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Abstract 

Organizational dehumanization has become a salient concern in contemporary 

academic work, particularly in higher education systems shaped by managerial and 

metric-driven governance. This study aimed to develop and validate a psychometri-

cally robust instrument to assess academics’ perceived organizational dehumaniza-

tion. Using two independent samples of academics in Türkiye (EFA sample: n = 318; 

CFA sample: n = 263; total N = 581), we examined the scale’s factor structure, reliabil-

ity, and validity evidence. Exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses supported a 

two-factor model reflecting Devaluation and Instrumentality, yielding a final 34-item 

scale. The model demonstrated acceptable-to-strong fit indices (χ²/df = 2.28; CFI = .99; 

NFI = .97; RMSEA = .074; SRMR = .045), high internal consistency (α = .93−.96; overall 

α = .96), and evidence for discriminant validity, with mixed evidence for convergent 

validity at the subdimension level. Overall, the findings suggest that the proposed 

scale provides a reliable, multidimensional measure of academics' organizational 

dehumanization perceptions, validated in a higher education sample, and offers a 

tool for future research and institutional diagnostics in university contexts.

Introduction

Organizational dehumanization refers to employees’ perceptions that their organi-
zation treats them as objects, tools, or interchangeable resources rather than as 
full human beings with dignity, agency, and emotional subjectivity. Conceptually, the 
construct is grounded in dehumanization theory, which distinguishes mechanistic 
forms, seeing individuals as machine-like and instrumental, and animalistic forms, 
denying civility and moral worth [1,2]. Within organizational settings, mechanistic 
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dehumanization, characterized by objectification and instrumentalization, has been 
identified as the predominant form [3,4].

Growing research suggests that perceived organizational dehumanization is asso-
ciated with a range of negative employee outcomes. For example, lower perceived 
organizational support has been linked to stronger dehumanization perceptions, 
which in turn relate to reduced well-being [5]. Dehumanization has also been asso-
ciated with work stress and lower work engagement [6], workplace ostracism expe-
riences [7], abusive supervision [8], deviant or counterproductive behaviors [9], and 
affective commitment [10]. Additional studies indicate that organizational dehuman-
ization is related to reduced creative performance [11] and increased opportunistic 
behavior [12]. A recent study further showed that organizational dehumanization par-
tially mediates the relationship between job insecurity and emotional exhaustion, and 
that employee resilience moderates the relationship between dehumanization and 
exhaustion [13]. Together, these findings indicate that perceiving oneself as treated in 
an instrumental or object-like manner may undermine both employee well-being and 
organizational functioning.

In addition to these consequences, recent research suggests that contemporary 
organizational practices may themselves intensify such perceptions. Furthermore, 
studies on AI and digital transformation in organizations highlight that AI-enabled 
monitoring, automation, and metric-based evaluation may contribute to dehumanizing 
workplace conditions by weakening fairness perceptions, autonomy, dignity, and human 
connection [14–16]. These risks may be especially salient in knowledge-intensive and 
performance-driven sectors, where work is increasingly governed by quantifiable metrics 
and managerial control. Higher education represents a particularly relevant context in 
this regard, as universities have progressively adopted governance systems that priori-
tize measurable outputs such as publication counts, rankings, and external funding indi-
cators. Scholars argue that such managerial regimes can foster precarity and a sense 
of disposability among academics while reducing recognition of them as whole persons 
rather than merely as units of productivity [17,18]. Relatedly, research on everyday aca-
demic life in neoliberal universities suggests that these performance pressures may also 
unsettle academic identities and weaken senses of belonging, generating experiences 
of restlessness as individuals strive to conform to standardized expectations of “excel-
lence” [19]. Taken together, these structural conditions indicate that academics may be 
particularly vulnerable to interpreting organizational practices as dehumanizing.

Despite growing empirical attention, the measurement of organizational dehuman-
ization remains relatively limited. The most widely used instrument is the unidimen-
sional Organizational Dehumanization Scale developed by Caesens et al. [5], with a 
validated short form proposed by Lagios et al. [20]. Although these measures show 
strong psychometric performance, their unidimensional structure and general orga-
nizational framing may provide limited coverage of how dehumanization is enacted 
through distinct, yet related, processes. This may be particularly consequential in 
knowledge-intensive and high-precarity settings such as higher education, where 
academics may experience dehumanization both as diminished interpersonal recog-
nition and as being treated as an instrumental, replaceable resource [4]. Accordingly, 
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existing measures rarely differentiate between perceptions of devaluation and instrumentality, which may constrain more 
nuanced assessment in academic work contexts.

To address these limitations, the present study develops and validates a ''Multidimensional Organizational Dehumaniza-
tion Scale'' and evaluates its psychometric properties in a higher education sample. Grounded in mechanistic dehumaniza-
tion and organizational justice perspectives, we conceptualize perceived organizational dehumanization as comprising two 
related dimensions: Devaluation, reflecting diminished recognition and relational worth, and Instrumentality, reflecting objec-
tification and perceptions of replaceability. We evaluate the scale using exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses, internal 
consistency estimates, and validity evidence. By providing a multidimensional instrument validated among academics, this 
study enables a more differentiated assessment of academics' dehumanization perceptions and supports institutional diag-
nostics and interventions aimed at fostering more humane academic workplaces.

Literature review

Organizational dehumanization: A review of antecedents and consequences

Organizational dehumanization is the perception that one's organization treats employees as mere tools, objects, or 
interchangeable instruments for achieving institutional goals, denying their subjectivity, emotions, individuality, and human 
qualities [5]. This perception may arise in work contexts marked by instrumental treatment and power asymmetries, in 
which employees are valued primarily for their functional utility, and may come to feel objectified or reduced to their use-
fulness [21]. Organizational dehumanization primarily aligns with mechanistic dehumanization [1], involving the denial of 
human nature attributes such as warmth, emotional depth, agency, and individuality, portraying employees as cold, rigid 
entities.

Haslam [1] further distinguishes animalistic dehumanization, which entails the denial of uniquely human characteristics 
such as morality, civility, and rational thought, and is typically directed toward essentialized outgroups in contexts where 
the ingroup is represented communally. Animalistic dehumanization is frequently associated with feelings of contempt and 
disgust, which signal an implicit hierarchical comparison, and manifests in attributing others’ actions to basic desires and 
wants rather than cognitive states [1,2]. While animalistic dehumanization has traditionally been examined in intergroup 
contexts, organizational contexts may trigger both mechanistic and animalistic framings, for example through professional, 
departmental, rank-based, or social group stereotypes [3]. Although both mechanistic and animalistic dehumanization can 
occur in workplace settings, mechanistic dehumanization is generally considered more prevalent in organizational hierar-
chies and efficiency-driven contexts, as it directly denies the emotional depth, autonomy, and individuality that distinguish 
human beings from instruments or machines [3].

Organizational dehumanization does not emerge randomly but is triggered by specific structural, interpersonal, and 
environmental conditions within organizations. At the organizational level, low perceived organizational support, violations 
of procedural justice, and the proliferation of red tape, defined as unnecessary, ineffective, and burdensome organizational 
rules, directly exacerbate perceptions of being dehumanized [5,22,23]. Organizational cultures emphasizing efficiency and 
productivity at the expense of employee dignity and meaningfulness further reinforce mechanistic framings of workers as 
interchangeable units [22,23]. At the supervisory and interpersonal level, abusive supervision [8], poor leader-member 
exchange quality [24], and workplace ostracism from both supervisors and coworkers [7] serve as critical triggers, signal-
ing to employees that they lack value as human beings within the organizational system. Job-related conditions including 
low autonomy, repetitive and fragmented work, and technological dependence contribute to mechanistic dehumanization 
by systematically denying employees agency and meaningful involvement in their work [22]. Similarly, organizational pow-
erlessness, which is defined as the perception that one lacks voice and influence in decision-making processes, amplifies 
the experience of being treated as an instrument rather than an autonomous agent [23]. These antecedent conditions 
collectively create structural and relational contexts in which employees develop perceptions of being instrumentalized 
and reduced human worth.
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The pathway through which organizational dehumanization generates negative outcomes operates through multiple 
interconnected mechanisms. When employees perceive mechanistic dehumanization, they experience threats to funda-
mental human needs for autonomy, relatedness, and recognition as persons. Individuals subjected to mechanistic dehu-
manization through objectification, instrumental use, or perceptions that they lack emotional or experiential capacities 
frequently enter cognitive deconstructive states characterized by impaired clarity of thought, affective numbing, cognitive 
inflexibility, and a paucity of meaningful mental engagement [25]. Concurrently, such experiences evoke pervasive and 
intense feelings of sadness and anger [26], reflecting the psychological costs of being treated as an object, a means to 
an end, or a person lacking feelings. These affective and cognitive disruptions may help explain downstream negative 
work-related attitudes and behaviors.

Recent studies conducted in organizational settings have elucidated the key antecedents and detrimental outcomes 
of organizational dehumanization, including the following workplace factors shown to trigger or exacerbate perceptions 
of being dehumanized: reduced job satisfaction and increased turnover intentions [8,27,28], workplace ostracism [7], 
decreased affective commitment and heightened psychosomatic strains [22], greater emotional labor and surface acting 
[29,30], knowledge hiding due to distress [31], increased work-to-family conflict among employees [20]. Organizational 
animalistic dehumanization makes employees feel that they are treated in animal-like, degrading, or subservient ways, 
including being overworked, exploited, or expected to remain compliant despite harmful working conditions, thereby gen-
erating chronic stress and seriously undermining their psychological and physical well-being [32,33].

In light of these findings, organizational dehumanization emerges as a multifaceted stressor that bridges interper-
sonal mistreatment, structural dysfunctions, and dehumanizing job designs, ultimately eroding employees’ psychological 
health, organizational attachment, and proactive contributions. The evidence consistently demonstrates that perceptions 
of being reduced to mere instruments or expendable livestock not only inflict individual harm through emotional exhaus-
tion, distress, and well-being decline, but also impose hidden costs on organizational performance via disengagement, 
withdrawal, and counterproductive behaviors. Addressing this phenomenon therefore requires targeted interventions that 
restore perceptions of fairness, voice, dignity, and meaningful relational support, thereby fostering more humane and 
sustainable workplaces.

Dehumanization in higher education context

Contemporary universities are increasingly characterized by organizational arrangements that undermine the human foun-
dations of academic work. While higher education has long been associated with autonomy, critical inquiry, and the pursuit 
of knowledge as a public good, mounting evidence suggests that academic labor is now governed through marketized, 
metric-based, and competitive logics that systematically erode academic subjectivity. Within this context, organizational 
dehumanization is not a peripheral phenomenon but a structural condition of the modern university.

Organizational dehumanization refers to processes through which individuals are treated primarily as functional 
resources rather than as human beings endowed with dignity, agency, and life narratives. In universities, this process 
unfolds through interlocking mechanisms of precarity, performance measurement, speed intensification, and the reduction 
of quality to quantifiable indicators. Together, these mechanisms reshape not only working conditions but also how aca-
demics understand themselves, their work, and their place within academic communities. Mason and Megoran [17] iden-
tify four interrelated ways in which precarity is dehumanizing: it renders academics invisible within institutions, exposes 
them to exploitation, denies them academic freedom, and prevents them from constructing a coherent life narrative 
oriented toward the future. These dimensions move beyond material insecurity and point to a deeper ontological injury. 
When academics are deprived of continuity, recognition, and autonomy, they are denied key conditions of human flourish-
ing. Precarity thus functions as an organizational mechanism that positions academics as temporary inputs rather than as 
persons embedded in long-term scholarly projects. This condition is exacerbated by the massification and marketisation 
of higher education, where entry into and survival within the academic labor market are framed as competitive struggles 
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[34]. Under such conditions, disposability becomes normalized, and insecurity is institutionalized rather than treated as a 
problem to be resolved. Precarity operates alongside a metric-based organizational culture that defines academic worth 
through quantification. In marketized universities, quality is increasingly equated with numerical indicators; scores, rank-
ings, and performance metrics; while forms of academic value that resist quantification are dismissed as anecdotal or 
merely narrative [18]. What counts is what is countable; what cannot be reduced to a metric is excluded from evaluation 
and, by extension, from institutional recognition.

This metric culture fosters individualist and competitive behaviors that constitute what has been described as the “dark 
side” of academia [35]. Rather than cultivating collective intellectual communities, universities encourage rivalry, com-
parison, and strategic self-positioning. Importantly, performance management systems do not simply measure academic 
reality; they actively construct it. As Kallio et al. [36] argue, by selecting specific indicators and metrics, universities shape 
what academic work becomes. Over time, institutions quite literally “get what they measure.” The consequences for aca-
demic meaning are profound. Research on the publish-or-perish regime illustrates how scholarly productivity becomes a 
highly evaluative and existentially charged process. Academic careers hinge on performance against targets defined by 
journal rankings, publication counts, and benchmarked outputs [37]. Failure to meet these expectations can result in repu-
tational damage, stalled promotion, intensified teaching loads, or even job loss. In this environment, research risks losing 
its intrinsic significance, becoming instead a means of survival within an unforgiving evaluative system.

A further dimension of organizational dehumanization in universities is the contradictory demand to accelerate academic 
output while coping with the embodied limits of fatigue. Jääskeläinen and Helin [38] describe this tension through the figure 
of the “Ambivalent Creature,” foregrounding the embodied tensions, vulnerabilities, and resistances involved in academic 
writing. Within performance-driven academic contexts, academics are also pressured to speed up by publishing more, apply-
ing for more grants, and responding faster, while exhaustion simultaneously slows them down. This temporal contradiction is 
not incidental but structurally embedded in contemporary academic work. Such conditions intensify feelings of alienation and 
disorientation. Knights and Clarke [39] show that academics frequently experience a disjunction between what they perceive 
as meaningful work and what institutions reward. While academics may commit themselves to aspirational projects promising 
security and success, they often report existential anxieties about the lack of deeper significance in their work. Even moments 
of success, such as publication, offer only temporary relief before the cycle of production resumes. The result is a persistent 
sense of emptiness, where academic labor is experienced as simultaneously demanding and devoid of lasting meaning.

Organizational dehumanization is further amplified by the psychological consequences of constant evaluation. Schol-
arly productivity functions as a continuous assessment of worth, rendering academics vulnerable to feelings of inadequacy 
and fraudulence. Hutchins and Rainbolt [40] show that faculty imposter experiences may be triggered by events such as 
questioning expertise or legitimacy, scholarly productivity challenges, comparisons with colleagues, and handling suc-
cesses. For these individuals, failure is not merely professional but deeply personal, triggering intensified self-doubt and 
overwork. This dynamic reinforces dehumanization by shifting responsibility inward. Structural pressures are internalized 
as individual shortcomings, prompting academics to work harder to conceal perceived deficiencies. Over time, this pattern 
increases the risk of burnout and emotional exhaustion, while leaving the organizational conditions that generate these 
experiences unchallenged.

Beyond individual evaluation, dehumanization also manifests in the erosion of academic communities and sense of 
place. Nordbäck et al. [19] argue that while global standards of excellence have been widely critiqued, the loss of a shared 
sense of place within universities has received less attention. Yet academic communities depend on relational belonging 
and collective identity, both of which are destabilized under neoliberal regimes that privilege mobility, competition, and 
individual performance. Paradoxically, academic autonomy operates as both a resource and a burden. Bolden et al. [41] 
show that while flexibility and self-direction are often celebrated as positives of academic work, they are closely linked to 
work intensification and less visible forms of labor. Academics must continuously decide which tasks to prioritize, often 
privileging high-status activities such as publishing over undervalued but essential work such as student support, collegial 
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engagement, and administrative or service responsibilities. These dynamics may reproduce unequal burden across roles, 
career stages, and caring responsibilities, further entrenching dehumanizing distributions of work and reward.

Dehumanization is sustained in part by a decline in empathy as Kteily and Landry [42] note, dehumanization involves 
denying or overlooking others' humanity. In response, rehumanizing initiatives emphasize the importance of sharing lived 
experiences and recognizing the broader social factors that shape academic identities [43]. These initiatives highlight that 
resistance to dehumanization cannot rely solely on individual resilience. Rather, dehumanization must be understood as a 
collective and organizational process that challenges the logics of metric domination and marketized governance.

Taken together, the growing body of literature suggests that organizational dehumanization in universities arises 
from the convergence of precarity, metric governance, accelerated work rhythms, and evaluative cultures. Academics 
are rendered invisible yet overburdened, autonomous yet constrained, celebrated for excellence yet reduced to num-
bers. These conditions fracture academic identities, erode meaning, and undermine the human foundations of higher 
education. Understanding universities as potentially dehumanizing organizational contexts is therefore not a rhetorical 
exaggeration but an analytically grounded conclusion. It shifts attention away from individual coping deficits and toward 
the organizational structures that may systematically weaken empathy, continuity, and dignity. Addressing dehumaniza-
tion in universities thus requires not only cultural change but a fundamental rethinking of how academic work is valued, 
governed, and lived.

Measures for organizational dehumanization

Organizational dehumanization has been predominantly assessed through self-report scales that focus on employees’ 
perceptions of being treated as mere instruments or objects by their organization. The most established and widely used 
measure is the 11-item Organizational Dehumanization Scale developed by Caesens et al. [5]. This unidimensional instru-
ment is grounded in mechanistic dehumanization and assesses employees’ perceptions of being objectified, treated as 
interchangeable or instrumental resources, and denied subjectivity. The scale has generally shown high reliability (Cron-
bach’s α > .90) and has been widely used across diverse research designs, occupational sectors, employee groups, and 
cultural contexts; however, later work has also identified psychometric, conceptual, and practical limitations that motivated 
the development of shorter validated measures. To address practical constraints in large-scale or longitudinal research, a 
more efficient 5-item short form was later validated by Lagios et al. [20]. This abbreviated version retains a high correlation 
with the original 11-item scale while demonstrating comparable reliability and validity, making it particularly suitable when 
survey length is a concern. While mechanistic dehumanization has dominated the measurement landscape, animalistic 
organizational dehumanization has received comparatively less scholarly attention until recently. Cheung [32] addressed 
this gap by developing and validating the Organizational Animalistic Dehumanization Scale through two longitudinal 
studies. In addition to Cheung’s [32] scale development effort, animalistic organizational dehumanization had been pre-
viously addressed by Brison et al. [44]. Their study introduced a brief five-item measure designed to capture employees’ 
perceptions of being treated in animal-like, degrading, or uncivilized ways in the workplace. Empirical results showed that 
animalistic organizational dehumanization was associated with mechanistic dehumanization and with relevant employee 
outcomes, including job satisfaction, turnover intentions, and in-role performance. However, as an early and exploratory 
attempt, the study provided limited information regarding the item development and selection process, which constrains 
the assessment of its conceptual grounding and content validity. As such, while Brison et al.’s [44] work represents an 
important precursor in the measurement of animalistic dehumanization at work, more recent efforts offer a more system-
atic and theoretically transparent operationalization of the construct.

This study aims to address gaps in the literature by developing and validating a new scale informed by the conceptual-
ization and measurement tradition of organizational dehumanization introduced by Caesens et al. [5]. The scale consists 
of two subscales: Devaluation, capturing perceptions of not being valued, being ignored, restricted emotional expres-
sion, and injustice-related experiences; and Instrumentality, capturing instrumentalization, objectification, machine-like 
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treatment, and replaceability perceptions. This two-dimensional structure enables a more comprehensive measurement 
of mechanistic dehumanization by simultaneously addressing both its emotional/value-based and functional/instrumen-
tal aspects, compared to the predominantly unidimensional approaches in the existing literature. The scale was applied 
to academics in Türkiye, allowing an examination of how dehumanization is experienced within the unique dynamics of 
higher education institutions. Several items explicitly capture academics’ perceptions of being treated as replaceable 
resources and instrumental means for institutional goals, reflecting the distinctive performance and evaluation dynamics of 
higher education.

Method

Participants

In this study, data were collected from two independent samples of academics to examine the psychometric properties of 
the newly developed Multidimensional Organizational Dehumanization Scale. Evidence based on the internal structure 
of the scale was first examined through exploratory factor analysis (EFA) using the first sample, which consisted of 318 
academics. The factor structure identified in the EFA was then evaluated through confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) using 
a second, independent sample consisting of 263 academics with broadly comparable characteristics. Overall, the study 
included 581 participants across the two samples.

The EFA sample was used to analyze the factor structure of the scale and to conduct item analyses. The CFA sample 
was used to test the model fit of the structure identified through EFA using an independent dataset and to calculate inter-
nal consistency estimates for the retained scale dimensions.

Item development and data collection procedure

Prior to the development of the item pool, the relevant literature on organizational dehumanization was reviewed, and an 
initial set of 38 statements aimed at measuring academics' perceptions of organizational dehumanization was generated. 
The item pool was informed by the conceptualization and measurement tradition of organizational dehumanization, partic-
ularly the work of Caesens et al. [5], but the items were developed for the present study and the higher education context.

Before data collection commenced, the necessary ethical approval was obtained from the Non-Interventional Clinical 
Research Ethics Committee of Biruni University. Following ethical approval, the data collection process was initiated.

Data were collected prospectively using online survey platforms across two distinct recruitment phases corresponding 
to the exploratory and confirmatory analyses. For the Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA), data were collected via Jotform 
between 14 June 2023 and 16 July 2023, during which responses were obtained from 318 academics. For the Confirma-
tory Factor Analysis (CFA), an independent sample was recruited using Google Forms between 12 August 2023 and 25 
September 2023, yielding responses from 263 academics.

Participation in both phases of the study was voluntary. Prior to accessing the questionnaire, all participants were 
provided with detailed information regarding the purpose of the study, data confidentiality, and their right to withdraw at 
any time without penalty. Informed consent was obtained electronically through the survey platforms, whereby participants 
were required to actively indicate their consent before proceeding with the questionnaire. Only individuals who provided 
informed consent were able to participate. All participants were adults; therefore, no parental or guardian consent was 
required, and the requirement for informed consent was not waived by the ethics committee.

Participants responded to each item using a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly 
agree), indicating the extent to which each statement reflected their feelings, thoughts, and experiences related to organi-
zational dehumanization. Negatively worded items were reverse coded prior to analysis.

Sample items included “No matter what I do, I feel that I do not receive the recognition I deserve in my institution,” rep-
resenting the Devaluation dimension, and “My institution sees me as a tool to be used for its own purposes,” representing 
the Instrumentality dimension.
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Data analysis

Item analyses, exploratory factor analysis, and internal consistency analyses were conducted using IBM SPSS Statistics 
Version 25.0. Confirmatory factor analysis was performed using LISREL Version 8.80 with maximum likelihood estimation. 
Prior to the main analyses, the data were organized and screened for accuracy. A pilot study was conducted to assess the 
clarity and comprehensibility of the scale items for participants. The preliminary administration was carried out face-to-face 
with a group of 20 individuals who met the inclusion criteria for the study sample.

Using the EFA sample of 318 academic staff members, item analyses and exploratory factor analysis were conducted. 
To determine the adequacy of the sample size for factor analysis, the suitability of the dataset was examined and found to 
be consistent with the recommendations of Tabachnick and Fidell [45].

To obtain evidence based on the internal structure of the scale, an Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) was performed 
using principal axis factoring with varimax rotation. Principal axis factoring was preferred as it focuses on shared variance 
and is recommended for latent construct identification in scale development studies. In accordance with the criteria sug-
gested by Çokluk et al. [46], factor loadings of at least  .30 were retained. Cronbach’s alpha coefficients were calculated to 
assess internal consistency.

Prior to calculating internal consistency coefficients, two item analysis methods were employed: (a) item–total score 
correlations, and (b) item discrimination analysis based on differences between upper and lower group means. Scale 
scores obtained from the academics’ responses were ranked from highest to lowest. Among the 318 participants, the 
lowest-scoring 86 individuals were classified as the lower group, while the highest-scoring 86 individuals were classi-
fied as the upper group. Based on this classification, the differences between the mean scores of the upper and lower 
groups for each item were examined using independent samples t-tests. In addition, to evaluate the model fit of the 
factor structure identified through EFA, a Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was conducted using the independent 
CFA sample.

Results

The findings are presented below in relation to item analyses, exploratory factor analysis, confirmatory factor analysis, 
convergent validity, discriminant validity, and reliability. As shown in Table 1, the factor loadings of the retained items 
ranged from  .496 to  .795, exceeding the minimum criterion of  .30. The corrected item–total correlation coefficients also 
indicated acceptable item–scale associations. Comparisons of the mean item scores between the upper and lower 27% 
groups revealed statistically significant differences for all items (p < .001), indicating satisfactory item discrimination.

Exploratory factor analysis

An Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) was conducted to obtain evidence based on the internal structure of the Multidimen-
sional Organizational Dehumanization Scale. After the initial item analyses and item-retention procedures, the suitability 
of the final 34-item dataset for factor analysis was evaluated using the Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling 
adequacy and Bartlett’s test of sphericity. The KMO value was found to be  .964, and Bartlett’s test of sphericity was statis-
tically significant, χ²(561) = 9,864.93, p < .001. A KMO value greater than  .60 and a significant Bartlett’s test indicate that 
the data are suitable for factor analysis [45].

After confirming the suitability of the data for factor analysis, EFA was performed without specifying the number of fac-
tors in advance, including the reverse-coded items. When eigenvalues greater than 1.0 were considered, the scale initially 
appeared to have a three-factor structure; however, examination of the scree plot and the interpretability of the factor 
solution supported the retention of a two-factor structure.

In determining the factor structure, items were retained if they had factor loadings of at least  .30, and if the difference 
between cross-loadings on two factors was at least  .10. Based on these criteria, four items that did not meet the require-
ments were removed from the scale. The remaining two factors, extracted using varimax rotation, explained a total of 
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60.59% of the variance. The first factor, labeled “Devaluation,” accounted for 53.73% of the variance, whereas the second 
factor, labeled “Instrumentality,” accounted for 6.87% of the variance.

These results indicate that the scale yielded an interpretable two-factor structure of academics’ perceptions of organiza-
tional dehumanization. The model fit of the resulting factor structure and the obtained values were further examined using 
Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA).

Table 1.  Factor loadings, item–total correlation coefficients, and t values.

Items Factor 1 Factor 2 r t

I4 .795 .741 −17.488

I5 .774 .797 −19.790

I8 .738 .678 −13.986

I3 .713 −.550 9.498

I9 .692 .805 −21.743

I19 .691 .679 −13.768

I7 .682 .739 −17.429

I13 .681 .722 −17.051

I23 .677 .744 −20.020

I22 .672 .773 −17.610

I24 .667 .725 −17.981

I1 .666 .721 −16.203

I20 .648 .620 −12.978

I6 .640 .789 −22.011

I16 .637 .744 −16.269

I21 .630 .644 −13.704

I11 .620 .717 −14.680

I14 .593 .702 −14.413

I10 .573 .527 −10.067

I25 .558 .709 −14.509

I2 .496 .503 −10.041

I28 .779 .644 −13.225

I29 .775 .676 −14.688

I30 .774 .877 −29.377

I34 .757 .814 −23.732

I27 .753 .822 −21.380

I38 .745 .779 −18.521

I31 .740 .878 −35.323

I37 .738 .776 −20.063

I33 .733 .863 −28.573

I32 .713 .884 −29.913

I35 .689 .862 −29.200

I36 .675 .644 −12.312

I26 .623 .455 −6.954

Eigenvalue: Factor 1 = 18.267, Factor 2 = 2.335 Explained variance (%): Factor 1 = 53.73, Factor 2 = 6.87

Note. r = corrected item–total correlation coefficient; t = independent-samples t-test statistic comparing the upper 27% and lower 27% groups for item 
discrimination; Factor 1 and Factor 2 = factor loadings obtained from exploratory factor analysis using principal axis factoring with varimax rotation. Blank 
cells indicate that the item did not load meaningfully on the corresponding factor. Eigenvalues and explained variance percentages are reported for each 
factor at the bottom of the table.

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0351254.t001
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Confirmatory factor analysis

During the Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA), multiple goodness-of-fit indices were evaluated, including the chi-square 
goodness-of-fit statistic (χ²), Normed Fit Index (NFI), Relative Fit Index (RFI), Comparative Fit Index (CFI), Goodness-of-
Fit Index (GFI), Adjusted Goodness-of-Fit Index (AGFI), Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR), Incremental 
Fit Index (IFI), and the Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) [47,48]. The fit indices obtained from the CFA 
are presented in Table 2.

In evaluating model fit, the ratio of the chi-square value to the degrees of freedom (χ²/df) was also considered as a 
descriptive fit indicator [49]. Because fit-index cutoff values should not be treated as rigid universal rules, the fit indices 
were interpreted jointly [48,50]. As shown in Table 2, the chi-square statistic was statistically significant (χ² = 1,196.15, 
df = 524, χ²/df = 2.28, p < .001).

In this study, the Goodness-of-Fit Index (GFI) was found to be  .78, and the Adjusted Goodness-of-Fit Index (AGFI) 
was  .75. With respect to other fit indices, NFI =  .97, RFI =  .97, CFI =  .99, IFI =  .99, RMSEA =  .074, and SRMR =  .045. 
The incremental fit indices indicated strong fit, while RMSEA and SRMR were within commonly used acceptable 
ranges [48,50]. However, because GFI and AGFI were below commonly recommended cutoff values, the results were 
interpreted as indicating acceptable overall fit rather than uniformly high model fit. The fit indices of the 34-item scale were 
evaluated together with item factor loadings, t values, error variances, and explained variances (R²). The results obtained 
from these analyses are presented in Table 3.

Convergent validity

Convergent validity evidence was examined within the broader framework of validity evidence based on relationships 
among variables [51]. For this purpose, composite reliability (CR) and average variance extracted (AVE) values were 
calculated. In addition, standardized factor loadings, t values, and item reliability estimates were evaluated as indicators of 
the measurement quality of the items. Item reliability indicates the extent to which an item is consistent with the construct 
being measured. When a large proportion of an item’s variance is explained by the underlying construct, the measurement 
instrument can be considered reliable.

Standardized factor loadings and statistically significant t values were considered when evaluating item-level evidence 
for convergent validity [52,53]. The t values of all items were statistically significant. Although most standardized factor 
loadings were at or above the commonly used  .50 level, two items had slightly lower loadings. In addition, item reliability 
values varied across items, indicating that convergent validity evidence should be interpreted together with CR and AVE 
rather than on the basis of item reliability alone.

Composite reliability reflects the internal consistency and reliability of the subdimensions within a measurement instru-
ment and is considered one of the fundamental criteria for evaluating measurement models. A composite reliability value 
of  .70 or higher is regarded as acceptable. In the present study, composite reliability values were high for both subdimen-
sions, supporting the internal consistency of the two-factor measurement model [53,54].

The AVE value, another indicator of convergent validity, is expected to be  .50 or higher [53,54]. While the Instrumen-
tality subdimension met this criterion, the Devaluation subdimension yielded an AVE value below the recommended 

Table 2.  Goodness-of-fit indices.

X2 X2/df p NFI RFI CFI GFI AGFI IFI RMSEA SRMR

1196.15 2.28 <  .001 .97 .97 .99 .78 .75 .99 .074 .045

Note. χ² = chi-square goodness-of-fit statistic; df = degrees of freedom; χ²/df = chi-square divided by degrees of freedom; p = significance level of the chi-
square test; NFI = Normed Fit Index; RFI = Relative Fit Index; CFI = Comparative Fit Index; GFI = Goodness-of-Fit Index; AGFI = Adjusted Goodness-of-Fit 
Index; IFI = Incremental Fit Index; RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; SRMR = Standardized Root Mean Square Residual.

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0351254.t002
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threshold. Therefore, convergent validity evidence was stronger for the Instrumentality subdimension than for the Devalu-
ation subdimension.

Finally, the relationships between the two subdimensions of the Multidimensional Organizational Dehumanization Scale 
were found to be statistically significant at the  .01 level, with moderate correlations observed between the subdimensions. 
This finding indicates that the two subdimensions are related but not redundant.

Table 3.  Item factor loadings, t values, error variances, and explained variances.

Items λ t Error variance R²

I1 .79 15.36 .37 .63

I2 .47 8.04 .77 .23

I3 −.70 −12.84 .51 .49

I4 .84 16.62 .30 .70

I5 .85 17.02 .28 .72

I6 .77 14.66 .41 .59

I7 .78 14.98 .39 .61

I8 .81 15.84 .34 .66

I9 .78 15.07 .39 .61

I10 .60 10.53 .64 .36

I11 .76 14.45 .42 .58

I12 .56 9.84 .68 .32

I13 .70 12.81 .52 .48

I14 .64 11.58 .58 .42

I15 .78 14.91 .40 .60

I16 .75 14.22 .43 .57

I17 .61 10.86 .62 .38

I18 .62 11.12 .61 .39

I19 .84 16.82 .29 .71

I20 .82 16.24 .32 .68

I21 .80 15.52 .36 .64

I22 .74 12.83 .46 .54

I23 .46 7.80 .79 .21

I24 .85 17.02 .28 .72

I25 .67 12.27 .55 .45

I26 .72 13.56 .47 .53

I27 .92 19.48 .16 .84

I28 .92 19.56 .15 .85

I29 .94 20.42 .11 .89

I30 .91 19.20 .17 .83

I31 .85 17.02 .28 .72

I32 .87 17.78 .24 .76

I33 .82 16.42 .31 .69

I34 .90 18.80 .19 .81

Note. λ = standardized factor loading obtained from confirmatory factor analysis (CFA); t = t value for the factor loading; Error variance = unexplained vari-
ance for each item; R² = squared multiple correlation, representing the proportion of item variance explained by the latent factor. Absolute t values greater 
than 1.96 indicate statistical significance at p < .05. Negative factor loadings reflect the scoring direction of the corresponding item.

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0351254.t003
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Discriminant validity

Discriminant validity assesses the extent to which a measurement instrument is able to distinguish between different con-
structs. In the present study, discriminant validity was evaluated using the criterion proposed by Fornell and Larcker [54]. 
According to this approach, the square of the correlation between two constructs is compared with the average variance 
extracted (AVE) values of each construct. Discriminant validity is considered to be established when the AVE values of 
both constructs are greater than the squared correlation between them. Based on the comparison between the calculated 
squared correlation and the AVE values, the results indicated that discriminant validity was achieved.

Reliability

The reliability of the scale was evaluated using Cronbach’s alpha coefficient based on internal consistency. Cronbach’s 
alpha values were calculated for each factor and for the overall scale. The obtained coefficients ranged from  .93 to  .96.

Specifically, the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was  .93 for the first factor,  .96 for the second factor, and  .96 for the over-
all scale. These results indicate that the scale demonstrated high internal consistency reliability.

Discussion

In this study, a Multidimensional Organizational Dehumanization Scale was developed and validated among academics. 
To determine the items to include in the scale, analyses of item–total score correlations and differences between upper 
and lower groups were conducted. All parameters obtained were found to be statistically significant. The mean responses 
of participants in the upper and lower groups differed significantly for all items. These findings indicate that each item in 
the scale possesses the necessary psychometric properties and demonstrates adequate item discrimination.

To establish the construct validity of the dehumanization scale, both Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) and Confirma-
tory Factor Analysis (CFA) were conducted. The results of the EFA revealed a two-factor structure, with the two factors 
together explaining 60.59% of the total variance. The first factor, labeled Devaluation, accounted for 53.73% of the vari-
ance, whereas the second factor, labeled Instrumentality, explained 6.87% of the variance. Following varimax rotation, 
four items that did not meet the item-retention criteria were removed, resulting in a final 34-item scale.

The factor structure and model fit obtained through EFA were subsequently tested using CFA. The fit indices were 
calculated as χ² = 1,196.15, χ²/df = 2.28, NFI = .97, RFI = .97, CFI = .99, GFI = .78, AGFI = .75, IFI = .99, SRMR = .045, and 
RMSEA = .074. Interpreted jointly, these values indicate acceptable overall fit between the hypothesized model and the 
observed data, although GFI and AGFI were below commonly recommended cutoff values [55]. Taken together, the 
results of the EFA and CFA demonstrate that the two-factor, 34-item model is both theoretically and statistically sound, 
providing strong evidence for the structural validity of the scale.

Convergent validity of the scale was evaluated using item reliability, composite reliability, and average variance 
extracted (AVE) values. The t values were statistically significant, and the factor loadings generally supported item-level 
evidence for convergent validity, although item reliability values varied across items. Composite reliability values sup-
ported the internal consistency of the two subdimensions. However, the AVE value for one subdimension fell below the 
recommended threshold. The internal consistency reliability coefficient of the overall scale was found to be  .96, indicating 
a high level of reliability.

Overall, the analyses provide evidence that the developed scale possesses acceptable psychometric properties. The 
scale can be used to assess perceptions of organizational dehumanization among academics and contributes to the 
literature by providing a psychometrically sound two-dimensional measurement instrument for examining dehumanization 
in academic contexts. The findings further suggest that organizational dehumanization can be assessed through multiple 
dimensions and that the scale is suitable for evaluating whether academics perceive dehumanizing attitudes toward them-
selves within their institutions.
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Limitations and future research

Several limitations should be considered when interpreting the findings of this study. First, although the scale was 
developed and validated using two independent samples, the data were collected through online self-report sur-
veys from academics. As with most self-report designs, responses may be influenced by common method effects or 
response styles.

Second, although the CFA results indicated an acceptable overall model fit, with several indices suggesting strong fit, 
some fit indices, particularly GFI and AGFI, were relatively lower. In addition, convergent validity evidence showed that 
AVE for one subdimension did not meet the conventional threshold. Future studies should further examine the measure-
ment model using alternative estimation strategies and additional samples, and consider targeted item refinement to 
improve the subdimension’s convergent validity while preserving conceptual coverage.

Finally, while internal consistency reliability estimates were very high, additional forms of reliability evidence remain 
important. Future research should report test–retest reliability explicitly, including the time interval between administra-
tions, and evaluate longitudinal stability, particularly because dehumanization perceptions may fluctuate with organiza-
tional events, workload cycles, and performance evaluation periods in universities.

Building on these limitations, future research should also investigate criterion-related validity evidence by exam-
ining relationships between the scale scores and theoretically relevant outcomes in higher education such as burn-
out, job satisfaction, turnover intentions, organizational commitment, psychological well-being, as well as potential 
antecedents such as perceived organizational support, procedural justice, leadership practices, and metric/managerial 
pressures.

In addition, future validation studies may provide further psychometric evidence by reporting alternative reliability 
estimates such as McDonald’s omega, examining item functioning using item response theory when sample size permits, 
and testing measurement invariance across key demographic groups such as gender, academic rank, institution type, and 
disciplinary field. Such analyses would strengthen the generalizability of the scale and clarify whether the two-dimensional 
structure operates equivalently across different groups of academics.

Conclusion

This study developed and provided validation evidence for a new Multidimensional Organizational Dehumanization Scale 
for academics designed to assess perceptions of dehumanization within higher education institutions. Item analyses indi-
cated that all retained items showed adequate discrimination, with statistically significant differences between upper and 
lower groups (p < .001) and satisfactory item–total correlations. Exploratory factor analysis supported a two-factor struc-
ture, and the resulting model was further evaluated through confirmatory factor analysis using an independent sample. 
Overall, the evidence supports the structural validity of the 34-item scale comprising two subdimensions: Devaluation and 
Instrumentality.

Reliability findings demonstrated high internal consistency for both subscales and the total score. Additional 
validity evidence was provided through convergent and discriminant validity analyses, although one subdimen-
sion’s AVE did not meet the conventional threshold, indicating that further validation and refinement may be ben-
eficial. Despite this limitation, the overall pattern of results suggests that the scale provides a psychometrically 
acceptable and practically useful multidimensional measure of organizational dehumanization perceptions among 
academics.

In sum, the scale constitutes a valuable contribution to the emerging literature on organizational dehumanization by 
offering a multidimensional operationalization developed for and evaluated within a higher education sample. It can be 
used in future research to examine antecedents and consequences of dehumanization in universities and to support orga-
nizational diagnostics and interventions aimed at promoting more humane academic workplaces.
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(DOCX)

Author contributions

Conceptualization: Semin Kazazoglu, Dilruba Sahin, Cem Oktay Guzeller, Dilek Ilhan-Findikoglu, Fuat Findikoglu.

Data curation: Dilruba Sahin, Cem Oktay Guzeller.

Formal analysis: Dilruba Sahin, Cem Oktay Guzeller.

Investigation: Semin Kazazoglu, Dilek Ilhan-Findikoglu, Fuat Findikoglu.

Methodology: Semin Kazazoglu, Dilruba Sahin, Cem Oktay Guzeller.

Project administration: Semin Kazazoglu, Cem Oktay Guzeller.

Resources: Semin Kazazoglu, Dilruba Sahin, Dilek Ilhan-Findikoglu, Fuat Findikoglu.

Software: Cem Oktay Guzeller.

Supervision: Semin Kazazoglu, Cem Oktay Guzeller.

Validation: Semin Kazazoglu, Dilruba Sahin, Cem Oktay Guzeller.

Visualization: Semin Kazazoglu, Cem Oktay Guzeller.

Writing – original draft: Dilek Ilhan-Findikoglu, Fuat Findikoglu.

Writing – review & editing: Semin Kazazoglu, Dilruba Sahin, Dilek Ilhan-Findikoglu, Fuat Findikoglu.

References
	1.	 Haslam N. Dehumanization: an integrative review. Pers Soc Psychol Rev. 2006;10(3):252–64. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327957pspr1003_4

	2.	 Haslam N, Loughnan S. Dehumanization and infrahumanization. Annu Rev Psychol. 2014;65:399–423. https://doi.org/10.1146/
annurev-psych-010213-115045

	3.	 Bell CM, Khoury C. Organizational de/humanization, deindividuation, anomie, and in/justice. In: Gilliland S, Steiner D, Skarlicki D, editors. Emerging 
Perspectives on Organizational Justice and Ethics. Charlotte, NC: Information Age Publishing; 2011. 167–97.

	4.	 Baldissarri C, Fourie MM. Dehumanizing organizations: insidious effects of having one’s human integrity denied at work. Curr Opin Behav Sci. 
2023;49:101244. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cobeha.2022.101244

	5.	 Caesens G, Stinglhamber F, Demoulin S, De Wilde M. Perceived organizational support and employees’ well-being: the mediating role of organiza-
tional dehumanization. European J Work Organizat Psychol. 2017;26(4):527–40. https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432x.2017.1319817

	6.	 Abou Zeid M-AG, Khedr MA, Rayan HN, Mostafa B, El-Ashry AM. The relationship between organizational dehumanization and work engagement: 
the mediating effect of nurses’ work stress. BMC Nurs. 2024;23(1):193. https://doi.org/10.1186/s12912-024-01841-z PMID: 38515082

	7.	 Brison N, Caesens G. The relationship between workplace ostracism and organizational dehumanization: the role of need to belong and its out-
comes. Psychol Belg. 2023;63(1):120–37. https://doi.org/10.5334/pb.1215 PMID: 37954011

http://journals.plos.org/plosone/article/asset?unique&id=info:doi/10.1371/journal.pone.0351254.s001
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327957pspr1003_4
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-010213-115045
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-010213-115045
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cobeha.2022.101244
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432x.2017.1319817
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12912-024-01841-z
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/38515082
https://doi.org/10.5334/pb.1215
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/37954011


PLOS One | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0351254  July 6, 2026 15 / 16

	 8.	 Caesens G, Nguyen N, Stinglhamber F. Abusive supervision and organizational dehumanization. J Bus Psychol. 2019;34(5):709–28. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s10869-018-9592-3

	 9.	 Stinglhamber F, Nguyen N, Ohana M, Lagios C, Demoulin S, Maurage P. For whom and why organizational dehumanization is linked to deviant 
behaviours. J Occup Organ Psychol. 2023;96(1):203–29. https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12409

	10.	 Hamel J-F, Scrima F, Massot L, Montalan B. Organizational culture, justice, dehumanization and affective commitment in French employees: a 
serial mediation model. Eur J Psychol. 2023;19(3):285–98. https://doi.org/10.5964/ejop.8243 PMID: 37731756

	11.	 Talpur Q, Khan R, Malik AR, Murtaza G. The impact of organizational dehumanization on creative performance. Personnel Rev. 2025;54(1):130–
49. https://doi.org/10.1108/PR-02-2023-0071

	12.	 Bibi A, Al Hassan S, Zahur H. Organizational dehumanization fuelling opportunistic behaviour. Asian J S Psychol. 2024;27(3):528–39. https://doi.
org/10.1111/ajsp.12612

	13.	 Cheung F. Role of organizational dehumanization and employee resilience between job insecurity and emotional exhaustion: a  
moderated-mediation analysis. Can J Behav Sci. 2025;57(1):13–22. https://doi.org/10.1037/cbs0000402

	14.	 Bankins S, Ocampo AC, Marrone M, Restubog SLD, Woo SE. A multilevel review of artificial intelligence in organizations: implications for organiza-
tional behaviour research and practice. J Organ Behav. 2023;45(2):159–82. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2735

	15.	 Czakon W, Meyer N. Why is digital transformation so slow? The shadow of dehumanization 2.0. CEMJ. 2024;32(3):339–49. https://doi.org/10.1108/
cemj-03-2024-0073

	16.	 Turkkan-Zencirli B, Altin M. The impact of artificial intelligence on workplace dehumanization. J Hospital Tourism Horizons. 2025;1(1):128–49. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/JHTH-01-2025-0014

	17.	 Mason O, Megoran N. Precarity and dehumanisation in higher education. Learn Teach Inter J Higher Edu Soc Sci. 2021;14(1):35–59. https://doi.
org/10.3167/latiss.2021.140103

	18.	 van Houtum H, van Uden A. The autoimmunity of the modern university: how its managerialism is self-harming what it claims to protect. Organiza-
tion. 2020;29(1):197–208. https://doi.org/10.1177/1350508420975347

	19.	 Nordbäck E, Hakonen M, Tienari J. Academic identities and sense of place: a collaborative autoethnography in the neoliberal university. Manag 
Learn. 2021;53(2):331–49. https://doi.org/10.1177/13505076211006543

	20.	 Lagios C, Stinglhamber F, Restubog SLD, Lagios N, Brison N, Caesens G. When organizational dehumanization hits home: short-scale validation 
and test of a spillover-crossover model. J Occup Organ Psychol. 2024;97(3):1037–75. https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12493

	21.	 Andrighetto L, Baldissarri C, Volpato C. (Still) modern times: objectification at work. Eur J Soc Psychol. 2017;47(1):25–35. https://doi.org/10.1002/
ejsp.2190

	22.	 Lagios C, Nguyen N, Stinglhamber F, Caesens G. Dysfunctional rules in organizations: the mediating role of organizational dehumanization in the 
relationship between red tape and employees’ outcomes. Eur Manag J. 2023;41(5):802–13. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.emj.2022.06.002

	23.	 Bell CM, Khoury C. Organizational powerlessness, dehumanization, and gendered effects of procedural justice. J Manag Psychol. 2016;31(2):570–
85. https://doi.org/10.1108/JMP-09-2014-0267

	24.	 Stinglhamber F, Caesens G, Chalmagne B, Demoulin S, Maurage P. Leader-member exchange and organizational dehumanization: the role of 
supervisor’s organizational embodiment. Eur Manag J. 2021;39(6):745–54. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.emj.2021.01.006

	25.	 Bastian B, Haslam N. Experiencing dehumanization: cognitive and emotional effects of everyday dehumanization. Basic Appl Soc Psychol. 
2011;33(4):295–303. https://doi.org/10.1080/01973533.2011.614132

	26.	 Christoff K. Dehumanization in organizational settings: some scientific and ethical considerations. Front Hum Neurosci. 2014;8:748. https://doi.
org/10.3389/fnhum.2014.00748 PMID: 25309401

	27.	 Lagios C, Caesens G, Nguyen N, Stinglhamber F. Explaining the negative consequences of organizational dehumanization: the mediating role of 
psychological need thwarting. J Personnel Psychol. 2022;21(2):86–93. https://doi.org/10.1027/1866-5888/a000286

	28.	 Nguyen N, Dao QA, Nhan TLA, Stinglhamber F. Organizational dehumanization and emotional labor: a cross-cultural comparison between Vietnam 
and the United Kingdom. J Cross-Cultural Psychol. 2020;52(1):43–60. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022120972183

	29.	 Nguyen N, Besson T, Stinglhamber F. Emotional labor: the role of organizational dehumanization. J Occup Health Psychol. 2022;27(2):179–94. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000289 PMID: 34323555

	30.	 Nguyen N, Maurage P, Stinglhamber F. Organizational metadehumanization and mechanistic self-dehumanization: The role of surface acting. 
Group Process Intergroup Relations. 2022;25(8):1983–2002. https://doi.org/10.1177/13684302221095757

	31.	 Rubbab UE, Khattak SA, Shahab H, Akhter N. Impact of organizational dehumanization on employee knowledge hiding. Front Psychol. 
2022;13:803905. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.803905 PMID: 35265008

	32.	 Cheung F. Development of the organizational animalistic dehumanization scale. Curr Psychol. 2024;43(44):33963–74. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s12144-024-06877-7

	33.	 Brison N, Stinglhamber F, Caesens G. Organizational dehumanization. Oxford research encyclopedia of psychology. Oxford University Press; New 
York, NY; 2022. https://doi.org/10.1093/acrefore/9780190236557.013.902

	34.	 Yin YM, Mu GM. Thriving in the neoliberal academia without becoming its agent? Sociologising resilience with an early career academic and a 
mid-career researcher. High Educ. 2023;86:65–80. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10734-022-00901-0

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-018-9592-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-018-9592-3
https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12409
https://doi.org/10.5964/ejop.8243
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/37731756
https://doi.org/10.1108/PR-02-2023-0071
https://doi.org/10.1111/ajsp.12612
https://doi.org/10.1111/ajsp.12612
https://doi.org/10.1037/cbs0000402
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2735
https://doi.org/10.1108/cemj-03-2024-0073
https://doi.org/10.1108/cemj-03-2024-0073
https://doi.org/10.1108/JHTH-01-2025-0014
https://doi.org/10.3167/latiss.2021.140103
https://doi.org/10.3167/latiss.2021.140103
https://doi.org/10.1177/1350508420975347
https://doi.org/10.1177/13505076211006543
https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12493
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2190
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2190
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.emj.2022.06.002
https://doi.org/10.1108/JMP-09-2014-0267
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.emj.2021.01.006
https://doi.org/10.1080/01973533.2011.614132
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2014.00748
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2014.00748
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25309401
https://doi.org/10.1027/1866-5888/a000286
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022120972183
https://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000289
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34323555
https://doi.org/10.1177/13684302221095757
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.803905
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/35265008
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-024-06877-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-024-06877-7
https://doi.org/10.1093/acrefore/9780190236557.013.902
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10734-022-00901-0


PLOS One | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0351254  July 6, 2026 16 / 16

	35.	 Anderson V, Elliott C, Callahan JL. Power, powerlessness, and journal ranking lists: the marginalization of fields of practice. Acad Manag Learn 
Educ. 2021;20(1):89–107. https://doi.org/10.5465/amle.2019.0037

	36.	 Kallio KM, Kallio TJ, Tienari J, Hyvönen T. Ethos at stake: performance management and academic work in universities. Hum Relat. 
2016;69(3):685–709. https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726715596802

	37.	 Becker A, Lukka K. Instrumentalism and the publish-or-perish regime. Critical Persp Account. 2023;94:102436. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
cpa.2022.102436

	38.	 Jääskeläinen P, Helin J. Writing embodied generosity. Gender Work Organ. 2021;28(4):1398–412. https://doi.org/10.1111/gwao.12650

	39.	 Knights D, Clarke CA. It’s a bittersweet symphony, this life: fragile academic selves and insecure identities at work. Organ Stud. 2014;35(3):335–
57. https://doi.org/10.1177/0170840613508396

	40.	 Hutchins HM, Rainbolt H. What triggers imposter phenomenon among academic faculty? A critical incident study exploring antecedents, coping, 
and development opportunities. Hum Resour Dev Int. 2017;20(3):194–214. https://doi.org/10.1080/13678868.2016.1248205

	41.	 Bolden R, Watermeyer R, Khalid F, Knight C. Over worked and undervalued? Knotted tensions of identity, purpose, and change in contemporary 
higher education. Stud Higher Edu. 2025;1–14. https://doi.org/10.1080/03075079.2025.2558001

	42.	 Kteily NS, Landry AP. Dehumanization: trends, insights, and challenges. Trends Cogn Sci. 2022;26(3):222–40. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
tics.2021.12.003 PMID: 35042655

	43.	 Gatto M, Tracey H, Callahan JL, Worst S. Inconvenient academic workers? Collective (re)humanisation through the dialogue of a Freirean reading 
circle. Culture Organization. 2024;1–20. https://doi.org/10.1080/14759551.2024.2399619

	44.	 Brison N, Lagios C, Caesens G, Stinglhamber F. Working like a machine or a beast: exploring mechanistic and animalistic dehumanization in orga-
nizations. TPM Test Psychom Methodol Appl Psychol. 2023;30:119–40. https://doi.org/10.4473/TPM30.2.1

	45.	 Tabachnick BG, Fidell LS. Using multivariate statistics. 7th ed. Boston: Pearson; 2019.

	46.	 Çokluk Ö, Şekercioğlu G, Büyüköztürk Ş. Sosyal bilimler için çok değişkenli istatistik: SPSS ve LISREL uygulamaları [Multivariate statistics for social 
sciences: SPSS and LISREL applications]. Turkish. 6th ed. Ankara: Pegem Akademi; 2021. doi: 10.14527/9786055885670

	47.	 Anderson JC, Gerbing DW. The Effect of Sampling Error on Convergence, Improper Solutions, and Goodness-of-Fit Indices for Maximum Likeli-
hood Confirmatory Factor Analysis. Psychometrika. 1984;49(2):155–73. https://doi.org/10.1007/bf02294170

	48.	 Hu L, Bentler PM. Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance structure analysis: conventional criteria versus new alternatives. Struct Equ Model: A 
Multidiscip J. 1999;6(1):1–55. https://doi.org/10.1080/10705519909540118

	49.	 Wheaton B, Muthén B, Alwin DF, Summers GF. Assessing reliability and stability in panel models. Sociol Methodol. 1977;8:84–136. doi: 
10.2307/270754

	50.	 Marsh HW, Hau KT, Wen Z. In search of golden rules: Comment on hypothesis-testing approaches to setting cutoff values for fit indexes and dan-
gers in overgeneralizing Hu and Bentler’s findings. Struct Equ Modeling. 2004;11(3):320–41. doi: 10.1207/s15328007sem1103_2

	51.	 Bademci V. Contemporary developments and new standards in measurement and research methodology 2: Rejection of the trinitarian (content, 
criterion-related, and construct validities) doctrine in validity and sources of validity evidence. JRES. 2017;4(1):63–80.

	52.	 Chau PYK, Tam KY. Factors affecting the adoption of open systems: an exploratory study. MIS Q. 1997;21(1):1–24. https://doi.org/10.2307/249740

	53.	 Bagozzi R, Yi Y. On the evaluation of structural equation models. J Acad Mark Sci. 1988;16:74–94. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02723327

	54.	 Fornell C, Larcker DF. Evaluating structural equation models with unobservable variables and measurement error. J Mark Res. 1981;18(1):39–50. 
https://doi.org/10.2307/3151312

	55.	 Hooper D, Coughlan J, Mullen MR. Structural equation modelling: Guidelines for determining model fit. Electron J Bus Res Methods. 
2008;6(1):53–60.

https://doi.org/10.5465/amle.2019.0037
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726715596802
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpa.2022.102436
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpa.2022.102436
https://doi.org/10.1111/gwao.12650
https://doi.org/10.1177/0170840613508396
https://doi.org/10.1080/13678868.2016.1248205
https://doi.org/10.1080/03075079.2025.2558001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2021.12.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2021.12.003
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/35042655
https://doi.org/10.1080/14759551.2024.2399619
https://doi.org/10.4473/TPM30.2.1
https://doi.org/10.14527/9786055885670
https://doi.org/10.1007/bf02294170
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705519909540118
https://doi.org/10.2307/270754
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15328007sem1103_2
https://doi.org/10.2307/249740
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02723327
https://doi.org/10.2307/3151312

	Development and validation of a multidimensional organizational dehumanization scale: Evidence from higher education
	Introduction
	Literature review
	Organizational dehumanization: A review of antecedents and consequences
	Dehumanization in higher education context
	Measures for organizational dehumanization

	Method
	Participants
	Item development and data collection procedure
	Data analysis

	Results
	Exploratory factor analysis
	Confirmatory factor analysis
	Convergent validity
	Discriminant validity
	Reliability

	Discussion
	Limitations and future research

	Conclusion
	Institutional ethical board approval and informed consent

	Supporting information
	References


