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Despite growing interest in workplace dignity, there is a paucity of empirical research 
regarding whether and when it leads to higher job performance. To address these research 
gaps, this study examines the relationship between workplace dignity and job performance, 
identifying and examining the boundary condition role of workplace inclusion. Multi-source 
and time-lagged data were obtained from employee–supervisor dyads (n = 169) in 
non-governmental organizations in Pakistan to test the hypothesized model, employing 
techniques, such as confirmatory factor analysis, moderated multiple regression, post-hoc 
slope, and Johnson–Neyman analyses. As predicted, workplace dignity and workplace 
inclusion positively influenced employees’ job performance, while workplace inclusion 
moderated the dignity-performance relationship such that this relationship was more 
strongly positive when workplace inclusion was high. At the theoretical level, this study 
adds new insights to the job demands-resources (JD-R) model, which is used as theoretical 
lens in this study. Specifically, this study is the first to examine workplace dignity and its 
consequences from the perspective of the JD-R model, thus introducing a new theoretical 
perspective into the dignity literature. This study also provides useful advice for management 
practice, policymaking, and employees, and is germane to the United Nations’ Sustainable 
Development Goal 8.

Keywords: workplace dignity, workplace inclusion, job performance, job demands-resources model, Pakistan

INTRODUCTION

No one can deny the importance of employee performance for organizations. It is commonly 
believed that organizations are only as successful as their employees and that successful employees 
are those who can perform their jobs well or execute assigned duties and tasks efficiently and 
effectively. Without employee performance, there is no unit performance, no team performance, 
and no organizational performance. Hence, employee performance can be  considered as a 
fundamental building block on which organizational performance is based (Campbell and 
Wiernik, 2015, p.  48). Employee performance has been classified into three categories: task 
or in-role performance (in-role behaviors that facilitate the provision of a service or the 
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production of a good); citizenship performance (extra-role and 
voluntary behaviors that help to achieve the organizational 
goals); and counterproductive performance (behaviors that 
damage the wellbeing of the organization and its members; 
Rotundo and Sackett, 2002, pp.  67–68). Although all facets of 
performance have a unique importance, this study addresses 
task or job performance (JP) because it is one of the most 
important dimensions of employee performance (Johnson, 2001; 
Rotundo and Sackett, 2002) that directly affects organizational 
performance (Almatrooshi et  al., 2016). Hence, it is critical 
to explore factors that might contribute to employees’ JP.

Although a great deal of research has been undertaken in 
this regard (e.g., Carmeli and Josman, 2006; Kamdar and Van 
Dyne, 2007; Tsai et  al., 2007; Shantz et  al., 2013; Yu and 
Frenkel, 2013; Kim et  al., 2015; Du et  al., 2016; Bodla and 
Ningyu, 2017; Yang and Wei, 2017; Chen and Tang, 2018; 
Khoreva and Wechtler, 2018; Khalid, 2020; Lin et  al., 2020; 
Kim and Kim, 2021; Tran et  al., 2021), the JP literature has 
some notable gaps. For instance, research has yet to look into 
the links between bright-side aspects of organizational life, for 
example, workplace dignity (WD), and employees’ JP (Chen 
and Tang, 2018). The first objective of this study is to address 
this gap in the literature. Specifically, this study investigates 
the effects of WD [“the value or worth that individuals acquire 
from work” (Lucas, 2017, p.  2549)] on employees’ JP. Further, 
factors that might accentuate the performance effects of WD 
remain unknown. To address this gap, the current study examines 
the boundary condition role of workplace inclusion (WI), 
defined as “the extent to which employee feel that they belong 
to and are socially included in the workplace” (Pearce and 
Randel, 2004, p.  84) in the link between WD and JP. In 
examining these perspectives, this study adds the following 
insights to the literature.

First, while most research on WD is qualitative (e.g., Hodson 
and Roscigno, 2004; Sayer, 2007; Yalden and McCormack, 2010; 
Lucas, 2011, 2015; Crowley, 2013, 2014; Lucas et  al., 2013; 
Baker and Lucas, 2017; Noronha et  al., 2020; King et  al., 2021; 
Tiwari et  al., 2021), this study is a pioneering empirical work 
explaining and examining the link between WD and JP, thus 
expanding the scant body of empirical research investigating 
WD’s relationship with employee behaviors (Thomas and Lucas, 
2019; Ahmed et  al., 2021; Wang et  al., 2021). Second, this 
study furthers our understanding of the circumstances/conditions 
in which WD is more likely to enhance employees’ JP. It is 
worth mentioning the lack of research identifying and examining 
the factors that might interact with WD and accentuate its 
effects. Hence, the importance of this study cannot be  ignored. 
Third, there has been equivocal evidence regarding the relationship 
between WI and JP; for example, while Cho and Mor Barak 
(2008) and Pearce and Randel (2004) observed a statistically 
significant relationship between these constructs, Chen and Tang 
(2018) found no association between them (r = 0.12, p > 0.05). 
The present study aims to reduce this ambiguity by examining 
the WI-JP relationship. Finally, at the theoretical level, this 
study seeks to add new insights to the job demands-resources 
(JD-R) model (Bakker and Demerouti, 2007), which is used 
as theoretical lens in this study. This study is a maiden attempt 

to ascertain the relationship dynamics between WD, WI, and 
JP from the perspective of the JD-R model, thus introducing 
a new theoretical perspective into the WD literature and extending 
the applicability of the JD-R model. This study contends that 
WD and WI are job resources that positively influence JP and 
that the interaction of job resources (WD and WI) leads to 
positive outcomes. To test these assumptions, not only does 
this study introduce new job resources, it also provides valuable 
insights regarding the interaction between job resources, which 
is rare in the literature. In addition to informing the literature, 
this study is important for management practice in that it can 
help HR managers to understand the extent to which WD 
and WI are beneficial for organizations, and to develop 
interventions via which dignity and inclusion can be  bolstered. 
Organizational policymakers/decision-makers can also utilize 
this study’s findings to craft/modify organizational policies.

The remainder of this article is structured as follows. Following 
this introduction, the theoretical foundations and hypotheses 
are presented, followed by the methodology. The results are 
then presented and subsequently discussed. Following sections 
on implications (for policy, management practice, and employees) 
and limitations and directions for future research, the final 
conclusions are presented.

THEORETICAL FOUNDATIONS AND 
HYPOTHESES

This study draws on the JD-R model (Bakker and Demerouti, 
2007) and relevant empirical works to explicate the WD–JP 
relationship and the boundary condition role of WI. The JD-R 
model states that job resources (e.g., factors, such as autonomy 
and support) have motivational potential and can facilitate the 
attainment of positive organizational and work-related outcomes 
(e.g., excellent JP and higher work engagement; Bakker and 
Demerouti, 2007). Since WD has a motivational potential and 
it can lead to several positive outcomes, such as higher levels 
of work effort and work engagement, as well as increased 
propensity to display citizenship behaviors (Thomas and Lucas, 
2019; Ahmed et  al., 2021; Wang et  al., 2021), we  contend that 
it is a job resource that can positively influence employees’ 
JP. Similarly, based on the findings that WI is functional in 
attaining several desirable outcomes (e.g., organizational 
commitment, team member role performance, innovator role, 
and JP; Pearce and Randel, 2004; Chen and Tang, 2018), we submit 
that WI is also a job resource that can enhance employees’ 
JP. Further, using insights from relevant empirical works showing 
that job resources can interact to predict positive outcomes 
(Ahmed et  al., 2020), we  postulate that WI might enhance the 
performance effects of WD, that is, the WD-JP relationship will 
be  stronger positive when WI is high. The theoretical reasoning 
for these assumptions is explicated in the following subsections.

Workplace Dignity and Job Performance
Dignity is a phenomenon that has been described and 
conceptualized in multiple ways (Mitchell, 2017; Teixeira et al., 
2021). In some cases, it has been viewed as a psychological 
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outcome that can be  felt, realized, and pursued (expressed by 
using metaphors, such as a “sense of dignity”), while in other 
instances, it has been referred to as the quality of human 
interactions, which can be  maintained, improved, or even 
harmed. Regardless of how it is perceived and described, dignity 
remains salient to human beings in all walks of life (Lucas, 
2015). Although dignity has been an important part of the 
scholarly discourse throughout history (for a review and 
discussion, see Bal, 2017; Lucas, 2017; Thomas and Lucas, 
2019), it has emerged as a theoretically distinct construct in 
the work domain based largely on the seminal work of Randy 
Hodson, which not only introduced a general definition of 
dignity but also highlighted conditions/factors that may threaten 
it. According to Hodson (2001, p.  3), dignity is an individual’s 
ability to establish her/his self-worth, and to appreciate and 
recognize the respect of others. Bal (2017, p.  73) presented a 
different perspective, considering WD as “the intrinsic and 
unalienable worth of everything (e.g., human and non-human 
elements) in the workplace.” He  argued that dignity is not 
limited only to people; the workplace and its non-human 
elements also have their own dignity. Therefore, dignity in the 
workplace and its elements should be  upheld (Bal, 2017). 
However, since Bal’s (2017) conceptualization of WD entails 
elements that are not the focus of this study (non-human 
elements in the workplace), we use Kristen Lucas’s more relevant 
definition of WD, that is, “the self and others’ acknowledged 
worth acquired from engaging in work activity” (Lucas, 2017, 
p. 2549). As a construct, WD is composed of multiple dimensions 
(e.g., respectful interactions, equality, and inherent value). Four 
main principles are important to understand it: (i) WD is 
communicatively bound and depends upon individuals’ self-
evaluation of their own worth and how others acknowledge 
this worth; (ii) the nature of WD is self-construed, that is, 
individuals are the ultimate arbiters of their experiences of 
dignity in the workplace; (iii) WD entails both unconditional 
and conditional sources of worth; and (iv) WD has a bivalent 
nature, that is, one cannot understand and experience dignity 
without attending to its absence (Thomas and Lucas, 2019).

As a construct, WD is related to, but distinct from, the 
constructs that entail elements of self-worth and/or self-esteem 
[e.g., organization-based self-esteem (OBSE) and organizational 
respect]. WD differs from OBSE in that it also embodies other-
recognized worth and does not function along a single continuum 
(i.e., low and high; Thomas and Lucas, 2019, p. 102). Empirical 
research has shown that WD and OBSE are two different 
constructs (Ahmed et  al., 2021). Similarly, WD differs from 
organizational respect in terms of its scope, that is, while 
organizational respect emphasizes only on the giving of respect 
within an organization (Ramarajan et  al., 2008), WD entails 
several other factors, such as expressions of inherent value 
and equality, as well as the recognition of others’ competence 
and contributions (Thomas and Lucas, 2019). This incremental 
validity of WD has been established by Thomas and Lucas 
(2019), who found that WD explained considerable variance 
in several variables above and beyond the predictive effects 
of organizational respect. Similarly, WD differs from decent 
work (Duffy et  al., 2017) in that it is an outcome of the latter 

(Scott-Campbell and Williams, 2020). In simple words, decent 
work serves as a means by which WD is upheld or violated. 
Although a comprehensive review of how WD differs from 
other related constructs in management is beyond this study’s 
scope, it is noteworthy that WD is theoretically different from 
constructs, such as integrity, fairness, organizational justice, 
value, and equality (for a discussion, see Bal, 2017; King et  al., 
2021). Having explained WD and relevant theoretical foundations 
in detail, let us now turn the discussion to how this might 
affect employees’ JP (the central theme of this research). Before 
proceeding to this discussion, a brief delineation of the eminent 
conceptualizations of this construct is required. According to 
Campbell et al. (1990), performance consists of those observable 
job-related behaviors that are pertinent to the organizational 
objectives and goals. Motowidlo et  al. (1997), meanwhile, held 
that performance, rather than solely being a behavioral 
manifestation, also has an evaluative aspect, that is, the overall 
value that employees’ behaviors might carry. Consistent with 
these conceptualizations, the current study defines employees’ 
JP in terms of their in-role contributions (Williams and 
Anderson, 1991).

In line with the premise that job resources have motivational 
potential and that job resources can lead to positive outcomes 
(e.g., higher levels of JP; Bakker and Demerouti, 2007, p.  313), 
this study predicts that, as a job resource, WD will positively 
influence employees’ JP. Although no empirical evidence is 
available regarding the WD-JP relationship, research has 
demonstrated that WD can foster employees’ wellbeing and 
lead to certain desirable outcomes, such as increased work 
engagement, high OBSE, more discretionary work effort, and 
increased propensity to display citizenship behaviors (Lucas 
et  al., 2017; Thomas and Lucas, 2019; Ahmed et  al., 2021; 
Teixeira et  al., 2021; Wang et  al., 2021). Using insights from 
these empirical works, we  contend that WD may positively 
influence employees’ JP. Research has also highlighted that 
employees’ sense of ownership in work, as well as their inclination 
to perform work, might increase if they are treated in a dignified 
manner in the workplace (Hodson, 2001). Hence, we propose that:

Hypothesis 1: Employees’ perceptions of WD will 
be positively associated with their JP.

The Moderating Role of Workplace 
Inclusion
Similar to WD, WI has been defined in multiple ways (Chen 
and Tang, 2018; Shore et  al., 2018). For instance, while Mor 
Barak and Cherin (1998) defined WI in terms of employees’ 
perceptions regarding the extent to which they are a part of 
important organizational processes (e.g., decision-making) and 
have access to valuable resources, Pelled et  al. (1999) referred 
it to as the degree to which employees are accepted and treated 
as insiders in the workplace. Some scholars have even defined 
WI from the perspective of leadership, workgroups, work 
environment, and organizational practices (for a review, see 
Shore et  al., 2018). Consistent with Chen and Tang (2018), 
this study defines WI in terms of employees’ perceptions 
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regarding the extent to which they belong to, and are socially 
included in, the workplace (Pearce and Randel, 2004, p.  84). 
WI is often confused with workplace diversity. However, these 
are two different constructs. While diversity is concerned mainly 
with bringing people of different color, race, religion, nationality, 
ethnicity, social and sexual identity, and gender into the 
workplace, inclusion seeks to create opportunities through which 
such individuals can take part, influence important organizational 
processes, and utilize organizational resources. Scholars have 
argued that, while diversity is easier to achieve (e.g., diversity 
can be  achieved through legislation or mandatory practices), 
a great deal of effort and voluntarism is required to establish 
and/or enhance WI, that is, ensuring real prospects of equal 
access to valued opportunities for everyone in the workplace 
is not easy and requires inputs from all organizational members. 
Further, it is worth noting that diversity does not always lead 
to beneficial outcomes; for example, the differences among 
people may increase interpersonal conflicts and adversely affect 
group cohesion. However, such consequences are less likely 
when the workplace is inclusive (Shore et al., 2018, pp. 177–178). 
In fact, inclusion is the means through which both the problems 
and benefits associated with diversity can be  managed (Shore 
et  al., 2011; Nishii, 2013).

Let us now explicate the relationship between WI and 
JP. We  argue that WI can motivate employees to perform well. 
The main reason why WI seems likely to positively influence 
employees’ JP is that when employees recognize themselves 
in the organizational mainstream or feel included, they tend 
to work harder and perform well (Pearce and Randel, 2004). 
This is mainly because WI facilitates the exchange of information 
and allows employees to develop specialized skills (e.g., 
networking and work flexibly) and knowledge that can improve 
their efficiency and performance (e.g., the information regarding 
work practices and procedures may enable employees to 
be quicker and more effective in completing their tasks). Further, 
employees working in inclusive workplaces are more likely to 
subordinate their personal objectives and goals to the needs 
of the organization and work devotedly, thus performing better 
(Pearce and Randel, 2004). Further, experiencing inclusion can 
induce several positive feelings in employees (e.g., feeling valued 
and supported; Chen and Tang, 2018), which may bolster their 
performance. Hence, it can be  expected that higher levels of 
WI can lead to greater JP. This postulation receives direct 
support from past empirical works indicating a positive 
association between employees’ perceptions of WI and their 
JP (e.g., Pearce and Randel, 2004; Cho and Mor Barak, 2008). 
Hence, we  propose that:

Hypothesis 2: Employees’ perceptions of WI will 
be positively associated with their JP.

In addition to bolstering employees’ JP, WI may also 
increase the positive effects of WD on JP. We  postulate this 
based on past empirical works suggesting that the interaction 
between job resources can lead to positive outcomes. 
Specifically, Ahmed et  al. (2020) found that a strong service 
climate strengthens the positive effects of developmental 

HR  practices (e.g., training and development and career 
development opportunities) on employees’ work engagement. 
These authors suggested that the advantages of developmental 
HR practices can be  brought out more when the service 
climate is stronger. In a similar vein, we  contend that the 
performance advantage of WD is amplified when WI is high. 
Therefore, we  propose that:

Hypothesis 3: WI will moderate the positive relationship 
between WD and JP such that this relationship will be 
stronger when WI is high than when it is low.

The framework for this study is displayed in Figure  1.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Context, Design, and Sample
Context can play an important role in understanding WD and 
its consequences (Lee, 2008; Tiwari and Sharma, 2019), that 
is, WD may be perceived and experienced differently in Western 
(individualistic) and non-Western (collectivistic) cultures. In 
Western cultures, for example, people are inherently entitled 
to dignity in the workplace; therefore, they may not value it 
consciously until it is abused or harmed. However, dignity 
may be  perceived much more consciously in non-Western 
cultures because it is usually not an inherent privilege of 
employment in such cultures. Research conducted in non-Western 
cultures (e.g., China and Pakistan) has also indicated that WD 
can have profound effects on employees’ work attitudes and 
behaviors (Ahmed et  al., 2021; Wang et  al., 2021). Hence, the 
venue for this study (i.e., Pakistan) is suitable for examining 
the effects of WD.

Data for this study were obtained from the employee-supervisor 
dyads in non-governmental organizations (NGOs) based in the 
capital city of the Balochistan province in Pakistan because 
these organizations have been argued to be suitable for examining 
the consequences of WD (for discussion, see Ahmed et  al., 
2021). To avoid problems associated with a cross-sectional 
research design and single-source data [e.g., the inability to 
make causal inferences, and common method bias (CMB) or 

FIGURE 1 | Hypothesized research model.
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common method variance; Podsakoff et al., 2003], a time-lagged 
research design and a multi-source data collection approach 
were adopted. Specifically, data were gathered in two phases, 
with a time lag/interval of three weeks, to minimize the likelihood 
that performance-affecting events might occur in between the 
assessment of employees’ perceptions of WD and WI and their 
JP (De Clercq et  al., 2019) using a structured paper-based 
survey that comprised two parts: an employee survey that 
contained an informed consent form, questions on demographic 
variables, and battery of questions on WD and WI; and a 
supervisor survey of employees’ JP. A cover letter with all 
necessary details (e.g., the introduction to this research and 
instructions on how to respond) accompanied both the surveys.

Leveraging personal and professional contacts, existing 
employees of the NGOs (N = 226) were approached at time 1 
(T1) and requested to participate in part one of this study’s 
surveys. Following Ahmed et  al. (2021) and Anjum et  al. 
(2021a), two attention check questions [“Please encircle yes 
to indicate that you  are paying attention” (Scott-Campbell and 
Williams, 2020) and “Please encircle agree for this question” 
(Kung et  al., 2018)] were included in the employees’ survey 
to ensure obtaining quality data. Further, respondents were 
requested to provide information regarding their employee 
code, job title, and department in the demographic profile 
section of the survey. This information was included in the 
introductory part of the JP survey to facilitate employees’ 
identification and obtain their performance ratings from the 
supervisors. To ensure confidentiality and minimize the likelihood 
of social desirability bias, surveys were distributed and collected 
by the researchers in blank/unmarked envelops.

Phase one of the data collection generated an initial 
sample of 182 surveys, of which 13 were discarded for 
incomplete information (no employee codes or incorrect 
answers to the attention check questions). In phase two, 
supervisory ratings for 169 employees (those who provided 
the requisite information and passed the attention check) 
were obtained. Hence, the final sample size (n) for this 
study was 169 (final response rate = 74.77%), surpassing 
our a-priori estimation of 138 participants to detect 
medium effect size [power(1–β) = 0.95; error probability = 0.05; 
predictors = 05 (Faul et  al., 2009)]. The descriptive analysis 
(Table  1) indicated that the average age of participants was 
32.350 years (SD = 5.826), and the majority were male (n = 108). 
The education-wise classification of participants was as 
follows: undergraduate = 10 (5.9%); graduate = 79 (46.7%); 
master’s = 64 (37.9%); and others = 16 (9.5%).

Measures
Because English is the official language of almost all organizations 
in Pakistan (De Clercq et  al., 2019; Jahanzeb et  al., 2020; 
Anjum et  al., 2021b), the English versions of the following 
measures, with five response options (1 = “strongly disagree”; 
5 = “strongly agree”), were used:

Workplace dignity: Consistent with indigenous research 
(Ahmed et  al., 2021), participants’ perceptions of WD were 
measured using 14 items (e.g., “My workplace is a source of 
dignity for me”; Thomas and Lucas, 2019). Similar to the 

reliability coefficient of α = 0.96 obtained by Thomas and Lucas 
(2019), the reliability coefficient for this scale was found to 
be  0.937.

Workplace inclusion: Following Chen and Tang (2018), 
participants’ perceptions of WI were assessed using a three-
item scale (e.g., “I feel included in most activities at work”; 
Pearce and Randel, 2004). The scale had high internal consistency/
reliability (α = 0.813).

Job performance: Similar to De Clercq et al. (2019), supervisory 
ratings of employees’ JP were obtained using a seven-item 
in-role behaviors scale (e.g., “This employee adequately completes 
assigned duties”; Williams and Anderson, 1991). The reliability 
coefficient for this scale was 0.899, which is similar to that 
of Jahanzeb et  al. (2020; α = 0.87).

Control Variables
Consistent with previous empirical works on JP (Wheeler et al., 
2012; Chen and Tang, 2018; De Clercq et  al., 2019; Jahanzeb 
et  al., 2020), the effects of respondents’ gender (male = 1, 
female = 2), education (undergraduate = 1, graduate = 2, 
master’s = 3, and others = 4), and age were controlled because 
these variables might affect JP. For instance, there is a possibility 
that the knowledge gains associated with higher levels of 
education might enhance employees’ capabilities in meeting 
performance standards, or women might perform their jobs 
more diligently than men (De Clercq et  al., 2019, p.  191).

ANALAYSIS AND RESULTS

Before proceeding to hypotheses testing, a series of confirmatory 
factor analysis (CFA) were run to check whether the data 
fitted the hypothesized measurement model and to compute 
the parameters of construct validity (discriminant/divergent 
and convergent validity). For this, Analysis of Moment 
Structures (AMOS) software (version 23) was used. As Table 2 
demonstrates, the three-factor model (WD, WI, and JP) had 
superior model fitting (χ2/df = 1.124, p > 0.05; GFI = 0.882; 
IFI = 0.986; TLI = 0.984; CFI = 0.985; RMSEA = 0.027; 
PClose>0.05) than the alternate models with different collapsing 
combinations of variables. Despite the fact that our data were 

TABLE 1 | Descriptive statistics.

Variables Mean SD n Percentage

Gender
Male – – 108 63.9
Female – – 61 36.1
Age 32.350 5.826 – –
Education
-Graduation – – 79 46.7
-Masters – – 64 37.9
-Other – – 16 09.5
WD 3.769 0.787 – –
WI 3.942 0.741 – –
JP 4.061 0.745 – –

SD = standard deviation; n = frequency.
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multi-source and time-lagged, two additional CFA models (a 
CFA model in which all survey items were forced to represent 
a single factor, and a CFA model in which all survey items, 
in addition to their respective latent factor, were allowed to 
load on an unmeasured latent factor) were also run to 
determine the extent of CMB in the data. The single-factor 
model had a poor fit with the data. Similarly, the common 
latent factor (CLF) model fitted less well with the data as 
compared with the hypothesized measurement model, 
suggesting that the data for this study have no serious CMB 
problems (Bagozzi and Yi, 1990; Anjum et  al., 2021b).

The statistics produced from testing the three-factor model 
(standardized item loadings and factor correlations) were further 
utilized to compute the parameters of construct validity [e.g., 
average shared variance (ASV) and average variance extracted 
(AVE)] using the following formulas: ASV = ∑r2/n; and 
AVE = ∑λ2/n (Hair et  al., 2010). As Table 3 indicates, the AVE 
scores for all constructs (WD = 0.518, WI = 0.598, JP = 0.565) 
did not fall below the suggested value of 0.50, and were greater 
than the corresponding ASV scores, indicating adequate 
convergent and discriminant validity, respectively (Hair et  al., 
2010). For rigor, the square root values of the AVE scores 
(see bold values in parenthesis on the diagonal in Table  3) 
were also computed and compared with the correlations among 
variables. These values did not exceed the inter-construct 
correlations, providing additional support for discriminant 
validity (Fornell and Larcker, 1981). The composite reliability 
(CR) scores for all scales were also found to be  greater than 
the suggested value of 0.70 (Hair et al., 2010), further supporting 
the internal consistency of the scales used. As expected, 
respondents’ WD and WI perceptions were positively related 
to supervisor-rated JP (WD and JP: r = 0.397, p < 0.01; WI and 
JP: r = 0.271, p < 0.01). A moderate positive association was 
also observed between WD and WI (WD and JP: r = 0.451, 
p < 0.01). Of the control variables, only gender had a statistically 
significant relationship with JP (r = 0.203, p < 0.01).

Using the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS, version 
21) and the PROCESS macro for SPSS (Hayes, 2018), moderated 
multiple regression and slope analyses were performed to test 
the hypotheses. Following the guidelines by Aiken and West 
(1991), the predictor (WD) and moderator (WI) variables were 
mean-centered and an interaction term (WD × WI) was created 
to perform moderation analysis (see Table  4). Similar to 

De Clercq et  al. (2019), only gender (Male = 1; Female = 2) had 
a statistically significant relationship with JP (Model 1: B = 0.334, 
p < 0.05; Model 2: B = 0.300, p < 0.05; Model 3: B = 0.298, p < 0.05), 
while education (Model 1: B = 0.098, p > 0.05; Model 2: B = 0.058, 
p > 0.05; Model 3: B = 0.058, p > 0.05) and age (Model 1: B = -0.015, 
p > 0.05; Model 2: B = -0.011, p > 0.05; Model 3: B = -0.011, p > 0.05) 
had non-significant relationships with JP. As the results indicate, 
WD and WI had significant positive relationships with JP 
(WD➔JP: B = 0.353, p < 0.05; WI➔JP: B = 0.196, p < 0.05), 
supporting Hypothesis 1 and Hypothesis 2. The interaction term 
(Model 3) was also found to be  statistically significant, thus 
Hypothesis 3 was supported. To clarify the interaction effects, 
a slope analysis (Table  5) was conducted (Aiken and West, 
1991), which indicated that the WD-JP relationship was more 
strongly positive when WI was high (+1SD: B = 0.469, p < 0.05) 
than when WI was low (-1SD: B = 0.237, p < 0.05). Since the 
WD-JP relationship was significant both at ±1SD of WI, Johnson–
Neyman analysis was run to further probe the interaction effects 
(Hayes, 2018). Results of this additional analysis (Table  6) 
highlighted that the WD-JP relationship ceased to be significant 
at low values of the moderator (e.g., -1.2761) and was more 
strongly positive at high values of the moderator, supporting 
our stance that the performance effects of WD can be  brought 
out more when WI is high than when it is low.

The interaction effects are further explicated in Figure  2, 
which confirms that WI strengthened the positive relationship 
between WD and JP. Following Becker (2005) and De Clercq 
et  al. (2019), the analysis was rerun without certain control 
variables that had a non-significant effect on JP and consistent 
results were obtained.

DISCUSSION

This study’s aim was to answer the following broad questions: 
“Does WD affect employees’ JP?” and “When is WD more 
likely to affect employees’ JP?” Specifically, the WD-JP 
relationship, taking into account the moderating role of WI, 
was examined in this study. Using insights from relevant 
empirical works and the JD-R model, this study postulated 
that WD would positively affect employees’ JP (Hypothesis 1). 
The data supported this hypothesis, and a statistically significant 
positive relationship was found between WD and JP. This 

TABLE 2 | Goodness of fit analysis.

Model χ2/df (value of p) GFI IFI TLI CFI RMSEA PClose

Three-factor model 1.124(0.087) 0.882 0.986 0.984 0.985 0.027 0.995
Three-factor CLF model 1.150(0.061) 0.890 0.984 0.980 0.984 0.030 0.987
Two-factor modela 1.632(0.000) 0.831 0.926 0.918 0.925 0.061 0.045
Two-factor modelb 1.823(0.000) 0.810 0.904 0.893 0.902 0.070 0.001
Two-factor modelc 3.009(0.000) 0.614 0.765 0.738 0.762 0.109 0.000
Single-factor model 3.494(0.000) 0.591 0.706 0.675 0.703 0.122 0.000

χ2 = chi-square; df = degrees of freedom; GFI = goodness of fit index; TLI = Tucker–Lewis index; CFI = comparative fit index; RMSEA = root mean square approximation of error; 
CLF = common latent factor. 
aTwo-factor model = WD + WI, JP.
bTwo-factor model=WD, WI + JP.
cTwo-factor model=WD + JP, WI.
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finding is consistent with both the argument that WD is an 
important cause of employee behaviors (Lucas et  al., 2017) 
and empirical research showing positive associations between 
WD and employee behaviors (e.g., work engagement, work 
effort, and organizational citizenship behaviors; Lucas et  al., 
2017; Thomas and Lucas, 2019; Ahmed et  al., 2021; Wang 
et  al., 2021). The positive relationship between WD and JP 
can be  attributed to the key features/attributes of the former; 
for example, recognition of one’s competence and contribution, 
respectful interactions, and expressions of worth and equality 
in the workplace may motivate employees to perform well. In 
other words, the positive feelings and/or attitudes evoked by 
WD can boost employees’ performance. Although there has 
been no study on the direct relationship between WD and 
JP, the strength of these constructs’ relationship (r = 0.397; 
B = 0.353) is similar to that found by Ahmed et  al. (2021), 
indicating that WD is a powerful organizational phenomenon 
that plays a pivotal role in explaining employee behaviors 
(Lucas et  al., 2017; Thomas and Lucas, 2019). The finding also 
supports our postulation that WD is an important job resource 
that can translate to bottom-line organizational objectives (e.g., 
increased performance). Hence, it could be  asserted that 

experiencing WD is not only good for employees, but is also 
an important condition for organizations in that it fosters 
employee behaviors that positively affect organizational 
performance and effectiveness (Lucas et  al., 2017).

Consistent with Cho and Mor Barak (2008) and Pearce 
and Randel (2004), a positive relationship was observed between 
WI and JP. Using insights from the JD-R model (Bakker and 
Demerouti, 2007) and past empirical research (Pearce and 
Randel, 2004; Cho and Mor Barak, 2008; Chen and Tang, 
2018), we  theorized that WI is a job resource that positively 
influences employees’ JP. WI’s statistically significant positive 
association with JP provided empirical support to this notion. 
Interestingly, the strength of WI-JP relationship (r = 0.271) is 
similar to that found by Pearce and Randel (2004; r = 0.26) 
and Cho and Mor Barak (2008; r = 0.244), supporting the 
argument that higher levels of WI can foster performance at 
the individual level (Pearce and Randel, 2004; Shore et  al., 
2011). This finding also attests to our postulation that WI is 
functional in attaining work-related outcomes. Past research 
has also shown employees’ perceptions of inclusion to 
be positively linked to important outcomes, such as commitment 
to the organization, satisfaction with job, and task performance 
(Cho and Mor Barak, 2008; Nishii, 2013; Brimhall et  al., 2017; 
Chen and Tang, 2018). Hence, WI can be  considered a job 
resource. The positive association between WI and JP signifies 
that working in an inclusive workplace is a psychologically 
positive experience that encourages employees to perform better 
in given roles. In other words, employees’ feelings that they 
are recognized, valued, and socially integrated in the organization 
can increase their performance (Cho and Mor Barak, 2008; 
Chen and Tang, 2018). In summary, our findings reflect that 
job resources have an intrinsic motivational potential 
(Xanthopoulou et  al., 2009). For example, WD’s and WI’s 
positive associations with JP demonstrate that employees who 
receive dignified treatment in the workplace and feel included 
in the corporate mainstream are intrinsically motivated and 
therefore perform better. Hence, we  conclude that when job 
resources are available for employees, they demonstrate greater 
performance. As shown in Table  2, a positive association was 
also observed between WD and WI, reinforcing the findings 
that job resources tend to correlate with each other (Xanthopoulou 
et  al., 2007, 2009).

Finally, as predicted in Hypothesis 3, WI moderated the 
WD-JP relationship such that this relationship was more strongly 
positive when WI was high than when it was low, suggesting 

TABLE 3 | Inter-construct correlations, reliability, and validity analyses.

Constructs Gender Age Education WDT1 WIT1 JPT2 AVE ASV CR

Gender – – – –
Age 0.013 – – – –
Education −0.116 0.358** – – – –
WDT1 0.076 −0.050 0.070 (0.720) 0.518 0.180 0.937
WIT1 −0.047 0.012 0.038 0.451** (0.773) 0.598 0.138 0.816
JPT2 0.203** −0.077 0.032 0.397** 0.271** (0.753) 0.565 0.115 0.901

M = mean; bold values in diagonal are square root of AVE; CR = Composite reliability. **p < 0.01.

TABLE 4 | Moderation analysis.

Predictors and 
model statistics

Outcome variable: JP

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

B B B

Control variables
Gender
Education
Age

Predictor variables
WD
WI
WD × WI

0.334**
0.098

−0.015

0.300**
0.058

−0.011

0.294**
0.140**

0.289**
0.058

−0.011

0.353**
0.196**
0.156**

Model statistics
F
R2

Adjusted R2

R2 change

3.249**
0.056
0.039
–

8.600**
0.209
0.184
0.153

8.130**
0.231
0.203
0.023

JP = job performance; B = unstandardized coefficient; WD×WI = interaction term. 
**p < 0.05.
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that WI is an important organizational factor that bolsters the 
performance outcomes of WD. Although the moderation effect 
of WI on the WD-JP relationship has not been examined 
previously, the finding attests to the notions that inclusion 
plays a crucial role in organizational life (Mor Barak et  al., 
2001; Mor Barak and Levin, 2002; Nishii, 2013; Shore et  al., 
2018), and that the interaction between job resources leads 
to positive outcomes (Ahmed et al., 2020). Based on our finding 
regarding Hypothesis 3, it may be  concluded that WI is a 
favorable organizational condition under which the performance 
benefits of job resources are strengthened and enhanced.

IMPLICATIONS FOR POLICYMAKING, 
MANAGEMENT PRACTICE, AND 
EMPLOYEES

Highlighting the importance of WI and WD in the workplace, 
this study offers several insights for management practice and 
policymaking. As the results indicate, WI and WD contribute 
to employees’ performance; therefore, policymakers and HR 
managers should devise policies and implement efforts that 
promote dignity and inclusion in the workplace. Similar to 

leading companies globally (e.g., Ernst and Young and BASF), 
organizational policymakers in Pakistan should endeavor to 
establish an inclusive organizational culture, in which every 
organizational member, irrespective of his/her gender, color, race, 
religion, or rank in the organizational hierarchy, is valued, fairly 
treated, and included in critical/core organizational processes 
(Chen and Tang, 2018). Policymakers are also suggested to 
declare dignity as a core value of organizational culture (Ahmed 
et al., 2021). Further, the business-level strategies and HR policies 
should be  formulated/revised in such a way that they do not 
compromise employees’ inclusion and dignity. For instance, 
decisions to relocate, deploy, and develop employees should 
be  taken after a proper consultation with, and input from, all 
stake stakeholders, especially those for whom such decisions 
are being taken. This will make everyone feel that they are 
included in the workplace. Similarly, employees’ dignity should 
not be  sacrificed while taking critical organizational decisions 
(e.g., redundancies; Bal and de Jong, 2017; Ahmed et  al., 2021). 
In summary, inclusion and dignity should be  the key focus of 
all organizational policies (Shore et al., 2011; Bal and de Jong, 2017).

Apart from the policy recommendations noted above, this 
study offers useful advice for HR managers/practitioners regarding 
how employees’ dignity can be protected and WI can be ensured. 
First of all, HR managers must address factors that could make 
employees perceive that they are socially excluded in the workplace 
and that their dignity is at risk in the organization (e.g., weak 
or fluctuating organizational culture, low task interdependence, 
disrespectful communication, a high-stress work environment, 
abusive supervision, reification, incivility, and bullying; Robinson 
et  al., 2013; Lucas et  al., 2017). Having addressed such factors, 
HR managers/practitioners should make conscious efforts to 
bolster dignity and facilitate inclusion through various 
organizational practices and processes. Leadership is one such 
factor/process that can play a significant role in this regard; for 

TABLE 5 | Slope analysis.

Level of 
moderator

B t
95% CI

LB UB

Low (−1 SD) 0.237 3.023** 0.082 0.392
High (+1 SD) 0.469 4.301** 0.254 0.684

CI = confidence interval; LB = lower bound of 95% CI; UB = upper bound of 95% CI; 
SD = standard deviation. **p < 0.05.

TABLE 6 | The Johnson–Neyman analysis of interaction effects.

WI B se t p LB UB

−2.109 0.023 0.144 0.164 0.869 −0.260 0.308
−1.942 0.049 0.134 0.371 0.710 −0.214 0.314
−1.776 0.075 0.124 0.609 0.542 −0.169 0.321
−1.609 0.101 0.114 0.885 0.377 −0.125 0.328
−1.442 0.127 0.106 1.204 0.230 −0.081 0.337
−1.276 0.153 0.097 1.570 0.118 −0.039 0.347
−1.113 0.179 0.090 1.974 0.050 0.000 0.358
−1.109 0.179 0.090 1.984 0.048 0.000 0.358
−0.942 0.205 0.084 2.441 0.015 0.039 0.372
−0.776 0.231 0.079 2.922 0.004 0.075 0.388
−0.609 0.257 0.075 3.398 0.000 0.108 0.407
−0.442 0.283 0.074 3.825 0.000 0.137 0.430
−0.276 0.309 0.074 4.163 0.000 0.162 0.456
−0.109 0.335 0.076 4.389 0.000 0.184 0.486
0.057 0.361 0.080 4.505 0.000 0.203 0.520
0.223 0.387 0.085 4.529 0.000 0.218 0.557
0.390 0.413 0.092 4.490 0.000 0.231 0.595
0.557 0.439 0.099 4.411 0.000 0.243 0.636
0.723 0.465 0.108 4.312 0.000 0.252 0.679
0.890 0.491 0.117 4.205 0.000 0.260 0.722
1.057 0.517 0.126 4.097 0.000 0.268 0.767
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example, leaders’ behaviors, such as showing respect for employees, 
acknowledging their competence and contribution, and involving 
them in (and seeking input/suggestions on) important matters, 
can foster inclusion and dignity in the workplace. Research has 
also highlighted that leadership can play a key role in increasing 
inclusion and dignity. For instance, Brimhall et  al. (2017) found 
that the quality of a leader’s relationship with employees can 
increase inclusiveness in an organization. Similarly, Omari (2010) 
argued that organizational leadership can ameliorate dignity 
issues. Therefore, due attention should be  paid to developing 
effective leadership skills (Brooks and Chapman, 2018) for those 
individuals in supervisory and/or leadership roles. Similarly, 
organizational practices that satisfy employees’ need for 
belongingness, uniqueness, and self-esteem should be implemented 
to foster inclusion (Shore et  al., 2011) and dignity. In summary, 
a strategic and integrated approach should be followed to ensure 
inclusion and dignity in the workplace (Omari, 2010; Bal and 
de Jong, 2017; Ahmed et  al., 2021).

Finally, employees, who are the ultimate arbiters of inclusion 
and dignity, should play their part to enhance inclusion and 
dignity in the workplace. Some small steps, such as protecting 
the honor and dignity of one’s colleagues, valuing their opinions 
and preferences, acknowledging mutual differences, giving 
others a compassionate ear during difficult times, and including 
everyone in professional camaraderie can have a significant  
effect.

LIMITATIONS AND DIRECTIONS FOR 
FUTURE RESEARCH

Despite its contributions, this study has some limitations, 
which should be noted. First, data for this study were gathered 
from NGOs, which have a unique culture and workplace 
dynamic. Therefore, the findings obtained may not be directly 
applicable to other sectors and/or industries. Hence, this study 
should be  replicated in other sectors and industries. Second, 
despite the fact that the research model developed and tested 
herein is novel and theoretically sound, it is narrow in scope, 

that is, certain mechanisms that might underlie and/or affect 
the WD–JP relationship were not measured because the main 
goal of this study was to ascertain only whether WD influences 
employees’ in-role behaviors. Therefore, future researchers 
should identify and examine the mediating mechanisms of 
the WD-JP relationship. One possible causal mechanism that 
might link dignity with performance is motivation [a 
psychological force that gives behaviors a direction and purpose 
(Kreitner, 1995)]. The mediating role of motivation is consistent 
with the motivation process of the JD-R model, which pinpoints 
that job resources lead to desirable outcomes through motivation 
(Bakker and Demerouti, 2007). Hence, this perspective could 
be considered in future studies. Similarly, certain organizational 
factors that might enhance the effects of WD on JP; for 
example, perceived organizational support (Rhoades and 
Eisenberger, 2002) and civility climate (Walsh et  al., 2012) 
could also be examined.

Further, WD’s effects on outcomes, such as employees’ 
workability (McGonagle et  al., 2015), creativity (Amabile and 
Pratt, 2016), citizenship behaviors (Podsakoff et  al., 2000), and 
job embeddedness (Mitchell et al., 2001), could also be examined 
as empirical research examining the consequences of experiencing 
WD is particularly scant (Lucas et al., 2017; Thomas and Lucas, 
2019). Third, since WD may not be  perceived particularly 
consciously in Western cultures, it can be  speculated that the 
results (e.g., the strength of the WD-JP relationship) might 
differ if this study were replicated/conducted in a Western 
context. Since research examining variability in how employees 
from different cultures perceive and react to WD does not 
exist, cross-cultural studies are strongly recommended. Fourth, 
despite receiving empirical support, this study’s notion that 
WD and WI are job resources requires further research. Fifth, 
although multi-source and time-lagged data were collected, 
the causality of the tested relationships remains limited. Moreover, 
supervisory ratings of performance, as obtained in this study, 
might also contain bias (Werner, 1994). These issues may 
be  addressed in continued research by following robust 
experimental research designs (lab or field experiments with 
treatment and control groups). Finally, besides quantitative 
studies, more in-depth research approaches (e.g., mixed-methods 
studies) may be  adopted to study the phenomenon of WD 
and its consequences.

CONCLUSION

By corroborating the relationship dynamics among WD, WI, 
and JP, this study highlights the importance of dignity and 
inclusion in workplaces. Results from this study indicate that 
WD is an important and impactful organizational phenomenon 
that can positively predict employees’ in-role behaviors. 
Therefore, due efforts should be  made to ensure and bolster 
dignity in the workplace. Results also highlight that WI is 
an important organizational factor in that it fosters employee 
performance and enhances the performance effects of WD; 
hence, conscious efforts should be made to promote inclusion 
in organizations.

FIGURE 2 | The moderation effects of workplace inclusion.
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