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Abstract

This study examines the relationship between coping appraisals (self-efficacy and response

efficacy) and ostracising behaviour, moderated by emotional intelligence, within the

banking sector. Drawing from the Protection Motivation Theory (PMT), the study explores

how employees’ perceived ability to implement protective measures, influences their

likelihood of engaging in ostracising behaviour. Data were collected from back-end

employees in local commercial banks within Kuala Lumpur, using a cross-sectional survey

approach. The findings revealed a significant positive relationship between self-efficacy

and ostracising behaviour, indicating that employees with high self-efficacy, were more
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likely to avoid colleagues perceived as health risks. Conversely, response efficacy was

negatively related to ostracising behaviour, suggesting that employees who believe in the

effectiveness of preventive measures, were less likely to engage in exclusionary actions.

However, emotional intelligence did not moderate these relationships, highlighting that

individuals’ confidence in managing health risks may overshadow the role of emotional

regulation in workplace interactions. Future research should explore the impact of

organizational factors, geographical variations and different occupational sectors to gain

deeper insights into the workplace ostracism dynamics.
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1. Introduction

Workplaces are high-risk environments

for infectious disease transmission, often

prompting employees to adopt protective

behaviours such as social distancing. While

these measures aim to reduce health risks, they

can also create unintended social gaps, fostering

exclusion and workplace ostracism (Al Riyami

et al., 2023). Fear of infection and anxiety

drive individuals to isolate themselves,

reinforcing ostracising behaviour (Kilic et al.,

2023). Protection Motivation Theory (PMT)

suggests that individuals assess their ability to

cope, influencing their behavioural responses,

including avoidance and exclusion (Guidry et

al., 2022).

Ostracising behaviour in response to

infectious diseases, has been widely observed,

manifesting in var ious forms such as

stigmatization, silent treatment and social

avoidance (Wang et al., 2023). Previous

outbreaks have shown that fear of contagion

leads to the rejection of affected individuals

(Ranganathan et al., 2023).  In a given

workplace, ostracism can serve as a protective

mechanism against a perceived threat (Rich,

2020). This study examines how coping

appraisal, comprising self-efficacy and response

efficacy, shapes workplace ostracism.

Emotional Intelligence (EI) plays a crucial

role in regulating emotions and responses to

workplace challenges. Individuals with high EI,

are better equipped to manage fears, reduce

negative biases and foster healthier workplace

interactions (Mattingly & Kraiger, 2019).

When negative events occur, EI helps

individuals to navigate social complexities and

minimize harmful behaviours (Attaullah &

Afsar, 2021). Given its potential to moderate

the relationship between coping appraisal and

ostracising behaviour, this study proposes to

investigate how coping appraisal influences

ostracising behaviour, with EI acting as a

moderating factor.

2. Review of Literature

2.1. Ostracising Behaviour

From the perpetrator ’s perspective,

ostracizing behaviour (OB) occurs when an

employee is excluded despite social norms

supporting inclusion (Robinson et al., 2013).

Targets may feel ignored when they should be

acknowledged in social or work-related

interactions (Ferris et al., 2008). Common

ostracising behaviours include avoiding eye

contact, silent treatment and neglect (Tan et

al., 2024).  Ostracism is often used for

individual or group protection (Sharma &

Dhar, 2024).

Managing Ostracising Behaviour: The Role of  Coping Appraisals  and  Emotional Intelligence... 12
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2.2. Self-Efficacy

Self-Efficacy (SE) refers to an

individual’s belief in their ability to achieve

desired behavioural changes (Bandura, 1977).

In health contexts,  strong SE enhances

adherence to preventive measures, such as

hygiene practices and disease prevention

behaviours, particularly during pandemics

(Leigh et al., 2020). Research highlights SE

as a significant predictor of health behaviours

(Rad et al., 2021). Within PMT, SE directly

impacts individuals’ engagement in health-

related behaviour changes, with confidence in

one’s ability, serving as a key factor in both

intention and action (Brouwer-Goossensen

et al., 2016).  Research supports its

significance, as individuals, confident in their

ability to avoid infections, are more likely to

adopt preventive measures (Breland et al.,

2020). Positive correlations have been found

between SE and behavioural changes, including

self-isolation, social distancing and mask-

wearing (Farooq et al., 2019; Mortada et

al., 2021). Thus, SE significantly shapes

individuals’ motivation for preventing infections,

which may extend to employees’ belief in using

OB to avoid infectious diseases in the

workplace.

2.3. Response Efficacy

According to PMT, response efficacy

(RE) is directly linked to the intention to engage

in protective behaviours, as individuals are more

motivated to change if they believe it reduces

future risks (Brouwer-Goossensen et al.,

2016). Higher RE is associated with increased

precautionary actions such as handwashing and

mask-wearing (Bish & Michie, 2010).

Studies also suggest that when individuals

perceive a safety measure as ineffective, they

are less likely to adopt it (Bekkers et al.,

2023). In this study, RE may shape employees’

perceptions that OB is an ineffective way to

prevent infectious diseases. As employees

believe more in the effectiveness of proper

preventive measures, they are less likely to

engage in workplace ostracism.

2.4. Emotional Intelligence

EI predicts workplace ostracism as it

enables individuals to regulate emotions, resolve

conflicts and foster  positive workplace

relationships, reducing the likelihood of being

ostracized (Liu et al., 2021).  High EI

enhances decision-making, empathy and ethical

judgment, helping employees to manage

negative emotions like frustration and rejection

(Cherry, 2024). Additionally, employees, who

have high EI, tend to form stronger social

networks, improving workplace interactions and

reducing exclusion (Barr, 2024). Previous

research has shown significant positive

relationship between EI and SE, where

individuals with higher EI exhibit greater

confidence in managing challenges and

workplace stress (Rathi & Rastogi, 2009).

Moreover, emotionally intelligent individuals tend

to have  more positive attitude toward work,

reinforcing their belief in their capabilities

(Salami, 2007). Similarly, RE, which refers to

the belief in the effectiveness of an action, is

shaped by EI, as individuals with high EI, prefer

adaptive coping strategies over ostracism in

managing workplace health risks (Attaullah &

Afsar, 2021).  By leveraging emotional

awareness and regulation, they perceive

alternative protective measures as more

effective than exclusionary behaviours

(Prentice et al., 2020).

3. Statement of the Problem

Ostracising behaviour has become a

significant concern, particularly in high-contact

sectors like banking, where employees

frequently interact with customers, increasing
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their exposure to infectious diseases (Yu et

al., 2021). While protective measures such as

social distancing and self-isolation, help reduce

health risks, they can unintentionally lead to

social exclusion and workplace ostracism

(Sarwar et al., 2023). Existing research has

primarily focused on workplace ostracism in

healthcare settings (Shafique et al., 2021;

Taylor et al., 2020) and from the victim’s

perspective (De Clercq et al., 2019; Singh

& Srivastava, 2021),  leaving gaps in

understanding how and why employees engage

in OB, particularly in non-healthcare sectors

such as banking (Rudert et al., 2023).

This behaviour has severe consequences,

leading to psychological distress (Tweedie et

al., 2019), reduced employee engagement

(Anjum et al., 2022) and increased turnover

(Zhang et al., 2019). However, the factors

influencing OB, remain underexplored,

particularly with EI (Naz et al., 2019). Most

existing studies focus on the characteristics of

the victims rather than those engaging in

ostracism (Wang & Li, 2018; Wu et al.,

2015). Given the effects of threat perception

and coping mechanisms (Ling et al., 2019),

examining its moderating role through PMT

(Rogers, 1975), is essential.

4. Need of the Study

Understanding ostracising behaviour in the

context of infectious disease prevention is

crucial for  foster ing inclusive work

environments. While past studies have

examined its impact on employees and

organizations, little attention has been given to

the factors driving ostracising behaviour,

particularly in non-healthcare sectors. Given

that workplace interactions significantly

influence disease transmission (Zivich et al.,

2021), it is essential to explore how protective

behaviours like self-isolation and social

distancing may unintentionally lead to ostracism.

This study focuses on the banking sector, where

frequent customer interactions increase

infection risks, highlighting the need to

understand the psychological and social effects

of workplace behaviours during health crises.

Additionally, EI plays a crucial role in

managing workplace relationships and coping

with health-related stressors (Zhang & Shi,

2017). Despite its recognized importance, little

research has explored its moderating effect on

workplace ostracism. By integrating the PMT,

this study contributes to the understanding of

how EI influences threat perception and coping

appraisal, ultimately affecting workplace

interactions. This study, therefore, fills an

important research gap and provides practical

implications for organizations seeking to balance

health risk management with maintaining a

cohesive workforce.

5. Objective of the Study

This study aims to investigate the

relationship between coping appraisals,

specifically self-efficacy and response efficacy

and ostracising behaviour among banking

employees. Additionally, this study seeks to

determine whether  EI moderates the

relationship between coping appraisals and

ostracising behaviour.

6. Hypothesis of the Study

This study proposed four hypotheses, to

examine the relationships between SE, and RE

with OB (Figure 1). Additionally, it investigates

the moderating role of EI in these relationships.

The hypotheses are as follows:

H1: There is positive and significant relationship

between self-efficacy and ostracising

behaviour among banking employees.

H2: There is negative and significant

relationship between response efficacy and

Managing Ostracising Behaviour: The Role of  Coping Appraisals  and  Emotional Intelligence... 14
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ostracising behaviour among banking

employees.

H3:The positive and significant relationship

between self-efficacy and ostracising

behaviour among banking employees will be

weaker when emotional intelligence is

higher.

H4:The negative and significant relationship

between response efficacy and ostracising

among banking employees will be stronger

when emotional intelligence is higher.

7. Research Methodology

7.1 Sample Selection

The population comprises employees from

eight local commercial banks in Malaysia, as

listed by Bank Negara Malaysia (2023), with

a specific focus on back-end employees in

Kuala Lumpur. This group was chosen due to

their indirect exposure to infectious diseases

compared to front-end employees,  who

frequently interact with customers. The study

employed snowball sampling, a method used

while accessing a specific population, is

challenging (Saunders et al., 2019). Using

power analysis via G*Power software, the

required sample size was determined to be 114

respondents, aligning with prior recommendations

for statistical significance and model reliability

(Hair et al., 2023). By the end of data

collection, 474 responses were gathered.

However, after data cleaning, only 420 valid

samples remained for the analysis.

7.2 Period of Study

This study adopted a cross-sectional

approach, assessing study variables at a single

point in time. Data collection took place over

two months, from mid-October 2023 to mid-

November 2023.

7.3 Source of Data

Primary data were used for conducting

this study. The study utilized validated

instruments to measure key variables. OB was

assessed, by using a 10-item scale developed

by Ferris et al. (2008), with a reliability

coefficient of 0.82. SE and RE, both

components of coping appraisal, were measured

by using 4-item scales, developed by Su et al.,

2022, with reliability coefficients of 0.85 and

0.86, respectively. EI was evaluated by using

the 16-item Wong and Law EI Scale (WLEIS)

developed by Wong and Law (2002), with a

reliability coefficient of 0.86.

7.4 Data Analysis Tools

This study utilized IBM SPSS 27 for data

cleaning and SmartPLS 4.1.0 was used for

Partial Least Squares Structural Equation

Modeling (PLS-SEM), to analyse complex

relationships between variables (Hair et al.,

2023).

8. Data Analysis and Interpretation

8.1 Demographic Profile of the employees

from commercial banks in Malaysia

The demographic analysis included gender,

age, marital status, education, workplace

affiliation, professional roles, tenure and

infectious disease history, as shown in Table 1.

The majority of respondents were female

(68.6 %) and aged 25-38 (48.6 %). Marital

status was evenly split between single and

married (48.6 % each). Majority reported

Bachelor’s degree (82.9 %), followed by

Master’s (14.3 %), while Diploma and PhD

holders each accounted for 1.4 %.

The respondents were from eight local

commercial banks in Kuala Lumpur, with F and

H Bank having the highest representation (20.0

% each). Majority were back-end employees
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(76.4 %), while 23.6 % handled both front-end

and back-end roles. Employees with 3-4 years

of experience made up the largest group

(33.6 %), followed by 1-2 years (26.4 %), over

4 years (25.0 %), and less than a year (15%).

Notably, 93.6 % reported a history of infectious

diseases, with COVID-19 being the most

common (85.0 %), alongside influenza and

tuberculosis.

8.2 Measurement Model Assessment

The measurement model was assessed by

evaluating loadings, average variance extracted

(AVE), and composite reliability (CR).

According to Hair et al. (2023), acceptable

thresholds include loadings  0.5, AVE  0.5,

and CR  0.7. As presented in Table 2, all

AVE values exceeded 0.5, and CR values were

above 0.7, confirming strong reliability. All items

exhibited loadings between 0.287 and 0.970.

SE1 (0.287) was removed for falling below the

threshold, while the others were retained.

Discriminant validity was then examined, by

using the HTMT criterion, proposed by

Henseler et al. (2015). The stricter threshold

requires HTMT values to be  0.85 while the

more lenient criterion is  0.90. As shown in

Table 3, all HTMT values remained below

0.90, confirming that respondents effectively

distinguished between the constructs. These

results established the validity and reliability of

the measurement model.

8.3 Structural Model Assessment

Following the validation of the

measurement model, the structural model (inner

model) was evaluated by analyzing the path

coefficients (), coefficient of determination

(R²), and predictive relevance, using the

PLSpredict method.  The R² value for

ostracising behaviour was 0.145, indicating that

the two predictors explained 14.5% of its

variance. Based on Hair et al. (2023), R²

values of 0.25, 0.50, and 0.75 revealed weak,

moderate, and substantial effects in structural

models. As shown in Table 4, both SE->OB

( = 0.369, p<0.000) and RE -> OB (=-0.172,

p < 0.016) significantly influenced ostracising

behaviour, supporting H
1
 and H

2
. Predictive

relevance was further assessed.

8.4 Moderation Analysis

Lastly, moderation analysis was conducted

to assess the significance of interaction effects

(Hair et al., 2023). The results in Table 4

showed that the interactions SE*EI -> OB (

= 0.060, p< 0.097) and RE*EI -> OB ( =

0.014, p < 0.414) were not significant.

Therefore, H
3
 and H

4
 were not supported.

9. Findings of the Study

The study found SE -> OB to be positive

and significant. Employees, with high self-

efficacy, were more confident in their ability

to protect themselves, leading them to avoid

potentially infected colleagues. Hadizadeh-

Talasaz et al. (2022) similarly found that

individuals, who perceived COVID-19 to be

severe, had higher  SE and engaged in

preventive behaviours. Studies in Japan (Al-

Hasan et al., 2020) also confirmed a positive

link between SE and ostracism.

Conversely, RE -> OB reported negative

significant relationship. Employees, who

believed in the effectiveness of preventive

measures, viewed ostracism to be ineffective

and harmful. This aligns with Lewis et al.

(2010), who found that higher response

efficacy reduced fear-driven behaviours, and

Guidry et al. (2022) linked RE to adherence

to social distancing. These findings highlight RE

role in shaping behaviour, showing that belief

in effective prevention reduces reliance on

ostracism.

Managing Ostracising Behaviour: The Role of  Coping Appraisals  and  Emotional Intelligence... 16
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The study found that EI did not moderate

SE -> OB, suggesting that employees with high

SE engaged in ostracism regardless of their EI

level. In other words, confidence in one’s ability

to manage risks, may overshadow the influence

of EI in regulating behaviour. Research findings

suggest that EI and SE are not significantly

correlated (Al-ahzam, 2023), which may

explain why EI did not moderate the SE ->

OB relationship, as individuals with low SE also

struggle to cope with exclusion (De Clercq

et al., 2019).

Similarly, EI did not moderate RE -> OB.

Employees, who believed in the effectiveness

of preventive actions, were less likely to

ostracize others, irrespective of their EI levels.

Hari et al. (2023) found significant positive

correlation between emotion regulation, emotion

utilization, and RE but no significant relationship

between emotion appraisal (self and others) and

RE. These findings highlight the need for further

exploration of additional factors, such as

workplace culture and organizational policies,

in shaping social behaviours at work.

10. Suggestions

This study highlights the role of self-

efficacy in shaping employees’ coping strategies

during health crises, including ostracising

behaviour. Employees, with high self-efficacy,

may initially adopt extreme precautions, such as

excluding colleagues, as a defensive response.

However, effective crisis management can

encourage constructive coping mechanisms.

Managers can achieve this through clear health

risk communication, accessible protective

measures and training programs that boost

confidence in handling threats. Moreover,

strengthening response efficacy fosters

adaptive responses, minimizing unnecessary

ostracism and promoting a supportive workplace

environment.

11. Conclusion

This study contributes to understanding

workplace ostracism by demonstrating how SE

and RE influence employees’ exclusionary

behaviours, in the context of infectious disease

prevention. Employees, with high SE, were

more likely to engage in OB whereas those

with higher RE were less inclined to do so.

The findings also indicate that EI did not

moderate these relationships, suggesting that

employees’ confidence in their ability to manage

risks, may outweigh the role of emotional

regulation in workplace dynamics. Given the

negative implications of ostracism on employee

well-being and organizational cohesion,

businesses should implement policies that

promote inclusive behaviours and reduce social

isolation, particularly during health crises. Future

studies should explore additional factors such

as workplace culture, leadership and industry-

specific dynamics, to develop more

comprehensive interventions for mitigating

ostracism in professional settings.

12. Limitations of the Study

This study suffered from several

limitations. It did not distinguish between

personal and task ostracism, making it unclear

which was more prevalent due to infectious

disease protection. Data collection, during the

transition from the COVID-19 pandemic, may

have influenced perceptions. Other factors like

organizational culture, stress levels and remote

work dynamics, were not considered. The

study’s focus on Kuala Lumpur and back-end

banking employees, limits generalizability and

reliance on snowball sampling restricted sample

diversity.

13. Scope for Further Study

Future research should explore additional

factors, influencing ostracising behaviour,

particularly in the context of health protection
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measures. Since EI did not moderate the

relationship between coping appraisal and

ostracism, future studies should examine its

four dimensions of self-emotion appraisal,

emotion appraisal, emotion regulation and

emotion utilization for deeper insights (Hari et

al., 2023). Expanding research to multiple

geographical locations within Malaysia, including

urban, suburban, and rural areas, will capture

diverse perspectives. Additionally, investigating

various sectors such as travel, hospitality, public

transportation and manufacturing can provide a

broader understanding of how workplace

ostracism differs across industries during

infectious disease outbreaks.
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Table 1: Demographic Profile of the Respondents from Commercial Banks in Malaysia

Variable Items Frequency Percentage (%) 

Gender 
Male 132 31.40 

Female 288 68.60 

Age 

18 – 24 years old 30 7.10 

25 – 31 years old 204 48.60 

32 – 38 years old 102 24.30 

39 – 45 years old 51 12.10 

46 – 52 years old 33 7.90 

Marital Status 

Single 204 48.60 

Married 204 48.60 

Divorce 12 2.90 

Education 

Diploma 6 1.40 

Bachelor’s degree 348 82.90 

Master's Degree 60 14.30 

Doctor of Philosophy (PhD) 6 1.40 

Bank 

A 33 7.90 

B 39 9.30 

C 54 12.90 

D 57 13.60 

E 36 8.60 

F 84 20.0 

G 33 7.90 

H 84 20.0 

Roles 
Back-end workforce 321 76.40 

Front-end & back-end workforce 99 23.60 

Tenure 

Less than 1 year 63 15.0 

1 – 2 years 111 26.40 

3 – 4 years 141 33.60 

Above 4 years 105 25.0 

History of Infectious 
Diseases 

Yes 393 93.60 

No 27 6.40 

Types of Infectious 
Diseases 

COVID-19 357 85.0 

Influenza 33 7.90 

Tuberculosis (TB) 3 0.70 

Others 27 6.40 

 Source: Primary Data and computed using SmartPLS
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Table 2: Outer Loadings, Average Variance Extracted and Composite Reliability

Constructs Items Loadings AVE CR 

Self-efficacy 

SE1* - 

0.642 0.839 
SE2 0.591 

SE3 0.843 

SE4 0.930 

Response 
Efficacy 

RE1 0.970 

0.706 0.904 
RE2 0.909 

RE3 0.740 

RE4 0.715 

Ostracising 
Behaviour 

OB1 0.903 

0.787 0.974 

OB2 0.891 

OB3 0.828 

OB4 0.907 

OB5 0.875 

OB6 0.897 

OB7 0.800 

OB8 0.908 

OB9 0.922 

OB10 0.929 

Emotional 
Intelligence 

EI1 0.859 

0.757 0.980 

EI2 0.886 

EI3 0.926 

EI4 0.931 

EI5 0.840 

EI6 0.809 

EI7 0.904 

EI8 0.871 

EI9 0.916 

EI10 0.898 

EI11 0.864 

EI12 0.907 

EI13 0.838 

EI14 0.827 

EI15 0.800 

EI16 0.829 

 
*SE1 item deleted

Source: Primary Data and computed using SmartPLS
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Table 3: Discriminant Validity of the Constructs

 

E1 OB RE SE 

EI 

    

OB 0.084 

   

RE 0.066 0.045 

  

SE 0.190 0.321 0.608 

 
 

Source: Primary Data and computed using SmartPLS

Hypothesis Relationship Std Beta 
t-

values 
p-

values 
BCI 
LL 

BCI UL 

H1 SE -> OB 0.369 6.969 0.000 0.278 0.453 

H2 RE -> OB -0.172 2.139 0.016 -0.255 -0.009 

H3 SE*EI ->  OB 0.060 1.296 0.097 -0.030 0.126 

H4 RE*EI ->  OB 0.014 0.217 0.414 -0.076 0.150 

 

Table 4: Path Coefficients, T-Values, P-Values and Confident Interval Assessment

Source: Primary Data and computed using SmartPLS
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