discrimination
at different rates. Cultural Diversity & Ethnic Minority Psychology, 20,
491–498. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0035436

�Kruse, B. (2003). The role of causal attributions in the relationship
between workplace stressors and social support (Unpublished doctoral
dissertation). Central Michigan University, Mt. Pleasant, MI.

�Kuyper, L. (2015). Differences in workplace experiences between lesbian,
gay, bisexual, and heterosexual employees in a representative population
study. Psychology of Sexual Orientation and Gender Diversity, 2, 1–11.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/sgd0000083

�Kwesiga, E. N. (2006). Antecedents and effects of perceived age discrim-
ination against employees under 40 (Unpublished doctoral dissertation).
University of Texas at Arlington, Arlington, TX.

Laczo, R. M., Sackett, P. R., Bobko, P., & Cortina, J. M. (2005). A
comment on sampling error in the standardized mean difference with
unequal sample sizes: Avoiding potential errors in meta-analytic and

T
hi

s
do

cu
m

en
t

is
co

py
ri

gh
te

d
by

th
e

A
m

er
ic

an
Ps

yc
ho

lo
gi

ca
l

A
ss

oc
ia

tio
n

or
on

e
of

its
al

lie
d

pu
bl

is
he

rs
.

T
hi

s
ar

tic
le

is
in

te
nd

ed
so

le
ly

fo
r

th
e

pe
rs

on
al

us
e

of
th

e
in

di
vi

du
al

us
er

an
d

is
no

t
to

be
di

ss
em

in
at

ed
br

oa
dl

y.

157SEX AND RACE DIFFERENCES IN MISTREATMENT

http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/A:1024630816168
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2003.tb00752.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2003.tb00752.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02642069.2011.614338
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02642069.2011.614338
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/hrm.21585
http://www.gallup.com/poll/164153/1963-blacks-feel-disadvantaged-getting-jobs.aspx
http://www.gallup.com/poll/164153/1963-blacks-feel-disadvantaged-getting-jobs.aspx
http://www.gallup.com/poll/178373/americans-say-equal-pay-top-issue-working-women.aspx
http://www.gallup.com/poll/178373/americans-say-equal-pay-top-issue-working-women.aspx
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10439463.2013.817998
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10439463.2013.817998
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2010.04.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/09596110910975972
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/09596110910975972
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/jan.12609
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0012684
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0012684
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2010.06.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0035789
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1059601115577514
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1059601115577514
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0037834
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0037834
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/job.728
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1052562909348767
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1052562909348767
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0269758015591930
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0269758015591930
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2392831
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0035436
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/sgd0000083


primary research. Journal of Applied Psychology, 90, 758–764. http://
dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.90.4.758

�Landrum, T. L. (2000). Major concerns of workers at three stages of life
(Unpublished doctoral dissertation). Arizona State University, Phoenix, AZ.

Lapierre, L. M., Spector, P. E., & Leck, J. D. (2005). Sexual versus
nonsexual workplace aggression and victims’ overall job satisfaction: A
meta-analysis. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 10, 155–
169. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.10.2.155

Lau, D. C., & Murnighan, J. K. (1998). Demographic diversity and fault-
lines: The compositional dynamics of organizational groups. Academy of
Management Review, 23, 325–340.

�Lawoko, S., Soares, J. F., & Nolan, P. (2004). Violence towards psychi-
atric staff: A comparison of gender, job and environmental characteris-
tics in England and Sweden. Work and Stress, 18, 39–55. http://dx.doi
.org/10.1080/02678370410001710337

�Lee, J. (2012). The effects of leadership behavior on workplace harass-
ment, employee outcomes, and organizational effectiveness in small
businesses (Unpublished doctoral dissertation). The George Washington
University, Washington, DC.

�Lee, S., Yun, S., & Srivastava, A. (2013). Evidence for a curvilinear
relationship between abusive supervision and creativity in South Korea.
The Leadership Quarterly, 24, 724–731. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j
.leaqua.2013.07.002

�Leiter, M. P., Frizzell, C., Harvie, P., & Churchill, L. (2001). Abusive
interactions and burnout: Examining occupation, gender, and the medi-
ating role of community. Psychology & Health, 16, 547–563. http://dx
.doi.org/10.1080/08870440108405526

�Leopold, A. N. (2012). Enacted aggression and perpetrator outcomes:
The moderating roles of experienced aggression and perpetrator gender
(Unpublished master’s thesis). Saint Mary’s University. San Antonio, TX.

�Leung, A. S. M., Wu, L. Z., Chen, Y. Y., & Young, M. N. (2011). The
impact of workplace ostracism in service organizations. International
Journal of Hospitality Management, 30, 836–844. http://dx.doi.org/10
.1016/j.ijhm.2011.01.004

�Lewis, D., & Gunn, R. (2007). Workplace bullying in the public sector:
Understanding the racial dimension. Public Administration, 85, 641–
665. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9299.2007.00665.x

�Li, X., & Zhou, E. (2013). Influence of customer verbal aggression on
employee turnover intention. Management Decision, 51, 890 –912.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/00251741311326635

�Li, Y., Wang, Z., Yang, L.-Q., & Liu, S. (2016). The crossover of
psychological distress from leaders to subordinates in teams: The role of
abusive supervision, psychological capital, and team performance. Jour-
nal of Occupational Health Psychology, 21, 142–153. http://dx.doi.org/
10.1037/a0039960

�Lian, H., Brown, D. J., Ferris, D. L., Liang, L. H., Keeping, L. M., &
Morrison, R. (2014). Abusive supervision and retaliation: A self-control
framework. Academy of Management Journal, 57, 116–139. http://dx
.doi.org/10.5465/amj.2011.0977

�Lian, H., Ferris, D. L., & Brown, D. J. (2012). Does power distance
exacerbate or mitigate the effects of abusive supervision? It depends on
the outcome. Journal of Applied Psychology, 97, 107–123. http://dx.doi
.org/10.1037/a0024610

�Liang, L., Valdron, J., Skyvinton, S., Brown, D., Ferris, L., & Lian, H.
(2016, April). Organizational citizenship behavior licenses deviant re-
actions to abusive supervision. Poster presented at the 30th annual
meeting of the Society for Industrial and Organizational Psychology,
Philadelphia, PA.

�Lim, S., & Lee, A. (2011). Work and nonwork outcomes of workplace
incivility: Does family support help? Journal of Occupational Health
Psychology, 16, 95–111. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0021726

�Lin, W., Wang, L., & Chen, S. (2013). Abusive supervision and employee
well-being: The moderating effect of power distance orientation. Applied

Psychology, 62, 308–329. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1464-0597.2012
.00520.x

Lipsey, M. W., & Wilson, D. (2000). Practical meta-analysis. Thousand
Oaks, CA: Sage.

�Liu, D., Liao, H., & Loi, R. (2012). The dark side of leadership: A
three-level investigation of the cascading effect of abusive supervision
on employee creativity. Academy of Management Journal, 55, 1187–
1212. http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/amj.2010.0400

�Liu, J., Kwan, H. K., Lee, C., & Hui, C. (2013). Work-to-family spillover
effects of workplace ostracism: The role of work-home segmentation
preferences. Human Resource Management, 52, 75–93. http://dx.doi
.org/10.1002/hrm.21513

�Liu, J., Kwan, H. K., Wu, L., & Wu, W. (2010). Abusive supervision and
subordinate supervisor-directed deviance: The moderating role of tradi-
tional values and the mediating role of revenge cognitions. Journal of
Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 83, 835–856. http://dx
.doi.org/10.1348/096317909X485216

�Liu, X. Y., Kwan, H. K., & Chiu, R. K. (2014). Customer sexual
harassment and frontline employees’ service performance in China.
Human Relations, 67, 333–356. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/00187267
13493028

�Liu, X., & Wang, J. (2013). Abusive supervision and organizational
citizenship behaviour: Is supervisor–subordinate guanxi a mediator?
International Journal of Human Resource Management, 24, 1471–1489.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2012.725082

�Lyu, Y., Zhu, H., Zhong, H. J., & Hu, L. (2016). Abusive supervision and
customer-oriented organizational citizenship behavior: The roles of hos-
tile attribution bias and work engagement. International Journal of
Hospitality Management, 53, 69–80. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm
.2015.12.001

�Mackey, J. D., Ellen, B. P., III, Hochwarter, W. A., & Ferris, G. R. (2013).
Subordinate social adaptability and the consequences of abusive super-
vision perceptions in two samples. The Leadership Quarterly, 24, 732–
746. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2013.07.003

Mackey, J. D., Frieder, R. E., Brees, J. R., & Martinko, M. J. (2017).
Abusive supervision: A meta-analysis and empirical review. Journal of
Management, 43, 1940–1965.

�Mackey, J. D., Frieder, R. E., Perrewé, P. L., Gallagher, V. C., & Brymer,
R. A. (2015). Empowered employees as social deviants: The role of
abusive supervision. Journal of Business and Psychology, 30, 149–162.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10869-014-9345-x

�Mackey, J. D., McAllister, C. P., & Brees, J. R. (2015, August). Oh
behave! Perceptions of abusive supervision and OCB: A social exchange
perspective. Paper presented at the 75th annual meeting of the Academy
of Management, Vancouver, Canada.

Magley, V. J., Gallus, J. A., & Bunk, J. A. (2010). The gendered nature of
workplace mistreatment. In J. C. Chrisler & D. R. McCreary (Eds.),
Handbook of gender research in psychology (pp. 423–441). New York,
NY: Springer. http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4419-1467-5_18

Major, B., Quinton, W. J., & McCoy, S. K. (2002). Antecedents and
consequences of attributions to discrimination: Theoretical and empiri-
cal advances. In M. P. Zanna (Ed.), Vol. 34, pp. 251–330). Advances in
experimental social psychology San Diego, CA: Academic Press. http://
dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(02)80007-7

�Malahy, S. (2015). Workplace bullying: Teacher-to-teacher (Unpublished
doctoral dissertation). Western Illinois University, Macomb, IL.

�Mansfield, P. K., Koch, P. B., Henderson, J., Vicary, J. R., Cohn, M., &
Young, E. W. (1991). The job climate for women in traditionally male
blue-collar occupations. Sex Roles, 25, 63–79. http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/
BF00289317

�Marrs, M. E. M. (1999). Antecedents and outcomes of verbal aggression
in the workplace (Unpublished doctoral dissertation). University of
Missouri-Columbia, Columbia, MO.

T
hi

s
do

cu
m

en
t

is
co

py
ri

gh
te

d
by

th
e

A
m

er
ic

an
Ps

yc
ho

lo
gi

ca
l

A
ss

oc
ia

tio
n

or
on

e
of

its
al

lie
d

pu
bl

is
he

rs
.

T
hi

s
ar

tic
le

is
in

te
nd

ed
so

le
ly

fo
r

th
e

pe
rs

on
al

us
e

of
th

e
in

di
vi

du
al

us
er

an
d

is
no

t
to

be
di

ss
em

in
at

ed
br

oa
dl

y.

158 MCCORD, JOSEPH, DHANANI, AND BEUS

http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.90.4.758
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.90.4.758
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.10.2.155
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02678370410001710337
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02678370410001710337
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2013.07.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2013.07.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/08870440108405526
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/08870440108405526
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2011.01.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2011.01.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9299.2007.00665.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/00251741311326635
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0039960
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0039960
http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/amj.2011.0977
http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/amj.2011.0977
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0024610
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0024610
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0021726
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1464-0597.2012.00520.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1464-0597.2012.00520.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/amj.2010.0400
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/hrm.21513
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/hrm.21513
http://dx.doi.org/10.1348/096317909X485216
http://dx.doi.org/10.1348/096317909X485216
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0018726713493028
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0018726713493028
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2012.725082
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2015.12.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2015.12.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2013.07.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10869-014-9345-x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4419-1467-5_18
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601%2802%2980007-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601%2802%2980007-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF00289317
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF00289317


�Matteson, A. V. (2008). Role of work climate in job satisfaction and
organizational commitment of women in a nontraditional career field:
The case of women in the military (Unpublished doctoral dissertation).
University of Florida, Gainesville, FL.

�Mawritz, M. B., Dust, S. B., & Resick, C. J. (2014). Hostile climate,
abusive supervision, and employee coping: Does conscientiousness mat-
ter? Journal of Applied Psychology, 99, 737–747. http://dx.doi.org/10
.1037/a0035863

�Mawritz, M. B., Mayer, D. M., Hoobler, J. M., Wayne, S. J., & Marinova,
S. V. (2012). A trickle-down model of abusive supervision. Personnel
Psychology, 65, 325–357. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2012
.01246.x

�McDowell, S. S. (2015). Client-inflicted workplace violence, burnout, job
satisfaction, and turnover intention: A comparative analysis between
institution-based and home-based direct care paraprofessionals (Un-
published doctoral dissertation). Howard University, Washington, DC.

�McFarlin, S. K., Fals-Stewart, W., Major, D. A., & Justice, E. M. (2001).
Alcohol use and workplace aggression: An examination of perpetration
and victimization. Journal of Substance Abuse, 13, 303–321. http://dx
.doi.org/10.1016/S0899-3289(01)00080-3

�McGowan, H. (2010). Relationships among perceived ethnic discrimina-
tion, job attitudes, and behaviors (Unpublished master’s thesis). San
Jose State University, San Jose, CA.

McLaughlin, H., Uggen, C., & Blackstone, A. (2012). Sexual harassment,
workplace authority, and the paradox of power. American Sociological
Review, 77, 625–647. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0003122412451728

�McLendon, C., Bergman, M. E., & Thompson, R. J. (2013, April). Sexual
harassment, incivility, and academia. Poster presented at the 28th annual
meeting for the Society for Industrial and Organizational Psychology,
Houston, TX.

�Mezuk, B., Kershaw, K. N., Hudson, D., Lim, K. A., & Ratliff, S. (2011).
Job strain, workplace discrimination, and hypertension among older
workers: The health and retirement study. Race and Social Problems, 3,
38–50. http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s12552-011-9041-7

�Miner, K. N., Pesonen, A. D., Smittick, A. L., Seigel, M. L., & Clark,
E. K. (2014). Does being a mom help or hurt? Workplace incivility as a
function of motherhood status. Journal of Occupational Health Psychol-
ogy, 19, 60–73. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0034936

�Miner, K. N., Settles, I. H., Pratt-Hyatt, J. S., & Brady, C. C. (2012).
Experiencing incivility in organizations: The buffering effects of emo-
tional and organizational support. Journal of Applied Social Psychology,
42, 340–372. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2011.00891.x

�Miner-Rubino, K. N. (2004). Beyond targets: Vicarious exposure to
hostility towards women in the workplace (Unpublished doctoral disser-
tation). University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, MI.

�Moore, M. E., Konrad, A. M., Yang, Y., Ng, E. S. W., & Doherty, A. J.
(2011). The vocational well-being of workers with childhood onset of
disability: Life satisfaction and perceived workplace discrimination.
Journal of Vocational Behavior, 79, 681–698. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/
j.jvb.2011.03.019

�Morris, A. (1996). Gender and ethnic differences in social constraints
among a sample of New York City police officers. Journal of Occupa-
tional Health Psychology, 1, 224–235. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1076-
8998.1.2.224

�Morrow, P. C., McElroy, J. C., & Scheibe, K. P. (2011). Work unit
incivility, job satisfaction, and total quality management among trans-
portation employees. Transportation Research Part E, Logistics and
Transportation Review, 47, 1210–1220. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tre
.2011.03.004

�Morrow, R. (2001). The effects of three types of harassment on male and
female public servants (Unpublished master’s thesis). Carleton Univer-
sity, Ottawa, Ontario.

�Nandkeolyar, A. K., Shaffer, J. A., Li, A., Ekkirala, S., & Bagger, J.
(2014). Surviving an abusive supervisor: The joint roles of conscien-

tiousness and coping strategies. Journal of Applied Psychology, 99,
138–150. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0034262

�Neves, P. (2014). Taking it out on survivors: Submissive employees,
downsizing, and abusive supervision. Journal of Occupational and
Organizational Psychology, 87, 507–534. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/joop
.12061

Nielsen, M. B., & Einarsen, S. (2012). Outcomes of exposure to workplace
bullying: A meta-analytic review. Work and Stress, 26, 309–332. http://
dx.doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2012.734709

Nielsen, M. B., Matthiesen, S. B., & Einarsen, S. (2010). The impact of
methodological moderators on prevalence rates of workplace bullying. A
meta-analysis. Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology,
83, 955–979. http://dx.doi.org/10.1348/096317909X481256

�Niven, K., Sprigg, C. A., & Armitage, C. J. (2013). Does emotion
regulation protect employees from the negative effects of workplace
aggression? European Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology,
22, 88–106. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2011.626200

�Nixon, A. E. (2011). Charting a semantic jungle: A novel method for
examining the moderators of workplace aggression (Unpublished doc-
toral dissertation). University of South Florida, Tampa, FL.

Nunnally, J. C. (1978). Psychometric theory. New York, NY: McGraw-
Hill.

O’Connor, M. A. (1998). Gender and the definition of sexual harassment:
A meta-analysis of the empirical literature (Unpublished doctoral dis-
sertation). University of Arizona, Tucson, AZ.

�Ottinot, R. C. (2010). A multi-level study investigating the impact of
workplace civility climate on incivility and employee well-being (Un-
published doctoral dissertation). University of South Florida, Tampa, FL.

�Ouyang, K., Lam, W., & Wang, W. (2015). Roles of gender and identi-
fication on abusive supervision and proactive behavior. Asia Pacific
Journal of Management, 32, 671– 691. http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/
s10490-015-9410-7

Owuamalam, C. K., & Zagefka, H. (2014). On the psychological barriers
to the workplace: When and why metastereotyping undermines employ-
ability beliefs of women and ethnic minorities. Cultural Diversity &
Ethnic Minority Psychology, 20, 521–528. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/
a0037645

�Park, J. H., & Ono, M. (2016). Effects of workplace bullying on work
engagement and health: The mediating role of job insecurity. Interna-
tional Journal of Human Resource Management. Advance online pub-
lication. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2016.1155164

Pascoe, E. A., & Smart Richman, L. (2009). Perceived discrimination and
health: A meta-analytic review. Psychological Bulletin, 135, 531–554.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0016059

�Peng, A. C. (2013). Psychological mechanisms linking direct and vicar-
ious experiences of abusive supervision to employee deviance (Unpub-
lished doctoral dissertation). Michigan State University, East Lansing, MI.

�Peng, A. C., Schaubroeck, J. M., & Li, Y. (2014). Social exchange
implications of own and coworkers’ experiences of supervisory abuse.
Academy of Management Journal, 57, 1385–1405. http://dx.doi.org/10
.5465/amj.2012.0080

�Peng, K. Z., Ngo, H.-Y., Shi, J., & Wong, C.-S. (2009). Gender differ-
ences in the work commitment of Chinese workers: An investigation of
two alternative explanations. Journal of World Business, 44, 323–335.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jwb.2008.08.003

Pinel, E. C. (1999). Stigma consciousness: The psychological legacy of
social stereotypes. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 76,
114–128. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.76.1.114

�Piotrkowski, C. S. (1998). Gender harassment, job satisfaction, and
distress among employed white and minority women. Journal of
Occupational Health Psychology, 3, 33– 43. http://dx.doi.org/10
.1037/1076-8998.3.1.33

T
hi

s
do

cu
m

en
t

is
co

py
ri

gh
te

d
by

th
e

A
m

er
ic

an
Ps

yc
ho

lo
gi

ca
l

A
ss

oc
ia

tio
n

or
on

e
of

its
al

lie
d

pu
bl

is
he

rs
.

T
hi

s
ar

tic
le

is
in

te
nd

ed
so

le
ly

fo
r

th
e

pe
rs

on
al

us
e

of
th

e
in

di
vi

du
al

us
er

an
d

is
no

t
to

be
di

ss
em

in
at

ed
br

oa
dl

y.

159SEX AND RACE DIFFERENCES IN MISTREATMENT

http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0035863
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0035863
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2012.01246.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2012.01246.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0899-3289%2801%2900080-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0899-3289%2801%2900080-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0003122412451728
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s12552-011-9041-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0034936
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2011.00891.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2011.03.019
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2011.03.019
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.1.2.224
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.1.2.224
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tre.2011.03.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tre.2011.03.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0034262
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/joop.12061
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/joop.12061
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2012.734709
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2012.734709
http://dx.doi.org/10.1348/096317909X481256
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2011.626200
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10490-015-9410-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10490-015-9410-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0037645
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0037645
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2016.1155164
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0016059
http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/amj.2012.0080
http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/amj.2012.0080
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jwb.2008.08.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.76.1.114
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.3.1.33
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.3.1.33


Pless, N., & Maak, T. (2004). Building an inclusive diversity culture:
Principles, processes and practice. Journal of Business Ethics, 54, 129–
147. http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10551-004-9465-8

�Powell, J. E., Powell, A. L., & Petrosko, J. M. (2015). School climate as
a predictor of incivility and bullying among public school employees: A
multilevel analysis. Journal of School Violence, 14, 217–244. http://dx
.doi.org/10.1080/15388220.2014.906917

Pratto, F., Sidanius, J., & Levin, S. (2006). Social dominance theory and
the dynamics of intergroup relations: Taking stock and looking forward.
European Review of Social Psychology, 17, 271–320. http://dx.doi.org/
10.1080/10463280601055772

�Pyc, L. S. (2011). The moderating effects of workplace ambiguity and
perceived job control on the relations between abusive supervision and
employees’ behavioral, psychological, and physical strains (Unpub-
lished doctoral dissertation). Hofstra University, Hempstead, New York.

�Quade, M. J., Greenbaum, R. L., & Petrenko, O. V. (in press). “I don’t
want to be near you, unless . . .:” The interactive effect of unethical
behavior and performance on relationship conflict and workplace ostra-
cism. Personnel Psychology.

�Quine, L. (2002). Workplace bullying in junior doctors: Questionnaire
survey. British Medical Journal, 324, 878–879. http://dx.doi.org/10
.1136/bmj.324.7342.878

�Rabelo, V. C., & Cortina, L. M. (2014). Two sides of the same coin:
Gender harassment and heterosexist harassment in LGBQ work lives.
Law and Human Behavior, 38, 378–391. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/lhb
0000087

�Rabl, T., & Kuhlmann, T. M. (2002). Work-life balance and demographic
change. Zeitschrift für Personalpsychologie, 8, 88–99. http://dx.doi.org/
10.1026/1617-6391.8.2.88

�Rabl, T., & Triana, M. D. C. (2013). How German employees of different
ages conserve resources: Perceived age discrimination and affective
organizational commitment. International Journal of Human Resource
Management, 24, 3599–3612. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2013
.777936

�Rafferty, A. E., Restubog, S. L. D., & Jimmieson, N. L. (2010). Losing
sleep: Examining the cascading effects of supervisors’ experience of
injustice on subordinates’ psychological health. Work and Stress, 24,
36–55. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02678371003715135

�Ragins, B. R., & Cornwell, J. M. (2001). Pink triangles: Antecedents and
consequences of perceived workplace discrimination against gay and
lesbian employees. Journal of Applied Psychology, 86, 1244–1261.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.86.6.1244

�Randle, N., Mathis, C., & Cates, D. (2012). Coping to repair the career
damage of workplace weight discrimination. Journal of Organizational
Culture, Communication, and Culture, 16, 89–107. Retrieved from
http://www.alliedacademies.org/journal-of-organizational-culture-
communications-and-conflict/

�Rapp, F. (2016). The relationships between negative emotions, incivility
and outcomes of interpersonal stress and job satisfaction as experienced
in the workplace (Unpublished doctoral dissertation). Webster Univer-
sity, St. Louis, MO.

�Raver, J. L. (2004). Behavioral outcomes of interpersonal aggression at
work: A mediated and moderated model (Unpublished doctoral disser-
tation). University of Maryland, College Park, MD.

�Raver, J. L., & Nishii, L. H. (2010). Once, twice, or three times as
harmful? Ethnic harassment, gender harassment, and generalized work-
place harassment. Journal of Applied Psychology, 95, 236–254. http://
dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0018377

�Redman, T., & Snape, E. (2006). The consequences of perceived age
discrimination amongst older police officers: Is social support a buffer?
British Journal of Management, 17, 167–175. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/
j.1467-8551.2006.00492.x

�Regan, T., & Shin, H. (1988, July). Minority journalists in Ohio: A study
of their job satisfaction. A paper presented for the 71st annual meeting

of the Association for Education in Journalism and Mass Communica-
tion. Portland, OR.

�Reknes, I., Pallesen, S., Magerøy, N., Moen, B. E., Bjorvatn, B., &
Einarsen, S. (2014). Exposure to bullying behaviors as a predictor of
mental health problems among Norwegian nurses: Results from the
prospective SUSSH-survey. International Journal of Nursing Studies,
51, 479–487. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijnurstu.2013.06.017

Remedios, J. D., Chasteen, A. L., Rule, N. O., & Plaks, J. E. (2011).
Impressions at the intersection of ambiguous and obvious social cate-
gories: Does gay 
 Black � likable? Journal of Experimental Social
Psychology, 47, 1312–1315. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2011.05
.015

�Restubog, S. L. D., Scott, K. L., & Zagenczyk, T. J. (2011). When distress
hits home: The role of contextual factors and psychological distress in
predicting employees’ responses to abusive supervision. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 96, 713–729. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0021593

�Rodriguez, M. G. (2002). Job stress and perceptions among Hispanic
professionals of prejudice and discrimination in the workplace (Unpub-
lished doctoral dissertation). University of Tennessee, Knoxville, TN.

�Roehling, M. V., Roehling, P. V., & Pichler, S. (2007). The relationship
between body weight and perceived weight-related employment dis-
crimination: The role of sex and race. Journal of Vocational Behavior,
71, 300–318. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2007.04.008

�Rosen, L. N., & Martin, L. (1998). Incidence and perceptions of sexual
harassment among male and female U.S. Army soldiers. Military Psy-
chology, 10, 239–257. http://dx.doi.org/10.1207/s15327876mp1004_2

�Rospenda, K. M. (2002). Workplace harassment, services utilization, and
drinking outcomes. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 7,
141–155. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.7.2.141

Rospenda, K. M., Richman, J. A., Ehmke, J. L., & Zlatoper, K. W. (2005).
Is workplace harassment hazardous to your health? Journal of Business
and Psychology, 20, 95–110. http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10869-005-
6992-y

�Rospenda, K. M., Richman, J. A., & Shannon, C. A. (2009). Prevalence
and mental health correlates of harassment and discrimination in the
workplace: Results from a national study. Journal of Interpersonal
Violence, 24, 819–843. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0886260508317182

Rotundo, M., Nguyen, D.-H., & Sackett, P. R. (2001). A meta-analytic
review of gender differences in perceptions of sexual harassment. Jour-
nal of Applied Psychology, 86, 914–922. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/
0021-9010.86.5.914

�Rousseau, M. B., Eddleston, K. A., Patel, P. C., & Kellermanns, F. W.
(2014). Organizational resources and demands influence on workplace
bullying. Journal of Managerial Issues, 26, 286–313. Retrieved from
http://search.proquest.com/openview/011c46c363a9f3c4332feca913
ccac86/1?pq-origsite�gscholar

�Sá, L., & Fleming, M. (2008). Bullying, burnout, and mental health
amongst Portuguese nurses. Issues in Mental Health Nursing, 29, 411–
426. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/01612840801904480

�Salin, D. (2015). Risk factors of workplace bullying for men and women:
The role of the psychosocial and physical work environment. Scandi-
navian Journal of Psychology, 56, 69–77. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/sjop
.12169

�Sanchez, J. I., & Brock, P. (1996). Outcomes of perceived discrimination
among Hispanic employees: Is diversity management a luxury or a
necessity? Academy of Management Journal, 39, 704–719. http://dx.doi
.org/10.2307/256660

�Sassi, N., El Akremi, A., & Vandenberghe, C. (2015). Examining the
frustration-aggression model among Tunisian blue-collar workers. Jour-
nal of Managerial Psychology, 30, 336–353. http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/
JMP-06-2013-0192

�Schat, A., & Frone, M. R. (2011). Exposure to psychological aggression
at work and job performance: The mediating role of job attitudes and

T
hi

s
do

cu
m

en
t

is
co

py
ri

gh
te

d
by

th
e

A
m

er
ic

an
Ps

yc
ho

lo
gi

ca
l

A
ss

oc
ia

tio
n

or
on

e
of

its
al

lie
d

pu
bl

is
he

rs
.

T
hi

s
ar

tic
le

is
in

te
nd

ed
so

le
ly

fo
r

th
e

pe
rs

on
al

us
e

of
th

e
in

di
vi

du
al

us
er

an
d

is
no

t
to

be
di

ss
em

in
at

ed
br

oa
dl

y.

160 MCCORD, JOSEPH, DHANANI, AND BEUS

http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10551-004-9465-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/15388220.2014.906917
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/15388220.2014.906917
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10463280601055772
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10463280601055772
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmj.324.7342.878
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmj.324.7342.878
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/lhb0000087
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/lhb0000087
http://dx.doi.org/10.1026/1617-6391.8.2.88
http://dx.doi.org/10.1026/1617-6391.8.2.88
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2013.777936
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2013.777936
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02678371003715135
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.86.6.1244
http://www.alliedacademies.org/journal-of-organizational-culture-communications-and-conflict/
http://www.alliedacademies.org/journal-of-organizational-culture-communications-and-conflict/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0018377
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0018377
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8551.2006.00492.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8551.2006.00492.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijnurstu.2013.06.017
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2011.05.015
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2011.05.015
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0021593
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2007.04.008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1207/s15327876mp1004_2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.7.2.141
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10869-005-6992-y
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10869-005-6992-y
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0886260508317182
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.86.5.914
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.86.5.914
http://search.proquest.com/openview/011c46c363a9f3c4332feca913ccac86/1?pq-origsite=gscholar
http://search.proquest.com/openview/011c46c363a9f3c4332feca913ccac86/1?pq-origsite=gscholar
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/01612840801904480
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/sjop.12169
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/sjop.12169
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/256660
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/256660
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/JMP-06-2013-0192
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/JMP-06-2013-0192


personal health. Work and Stress, 25, 23–40. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/
02678373.2011.563133

�Scheuer, M. L. (2013). Linking abusive supervision to engagement and
burnout: An application of the differentiated job demands-resource
model (Unpublished doctoral dissertation). Northern Illinois University,
DeKalb, IL.

�Schneider, K. T., Hitlan, R. T., & Radhakrishnan, P. (2000). An exami-
nation of the nature and correlates of ethnic harassment experiences in
multiple contexts. Journal of Applied Psychology, 85, 3–12. http://dx
.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.85.1.3

Schyns, B., & Schilling, J. (2013). How bad are the effects of bad leaders?
A meta-analysis of destructive leadership and its outcomes. The Lead-
ership Quarterly, 24, 138–158. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2012
.09.001

�Settles, I. H., Cortina, L. M., Buchanan, N. T., & Miner, K. N. (2013).
Derogation, discrimination, and (dis)satisfaction with jobs in science: A
gendered analysis. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 37, 179–191. http://
dx.doi.org/10.1177/0361684312468727

�Settles, I. H., Cortina, L. M., Malley, J., & Stewart, A. J. (2006). The
climate for women in academic science: The good, the bad, and the
changeable. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 30, 47–58. http://dx.doi
.org/10.1111/j.1471-6402.2006.00261.x

�Shao, P., Resick, C. J., & Hargis, M. B. (2011). Helping and harming
others in the workplace: The roles of personal values and abusive
supervision. Human Relations, 64, 1051–1078. http://dx.doi.org/10
.1177/0018726711399940

�Shao, R., & Skarlicki, D. P. (2014). Service employees’ reactions to
mistreatment by customers: A comparison between North America and
East Asia. Personnel Psychology, 67, 23–59. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/
peps.12021

�Shoss, M. K., Eisenberger, R., Restubog, S. L. D., & Zagenczyk, T. J.
(2013). Blaming the organization for abusive supervision: The roles of
perceived organizational support and supervisor’s organizational em-
bodiment. Journal of Applied Psychology, 98, 158–168. http://dx.doi
.org/10.1037/a0030687

�Shrier, D. K., Zucker, A. N., Mercurio, A. E., Landry, L. J., Rich, M., &
Shrier, L. A. (2007). Generation to generation: Discrimination and
harassment experiences of physician mothers and their physician daugh-
ters. Journal of Women’s Health, 16, 883–894. http://dx.doi.org/10
.1089/jwh.2006.0127

Sidanius, J., & Pratto, F. (2001). Social dominance: An intergroup theory
of social hierarchy and oppression. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge Uni-
versity Press.

Sigelman, L., & Tuch, S. A. (1997). Metastereotypes: Blacks’ perceptions
of Whites’ stereotypes of Blacks. Public Opinion Quarterly, 61, 87–101.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/297788

�Simon, L. S. (2011). From negative act to negative relationship: Under-
standing how patterns of abusive supervision emerge and develop over
time (Unpublished doctoral dissertation). University of Florida, Gaines-
ville, FL.

�Sliter, K. A., Sliter, M. T., Withrow, S. A., & Jex, S. M. (2012). Employee
adiposity and incivility: Establishing a link and identifying demographic
moderators and negative consequences. Journal of Occupational Health
Psychology, 17, 409–424. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0029862

�Sliter, M. T., Gabriel, A. S., Yuan, Z., Tomasik, R., Rosen, R., Colon-
Basora, J., . . . Walsh, R. (2016, April). The role of competitive and
collective threat in same-sex incivility. Paper presented at the 31st annual
meeting of the Society for Industrial and Organizational Psychology,
Anaheim, CA.

�Sliter, M., Sliter, K., & Jex, S. (2012). The employee as a punching bag:
The effect of multiple sources of incivility on employee withdrawal
behavior and sales performance. Journal of Organizational Behavior,
33, 121–139. http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/job.767

�Snape, E., & Redman, T. (2003). Too old or too young? The impact of
perceived age discrimination. Human Resource Management Journal,
13, 78–89. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1748-8583.2003.tb00085.x

�Soylu, A. (2007). Causes and consequences of work stress: A comparison
of foreign and American workers in the U.S.A. (Unpublished doctoral
dissertation). Temple University, Philadelphia, PA.

Spector, P. E., & Jex, S. M. (1998). Development of four self-report
measures of job stressors and strain: Interpersonal Conflict at Work
Scale, Organizational Constraints Scale, Quantitative Workload Inven-
tory, and Physical Symptoms Inventory. Journal of Occupational Health
Psychology, 3, 356–367. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.3.4.356

Stephan, W. G., & Rosenfield, D. (1982). Racial and ethnic stereotypes. In
A. G. Miller (Ed.), In the eye of the beholder: Contemporary issues in
stereotyping (pp. 92–136). New York, NY: Praeger.

�Sulea, C., Filipescu, R., Horga, A., Ortan, C., & Fischmann, G. (2012).
Interpersonal mistreatment at work and burnout among teachers. Cog-
nition, Brain, Behavior: An Interdisciplinary Journal, 16, 553–570.
Retrieved from http://www.psihologietm.ro/download/cercetare/
PD_2011_0162/Sulea_et_al_CCC_2012.pdf

�Sulea, C., Fine, S., Fischmann, G., Sava, F. A., & Dumitru, C. (2013).
Abusive supervision and counterproductive work behaviors. Journal of
Personnel Psychology, 12, 196–200. http://dx.doi.org/10.1027/1866-
5888/a000097

Tajfel, H., & Turner, J. C. (1985). The social identity theory of intergroup
behavior. In S. Worchel & W. G. Austin (Eds.), Psychology of inter-
group relations (2nd ed., pp. 7–24). Chicago, IL: Nelson-Hall.

�Taylor, S., Bedeian, A. G., & Kluemper, D. H. (2012). Linking workplace
incivility to citizenship performance: The combined effects of affective
commitment and conscientiousness. Journal of Organizational Behav-
ior, 33, 878–893. http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/job.773

Tepper, B. J. (2000). Consequences of abusive supervision. Academy of
Management Journal, 43, 178–190. http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1556375

Tepper, B. J. (2007). Abusive supervision in work organizations: Review
synthesis, and research agenda. Journal of Management, 33, 261–289.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0149206307300812

�Tepper, B. J., Carr, J. C., Breaux, D. M., Geider, S., Hu, C., & Hua, W.
(2009). Abusive supervision, intentions to quit, and employees’ work-
place deviance: A power/dependence analysis. Organizational Behavior
and Human Decision Processes, 109, 156–167. http://dx.doi.org/10
.1016/j.obhdp.2009.03.004

Tepper, B. J., Duffy, M. K., Henle, C. A., & Lambert, L. S. (2006).
Procedural injustice, victim precipitation, and abusive supervision. Per-
sonnel Psychology, 59, 101–123. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570
.2006.00725.x

Tepper, B. J., & Henle, C. A. (2011). A case for recognizing distinctions
among constructs that capture interpersonal mistreatment in work orga-
nizations. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 32, 487–498. http://dx
.doi.org/10.1002/job.688

�Thacker, R. A., & Gohmann, S. F. (1996). Emotional and psychological
consequences of sexual harassment: A descriptive study. The Journal of
Psychology, 130, 429–446. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00223980.1996
.9915030

�Thau, S., Bennett, R. J., Mitchell, M. S., & Marrs, M. B. (2009). How
management style moderates the relationship between abusive supervi-
sion and workplace deviance: An uncertainty management theory per-
spective. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 108,
79–92. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2008.06.003

�Thau, S., & Mitchell, M. S. (2010). Self-gain or self-regulation impair-
ment? Tests of competing explanations of the supervisor abuse and
employee deviance relationship through perceptions of distributive jus-
tice. Journal of Applied Psychology, 95, 1009–1031. http://dx.doi.org/
10.1037/a0020540

Topa Cantisano, G., Morales Domínguez, J. F., & Depolo, M. (2008).
Perceived sexual harassment at work: Meta-analysis and structural

T
hi

s
do

cu
m

en
t

is
co

py
ri

gh
te

d
by

th
e

A
m

er
ic

an
Ps

yc
ho

lo
gi

ca
l

A
ss

oc
ia

tio
n

or
on

e
of

its
al

lie
d

pu
bl

is
he

rs
.

T
hi

s
ar

tic
le

is
in

te
nd

ed
so

le
ly

fo
r

th
e

pe
rs

on
al

us
e

of
th

e
in

di
vi

du
al

us
er

an
d

is
no

t
to

be
di

ss
em

in
at

ed
br

oa
dl

y.

161SEX AND RACE DIFFERENCES IN MISTREATMENT

http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2011.563133
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2011.563133
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.85.1.3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.85.1.3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2012.09.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2012.09.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0361684312468727
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0361684312468727
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-6402.2006.00261.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-6402.2006.00261.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0018726711399940
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0018726711399940
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/peps.12021
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/peps.12021
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0030687
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0030687
http://dx.doi.org/10.1089/jwh.2006.0127
http://dx.doi.org/10.1089/jwh.2006.0127
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/297788
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0029862
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/job.767
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1748-8583.2003.tb00085.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.3.4.356
http://www.psihologietm.ro/download/cercetare/PD_2011_0162/Sulea_et_al_CCC_2012.pdf
http://www.psihologietm.ro/download/cercetare/PD_2011_0162/Sulea_et_al_CCC_2012.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1027/1866-5888/a000097
http://dx.doi.org/10.1027/1866-5888/a000097
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/job.773
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1556375
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0149206307300812
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2009.03.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2009.03.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2006.00725.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2006.00725.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/job.688
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/job.688
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00223980.1996.9915030
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00223980.1996.9915030
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2008.06.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0020540
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0020540


model of antecedents and consequences. The Spanish Journal of Psy-
chology, 11, 207–218. http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S113874160000425X

�Triana, M. D. C., & Garcia, M. F. (2009). Valuing diversity: A group-
value approach to understanding the importance of organizational efforts
to support diversity. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 30, 941–962.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/job.598

�Triana, M., Garcia, M., & Colella, A. (2010). Managing diversity: How
organizational efforts to support diversity moderate the effects of per-
ceived racial discrimination on affective commitment. Personnel Psy-
chology, 63, 817–843. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2010.01
189.x

Triana, M. D., Jayasinghe, M., & Pieper, J. R. (2015). Perceived workplace
racial discrimination and its correlates: A meta-analysis. Journal of
Organizational Behavior, 36, 491–513. http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/job
.1988

United States Department of Labor. (2015). Facts over time: Women in the
labor force. Retrieved from https://www.dol.gov/wb/stats/facts_
over_time.htm

�Valle, M. (2005). A preliminary model of abusive behavior in organiza-
tions. Southern Business Review, 30, 27–35. Retrieved from https://
www.questia.com/library/p61306/southern-business-review

�van Dyck, S. H. (2012). Horizontal workplace aggression and coworker
social support related to work-family conflict and turnover intentions
(Unpublished master’s theses). Portland, OR: Portland State University.

�van Emmerik, I. J. H., Euwema, M. C., & Bakker, A. B. (2007). Threats
of workplace violence and the buffering effect of social support. Group
& Organization Management, 32, 152–175. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/
1059601106286784

�van Jaarsveld, D. D., Walker, D. D., & Skarlicki, D. P. (2010). The role
of job demands and emotional exhaustion in the relationship between
customer and employee incivility. Journal of Management, 36, 1486–
1504. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0149206310368998

�Vartia, M. (1996). The sources of bullying–psychological work environ-
ment and organizational climate. European Journal of Work and Orga-
nizational Psychology, 5, 203–214. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/
13594329608414855

�Vartia, M., & Hyyti, J. (2002). Gender differences in workplace bullying
among prison officers. European Journal of Work and Organizational
Psychology, 11, 113–126. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/1359432014
3000870

�Velez, M. J., & Neves, P. (2015). Abusive supervision, psychosomatic
symptoms, and deviance: Can job autonomy make a difference? Journal
of Occupational Health Psychology, 21, 322–333.

�Vie, T. L., Glasø, L., & Einarsen, S. (2010). Does trait anger, trait anxiety
or organisational position moderate the relationship between exposure to
negative acts and self-labelling as a victim of workplace bullying?
Nordic Psychology, 62, 67–79. http://dx.doi.org/10.1027/1901-2276/
a000017

�Vie, T. L., Glasø, L., & Einarsen, S. (2011). Health outcomes and
self-labeling as a victim of workplace bullying. Journal of Psychoso-
matic Research, 70, 37–43. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jpsychores.2010
.06.007

�Vogel, R. M., Mitchell, M. S., Tepper, B. J., Restubog, S. L., Hu, C., Hua,
W., & Huang, J.-C. (2015). A cross-cultural examination of subordi-
nates’ perceptions of and reactions to abusive supervision. Journal of
Organizational Behavior, 36, 720–745. http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/job
.1984

�Volpone, S. D., & Avery, D. R. (2013). It’s self defense: How perceived
discrimination promotes employee withdrawal. Journal of Occupational
Health Psychology, 18, 430–448. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0034016

Vorauer, J. D., & Ross, M. (1993). Making mountains out of molehills: An
informational goals analysis of self- and social perception. Personality
and Social Psychology Bulletin, 19, 620–632. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/
0146167293195013

Voyles, E., Finkelstein, L., & King, E. (2014). A tale of two theories:
Stereotype threat and metastereotypes. Industrial and Organizational
Psychology: Perspectives on Science and Practice, 7, 419–422. http://
dx.doi.org/10.1111/iops.12171

�Wade-Golden, K. (2006). Work and family conflict: Understanding the
role of race, gender, racial discrimination, and sexual discrimination
(Unpublished doctoral dissertation). Wayne State University, Detroit, MI.

�Walter, F., Lam, C. K., van der Vegt, G. S., Huang, X., & Miao, Q.
(2015). Abusive supervision and subordinate performance: Instrumen-
tality considerations in the emergence and consequences of abusive
supervision. Journal of Applied Psychology, 100, 1056–1072. http://dx
.doi.org/10.1037/a0038513

�Wang, W., Mao, J., Wu, W., & Liu, J. (2012). Abusive supervision and
workplace deviance: The mediating role of interactional justice and the
moderating role of power distance. Asia Pacific Journal of Human
Resources, 50, 43– 60. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-7941.2011
.00004.x

�Wardell, M. (2011). The effects of bullying on men and women in
American workplaces. (Unpublished doctoral dissertation). Walden Uni-
versity, Minneapolis, MI.

�Wated, G., & Sanchez, J. I. (2006). The role of accent as a work stressor
on attitudinal and health-related work outcomes. International Journal
of Stress Management, 13, 329–350. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1072-
5245.13.3.329

�Wei, F., & Si, S. (2013). Psychological contract breach, negative reci-
procity, and abusive supervision: The mediated effect of organizational
identification. Management and Organization Review, 9, 541–561.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/more.12029

�Welbourne, J. L., Gangadharan, A., & Esparza, C. A. (2016). Coping style
and gender effects on attitudinal responses to incivility. Journal of
Managerial Psychology, 31, 720–738. http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/JMP-
11-2014-0340

�Weuve, C., Pitney, W. A., Martin, M., & Mazerolle, S. M. (2014).
Experiences with workplace bullying among athletic trainers in the
collegiate setting. Journal of Athletic Training, 49, 696–705. http://dx
.doi.org/10.4085/1062-6050-49.3.16

�White, J. E. (1990). Sexual harassment in the workplace. (Unpublished
doctoral dissertation). Kansas State University, Manhattan, KS.

Whitener, E. M. (1990). Confusion of confidence intervals and credibility
intervals in meta-analysis. Journal of Applied Psychology, 75, 315–321.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.75.3.315

Wilkins, M. M. (2015, April 20). Why executive should talk about racial
bias at work. Harvard Business Review. Retrieved from https://hbr.org/
2015/04/why-executives-should-talk-about-racial-bias-at-work

Willness, C. R., Steel, P., & Lee, K. (2007). A meta-analysis of the
antecedents and consequences of workplace sexual harassment. Person-
nel Psychology, 60, 127–162. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570
.2007.00067.x

Wilson, D. B. (2005). Meta-analysis macro for SPSS. Retrieved from
http://mason.gmu.edu/~dwilsonb/ma.html

Winstanley, S., & Whittington, R. (2002). Anxiety, burnout and coping
styles in general hospital staff exposed to workplace aggression: A
cyclical model of burnout and vulnerability to aggression. Work and
Stress, 16, 302–315. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/0267837021000058650

�Wu, C. H., Liu, J., Kwan, H. K., & Lee, C. (2016). Why and when
workplace ostracism inhibits organizational citizenship behaviors: An
organizational identification perspective. Journal of Applied Psychol-
ogy, 101, 362–378. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/apl0000063

�Wu, I. H. C., Lyons, B., & Leong, F. T. L. (2015). How racial/ethnic
bullying affects rejection sensitivity: The role of social dominance
orientation. Cultural Diversity & Ethnic Minority Psychology, 21, 156–
161. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0037930

�Wu, L. Z., Ferris, D. L., Kwan, H. K., Chiang, F., Snape, E., & Liang,
L. H. (2015). Breaking (or making) the silence: How goal interdepen-

T
hi

s
do

cu
m

en
t

is
co

py
ri

gh
te

d
by

th
e

A
m

er
ic

an
Ps

yc
ho

lo
gi

ca
l

A
ss

oc
ia

tio
n

or
on

e
of

its
al

lie
d

pu
bl

is
he

rs
.

T
hi

s
ar

tic
le

is
in

te
nd

ed
so

le
ly

fo
r

th
e

pe
rs

on
al

us
e

of
th

e
in

di
vi

du
al

us
er

an
d

is
no

t
to

be
di

ss
em

in
at

ed
br

oa
dl

y.

162 MCCORD, JOSEPH, DHANANI, AND BEUS

http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S113874160000425X
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/job.598
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2010.01189.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2010.01189.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/job.1988
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/job.1988
https://www.dol.gov/wb/stats/facts_over_time.htm
https://www.dol.gov/wb/stats/facts_over_time.htm
https://www.questia.com/library/p61306/southern-business-review
https://www.questia.com/library/p61306/southern-business-review
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1059601106286784
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1059601106286784
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0149206310368998
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13594329608414855
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13594329608414855
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13594320143000870
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13594320143000870
http://dx.doi.org/10.1027/1901-2276/a000017
http://dx.doi.org/10.1027/1901-2276/a000017
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jpsychores.2010.06.007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jpsychores.2010.06.007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/job.1984
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/job.1984
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0034016
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0146167293195013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0146167293195013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/iops.12171
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/iops.12171
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0038513
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0038513
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-7941.2011.00004.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-7941.2011.00004.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1072-5245.13.3.329
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1072-5245.13.3.329
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/more.12029
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/JMP-11-2014-0340
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/JMP-11-2014-0340
http://dx.doi.org/10.4085/1062-6050-49.3.16
http://dx.doi.org/10.4085/1062-6050-49.3.16
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.75.3.315
https://hbr.org/2015/04/why-executives-should-talk-about-racial-bias-at-work
https://hbr.org/2015/04/why-executives-should-talk-about-racial-bias-at-work
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2007.00067.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2007.00067.x
http://mason.gmu.edu/%7Edwilsonb/ma.html
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/0267837021000058650
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/apl0000063
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0037930


dence and social skill predict being ostracized. Organizational Behavior
and Human Decision Processes, 131, 51–66. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/
j.obhdp.2015.08.001

�Wu, L. Z., Kwan, H. K., Liu, J., & Resick, C. J. (2012). Work-to-family
spillover effects of abusive supervision. Journal of Managerial Psychol-
ogy, 27, 714–731. http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/02683941211259539

�Wu, L. Z., Yim, F. H., Kwan, H. K., & Zhang, X. (2012). Coping with
workplace ostracism: The roles of ingratiation and political skill in
employee psychological distress. Journal of Management Studies, 49,
178–199. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2011.01017.x

�Wu, L. Z., Zhang, H., Chiu, R. K., Kwan, H. K., & He, X. (2014). Hostile
attribution bias and negative reciprocity beliefs exacerbate incivility’s
effects on interpersonal deviance. Journal of Business Ethics, 120,
189–199. http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10551-013-1658-6

�Wu, T. Y., & Hu, C. (2009). Abusive supervision and employee emotional
exhaustion: Dispositional antecedents and boundaries. Group & Orga-
nization Management, 34, 143–169. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/105
9601108331217

�Wu, T. Y., & Hu, C. (2013). Abusive supervision and subordinate emo-
tional labor: The moderating role of openness personality. Journal of
Applied Social Psychology, 43, 956–970. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/jasp
.12060

�Wu, T. Y., Hu, C., & Yang, C. C. (2013). Abusive supervision and
workload demands from supervisors: Exploring two types of supervisor-
related stressors and their association with strain. Stress and Health, 29,
190–198. http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/smi.2440

�Wyatt, G. E., & Riederle, M. (1995). The prevalence and context of sexual
harassment among African American and White American women.
Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 10, 309–321. http://dx.doi.org/10
.1177/088626095010003005

�Xu, E., Huang, X. U., Lam, C. K., & Miao, Q. (2012). Abusive supervi-
sion and work behaviors: The mediating role of LMX. Journal of
Organizational Behavior, 33, 531–543. http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/job
.768

�Xu, H. (2012). How am I supposed to live without you: An investigation
of antecedents and consequences of workplace ostracism (Unpublished
doctoral dissertation). The Hong Kong Polytechnic University. Hung
Hom, Hong Kong.

�Yamada, S., Cappadocia, M. C., & Pepler, D. (2014). Workplace bullying
in Canadian graduate psychology programs: Student perspectives of
student–supervisor relationships. Training and Education in Profes-
sional Psychology, 8, 58–67. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/tep0000015

�Yang, J. (2012). Workplace ostracism and performance related outcomes:
A process model incorporating social influence and social identity
theories (Unpublished doctoral dissertation). State University of New
York, Buffalo, NY.

�Yang, L.-Q. (2009). Aggression and its consequences in nursing: A more
complete story by adding its social context (Unpublished doctoral dis-
sertation). University of South Florida, Tampa, FL.

Yang, L.-Q., Caughlin, D. E., Gazica, M. W., Truxillo, D. M., & Spector,
P. E. (2014). Workplace mistreatment climate and potential employee
and organizational outcomes: A meta-analytic review from the target’s
perspective. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 19, 315–335.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0036905

�Yao, Y., Wang, W., Wang, F., & Yao, W. (2014). General self-efficacy
and the effect of hospital workplace violence on doctors’ stress and job
satisfaction in China. International Journal of Occupational Medicine
and Environmental Health, 27, 389–399. http://dx.doi.org/10.2478/
s13382-014-0255-y

�Yu, K., Lin, W., Wang, L., Ma, J., Wei, W., Wang, H., . . . Shi, J. (2016).
The role of affective commitment and future work self salience in the
abusive supervision-job performance relationship. Journal of Occupa-
tional and Organizational Psychology, 89, 28–45. http://dx.doi.org/10
.1111/joop.12101

�Zellars, K. L., Tepper, B. J., & Duffy, M. K. (2002). Abusive supervision
and subordinates’ organizational citizenship behavior. Journal of Ap-
plied Psychology, 87, 1068–1076. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010
.87.6.1068

�Zeng, J. Y., An, F. R., Xiang, Y. T., Qi, Y. K., Ungvari, G. S., Newhouse,
R., . . . Chiu, H. F. (2013). Frequency and risk factors of workplace
violence on psychiatric nurses and its impact on their quality of life in
China. Psychiatry Research, 210, 510–514. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j
.psychres.2013.06.013

�Zhang, H., Kwan, H. K., Zhang, X., & Wu, L. (2012). High core
self-evaluators maintain creativity: A motivational model of abusive
supervision. Journal of Management, 40, 1151–1174. http://dx.doi.org/
10.1177/0149206312460681

�Zhao, H., Peng, Z., & Sheard, G. (2013). Workplace ostracism and
hospitality employees’ counterproductive work behaviors: The joint
moderating effects of proactive personality and political skill. Interna-
tional Journal of Hospitality Management, 33, 219–227. http://dx.doi
.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2012.08.006

�Zhou, Z. E., Yang, L.-Q., & Spector, P. E. (2015). Political skill: A
proactive inhibitor of workplace aggression exposure and an active
buffer of the aggression-strain relationship. Journal of Occupational
Health Psychology, 20, 405–419. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0039004

�Zurawiecki, D. M. (2013). The impact of student threats and assaults on
teacher attrition (Unpublished doctoral dissertation). Rutgers Univer-
sity, New Brunswick, NJ.

Received December 10, 2015
Revision received June 27, 2017

Accepted June 30, 2017 �

E-Mail Notification of Your Latest Issue Online!

Would you like to know when the next issue of your favorite APA journal will be available
online? This service is now available to you. Sign up at https://my.apa.org/portal/alerts/ and you will
be notified by e-mail when issues of interest to you become available!

T
hi

s
do

cu
m

en
t

is
co

py
ri

gh
te

d
by

th
e

A
m

er
ic

an
Ps

yc
ho

lo
gi

ca
l

A
ss

oc
ia

tio
n

or
on

e
of

its
al

lie
d

pu
bl

is
he

rs
.

T
hi

s
ar

tic
le

is
in

te
nd

ed
so

le
ly

fo
r

th
e

pe
rs

on
al

us
e

of
th

e
in

di
vi

du
al

us
er

an
d

is
no

t
to

be
di

ss
em

in
at

ed
br

oa
dl

y.

163SEX AND RACE DIFFERENCES IN MISTREATMENT

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2015.08.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2015.08.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/02683941211259539
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2011.01017.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10551-013-1658-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1059601108331217
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1059601108331217
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/jasp.12060
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/jasp.12060
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/smi.2440
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/088626095010003005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/088626095010003005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/job.768
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/job.768
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/tep0000015
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0036905
http://dx.doi.org/10.2478/s13382-014-0255-y
http://dx.doi.org/10.2478/s13382-014-0255-y
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/joop.12101
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/joop.12101
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.87.6.1068
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.87.6.1068
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.psychres.2013.06.013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.psychres.2013.06.013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0149206312460681
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0149206312460681
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2012.08.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2012.08.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0039004

	A Meta-Analysis of Sex and Race Differences in Perceived Workplace Mistreatment
	Perceived Workplace Mistreatment
	Sex and Race Differences in Perceived Workplace Mistreatment
	Time Trends in Subgroup Differences in Perceived Workplace Mistreatment
	Method
	Literature Search
	Inclusion Criteria
	Data Coding
	Additional Moderator Analyses
	Meta-Analytic Procedures

	Results
	Sex and Race Differences in Perceived Mistreatment
	Type of Mistreatment
	Time Trends in Subgroup Differences
	Additional Moderators

	Discussion
	Practical Implications
	Theoretical Implications
	Limitations and Future Directions

	Conclusion
	References


