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ABSTRACT

WORK-HOME SPILLOVER OF UNCIVIL BEHAVIORS

Karanfil, Derya
Ph.D., Department of Psychology

Supervisor: Prof. Dr. H. Canan Siimer

August 2019, 147 pages

The current study aimed to examine whether employees who are targeted by
incivility at work display similar behaviors toward their partners at home. The current
study proposed a model for work-home spillover of uncivil behaviors. Emotional
exhaustion was hypothesized as the mediator of in the relationship between
workplace experienced incivility and work-family conflict. Core self-evaluation and
psychological detachment were expected to weaken the effect of experienced
workplace incivility on emotional exhaustion. | further, hypothesized that emotional
exhaustion would mediate the relationship between experienced workplace incivility
and instigated family incivility and that work-family conflict would mediate the
relationship between emotional exhaustion and instigated family incivility. Self-
compassion and relaxation were expected to weaken the relationship between work-
family conflict and instigated family incivility. The current study examined the
moderating role of spousal support in the above-mentioned mediation paths on an
exploratory basis. The final sample of the study was comprised of 150 dual-earner
couples who provided data at two waves. It was found that experienced workplace
incivility was related to increased emotional exhaustion, which in turn was related to

increased work-family conflict for both wife and husband participants. Moreover,
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after controlling for husbands’ core self-evaluation and relaxation, experienced
workplace incivility was indirectly related to instigated family incivility through
increased emotional exhaustion for wives only. However, the results failed to support
the remaining mediation hypotheses and the moderating roles of core self-evaluation,
psychological detachment, self-compassion, relaxation, and spousal support. The
implications and limitations of the current study and suggestions for future research

are discussed.

Keywords: Work-Home Spillover, Incivility, Emotional Exhaustion, Work-Family
Conflict, Recovery
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NEZAKETSIZ DAVRANISLARIN ISTEN EVE TASINMASI

Karanfil, Derya
Doktora, Psikoloji Boliimii

Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. H. Canan Stimer

Agustos 2019, 147 sayfa

Mevcut arastirma, isyerinde nezaketsiz davranisin hedefi olan ¢alisanlarin,
benzer davranislart evde eslerine yonelik sergileyip sergilemedigini arastirmayi
hedeflemektedir. Bu baglamda, mevcut arastirma nezaketsiz davranislarin isten eve
taginmasina yonelik bir model 6nermistir. Duygusal tiikenme, isyeri nezaketsizligine
maruz kalma ile is-aile ¢atismasi iligskisinde araci olarak hipotez edilmistir. Temel
benlik degerlendirmesinin ve psikolojik uzaklagsmanin, igyeri nezaketsizliginin
duygusal tilkenme {izerindeki etkisini hafifletmesi beklenmektedir. Duygusal
tiikenmenin, isyeri nezaketsizligine maruz kalma ile aile nezaketsizligi sergileme
arasindaki iligkiye aracilik edecegi, ig-aile ¢atismasinin ise duygusal tikkenme ile aile
nezaketsizligi sergileme arasindaki iliskiye aracilik edecegi hipotez edilmistir. Oz-
duyarlilik ve rahatlamanin, is-aile ¢atismasmin aile nezaketsizligi sergileme
iizerindeki etkisini hafifletmesi beklenmektedir. Mevcut arastirma, agimlayict bir
temelle, es desteginin Onerilen yollardaki diizenleyici etkisini incelemistir.
Aragtirmanin son drneklemini, her iki zamanda da veri saglayan 150 ¢ift-gelirli esler
olusturmaktadir. Hem kadinlarda hem de erkeklerde, isyeri nezaketsizliginin
duygusal tilkenmedeki artis ile iliskili oldugu, bunun ise ig-aile ¢atismasindaki artis

ile iliskili oldugu bulunmustur. Ayrica, kadinlarda, erkeklerin temel benlik
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degerlendirmeleri ve rahatlamalarimin  Kontrol edilmesinin ardindan, isyeri
nezaketsizligine maruz kalmanin aile nezaketsizligi sergileme ile duygusal
tikenmeyi arttirmasi araciligiyla iliskili oldugu bulunmustur. Ancak, arastirma
bulgular diger aracilik hipotezleri ile temel benlik degerlendirmesinin, psikolojik
uzaklagsmanin, 6z-duyarliligin, rahatlamanin ve es desteginin diizenleyici rollerini
destekleyememistir. Mevcut ¢alismanin  dogurgulari, kisitliklar1 ve gelecek

calismalar i¢in Onerileri tartisilmistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Isten-Eve Tasinma, Nezaketsizlik, Duygusal Tiikenme, Is-Aile

Catismasi, Toparlanma
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Overview

In the organizational behavior literature, workplace mistreatment behaviors
(e.g., aggression, deviance, bullying, and abusive supervision) have received
considerable research attention over the last two decades (Schilpzand, De Pater, &
Erez, 2016). Andersson and Pearson (1999) introduced the concept of workplace
incivility to this literature. At workplace, incivility may be expressed in many
different ways such as the use of derogatory language and voice tone, discrediting
others’ reputations (Porath & Pearson, 2012), interrupting or disregarding others
(Gallus, Bunk, Matthews, Barnes-Farrell, & Magley, 2014), excluding someone from
social activities and not greeting others (Wasti & Erdas, 2019). Since the introduction
of the workplace incivility construct, researchers have studied the antecedents and
consequences of being the target of uncivil behaviors (i.e., experienced incivility),
displaying uncivil behaviors toward others (i.e., instigated incivility), and observing
uncivil interactions (i.e., witnessed incivility). Scholars have predominately
investigated the negative outcomes of experienced workplace incivility on targets’
work attitudes, work behaviors, and well-being (see Schilpzand et al., 2016 for
review), whereas they have showed relatively less research attention to study
instigated workplace incivility. However, the limited studies on instigated workplace
incivility have provided important organizational implications. To illustrate,
researchers found experienced workplace incivility (e.g., Meier & Gross, 2015;
Rosen, Koopman, Gabriel, & Johnson, 2016) and witnessed workplace incivility
(Foulk, Woolum, & Erez, 2016) as unique predictors of instigated workplace
incivility. Accordingly, uncivil behaviors would easily spread over the whole

organization, suggesting incivility contagion within organizations.



Researchers have shown that individuals who experienced incivility in the
workplace reported higher levels of work-family conflict (Lim & Lee, 2011), lower
levels of marital satisfaction (Ferguson, 2012), and higher levels of withdrawal and
angry behavior at home (Lim, llies, Koopman, Christoforou, & Arvey, 2018). These
findings suggest that the negative influence of experienced workplace incivility is not
restricted to the work domain and it can transfer to (i.e., spillover into) the family
domain, similar to other workplace mistreatments such as abusive supervision
(Carlson, Ferguson, Perrewe, & Whitten, 2011; Wu, Kwan, Liu, & Resick, 2012),
sexual harassment (Xin, Chen, Kwan, Chiu, & Yim, 2018), and workplace ostracism
(Liu, Kwan, Lee, & Hui, 2013). However, workplace experiences might be
transmitted to the home domain not only through attitudes but also through negative
behaviors such as undermining behaviors towards family members (e.g., Barber,
Taylor, Burton, & Bailey, 2017; Hoobler & Brass, 2006). Although previous research
on workplace mistreatment encouraged further studies on the spillover of
mistreatments, there still seems to be a gap in the literature. Specifically, it is not
known whether individuals will show uncivil behaviors at home towards their partner
or spouse (i.e., instigated family incivility) after they are targeted by such behaviors
at work (i.e., experienced workplace incivility). In this regard, there has been an
emerging need to examine: (a) whether incivility contagion can break the home-work
boundary, (b) whether there are mechanisms underlying the contagion of uncivil
behaviors from work to home domain, (c) whether the spillover of incivility
contagion is more likely under certain conditions and among individuals having
certain traits, and (d) whether targets can restrain themselves from instigated family
incivility in certain conditions. Hence, the aim of the current study was to provide
answers to these questions based on the available theoretical and empirical
foundations and to propose a work-home spillover model of uncivil behaviors (see
Figure 1 for the proposed model).

The present study was founded on conservation of resources theory (COR;
Hobfoll, 1989) in explaining how workplace experienced incivility is related to
emotional exhaustion and work-family conflict. Drawing on COR theory,

experienced workplace incivility was proposed to lead to resource loss when trying



to cope with this social stressor and understand the intention of the perpetrator (Zhou,
Yan, Che & Meier, 2015). Particularly, workplace experienced incivility might
consume targets’ resources (e.g., energy and attention) or creates threats of losses
(e.g., personal relationships in the workplace) (e.g., Rosen et al., 2016; Zhou et al.,
2015). Given the resource draining nature of workplace incivility, | hypothesized that
employees who experience workplace incivility is likely to report high levels of
emotional exhaustion, which in turn, increase work-family conflict due to low levels
of resources to meet home demands in line with the resource loss spiral (Hypothesis
1).

Core
Self-Evaluation

Experienced Bmeiienal Work-Family
Workplace Exhaustion Conflict
Incivility o
Self-Compassion
Psychological
Detachment
Relaxation
Instigated
Family
Incivility

Figure 1. A Proposed Model for Work-Home Spillover of Uncivil Behaviors

The current study also employed ego depletion theory in explaining instigated
family incivility (Muraven & Baumeister, 2000). According to ego depletion theory,
one needs to have self-control strength to override an unapproved behavior (e.g.,
incivility; Muraven & Baumeister, 2000). However, one might not exert self-control
because of depletion of self-control in prior tasks or motivation to conserve remaining
self-control for future tasks with higher priorities (Muraven, Shmueli, & Burkley,
2006). To refrain from uncivil behaviors, individuals need to exert self-control to
cope with emotional exhaustion and to balance work and family roles. Hence, after
exerting self-control for emotional exhaustion and work-family conflict, targets

might have depleted self-control, and this in turn hinders their capacity to refrain from



behaving in an uncivil way. Accordingly, based on ego depletion theory, |
hypothesized that work-family conflict mediates the association between emotional
exhaustion and instigated family incivility (Hypothesis 2), emotional exhaustion
mediates the association between experienced workplace incivility and instigated
family incivility (Hypothesis 3), and emotional exhaustion and work-family conflict
serially mediate the relationship between experienced workplace incivility and
instigated family incivility (Hypothesis 4).

According to Ten Brummelhuis and Bakker (2012), there are also key
resources that potentially influence coping with stress, gaining additional resources,
resisting contextual demands, and using available resources in an optimal way.
Empirical findings suggest core self-evaluation (i.e., self-esteem, generalized self-
efficacy, locus of control, and neuroticism; Judge, Erez, Bono, &Thoresen, 2003) and
psychological detachment (Kinnunen, Feldt, Siltaloppi, & Sonnentag, 2011) as
potential buffering factors influencing one’s responses to stressors and one's resource
management in stress coping. Accordingly, core self-evaluation (Hypothesis 5) and
psychological detachment (Hypothesis 6) were proposed as moderators of the
negative influence of experienced incivility on emotional exhaustion.

Drawing on ego depletion theory, factors facilitating replenishment of self-
control may weaken the positive relationship between work-family conflict and
instigated family incivility. Relaxation and self-compassion have been found as
factors preventing ego depletion and replenishing depleted self-control (e.g., Burson,
Crocker, & Mischkoyski, 2012; Tyler & Burns, 2008). Hence, self-compassion
(Hypothesis 7) and relaxation (Hypothesis 8) were proposed as moderators of the
association between work-family conflict and instigated family incivility.

Another moderator investigated in the current research is received support,
which has been studied in the existing literature as a protective factor in stress-strain
association. However, given mixed findings on receiving support in the mistreatment
literature (e.g., Beattie & Griffin, 2014a; Lim & Lee, 2011), the current study
proposed two research questions on whether spousal support would moderate the
relationship between experienced workplace incivility and emotional exhaustion

(Research Question 1) and the relationship between work-family conflict and



instigated family incivility (Research Question 2). In the remainder of the chapter,
first, the literature on concepts of workplace incivility and family incivility are
summarized along with their outcomes. Second, a brief synthesis of the existing
literatures on contagion of incivility and spillover of negative workplace behaviors is
presented. Finally, the proposed conceptual model is presented.

1.2 Workplace Incivility: Definition, Appraisal and Response

Andersson and Pearson (1999) defined workplace incivility as "low-intensity
deviant behavior with ambiguous intent to harm the target, in violation of workplace
norms for mutual respect” (p. 457). Since its introduction, workplace incivility (i.e.,
rudeness) has received considerable research attention (Cortina, Kabat-Farr, Magley,
& Nelson, 2017). From a social interactionist perspective, Andersson and Pearson
(1999) conceptualized workplace incivility as an interactive event through which the
instigator(s), the target(s), the observer(s), and the social context all influence and are
influenced by the uncivil interaction. The target is the individual experiencing
workplace incivility, the instigator is the individual instigated workplace incivility,
and the observer is the individual witnessing workplace incivility.

Although workplace incivility has similarities with other workplace
mistreatment behaviors such as abusive supervision, social undermining, and
bullying (Hershcovis, 2011), it differs from those other behaviors in a number of
ways. First, workplace incivility can be distinguished from other mistreatment types
such as violence and aggression with its ambiguous intent, norm violation, and low
intensity (Pearson, Andersson, & Wegner, 2001). Second, workplace incivility differs
from workplace violence based on lack of physical assault (Cortina & Magley, 2009).
Third, workplace incivility is different from bullying and abusive supervision since
intention is obvious for bullying and abusive supervision but not for incivility
(Schilpzand et al., 2016). Fourth, with respect to the correlates, workplace
experienced incivility appears to have stronger relationships with attitudes such as
job satisfaction than does interpersonal conflict, and with turnover intention than do
bullying and interpersonal conflict. Furthermore, as workplace incivility occurs in an
interaction of target, instigator, observer, and situation (Andersson & Pearson, 1999),
it is an unavoidable situation into which employees might even accidentally fall. All
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told, examining incivility as a construct related to but independent of other
mistreatment types is critical to understand how contagion of uncivil behaviors can
be prevented and how an individual can avoid being the target, observer or instigator

of incivility both in the workplace and at home.

Researchers have examined how employees appraise experience of incivility
in diverse samples, such as American (Cortina & Magley, 2009) and Turkish (Wasti
& Erdas, 2019). Cortina and Magley (2009) showed that respondents appraised their
incivility experiences as moderately frustrating, annoying, and offensive, but not
particularly threatening. Wasti and Erdas (2019) examined which behaviors were
labeled as uncivil and how uncivil behaviors are appraised in the Turkish context.
These authors showed that although there were behaviors that are universally uncivil
behaviors such as mocking, belittling, ignoring, scolding or gossiping, they were also
behaviors that are culturally specific uncivil behaviors such as exclusion from social
activities and omission of greetings. Moreover, Turkish sample appraised
supervisors’ humiliating or scolding behaviors as honor threatening; however, they
appraised the same behaviors displayed by coworkers as competitive and malicious
rather than honor threatening. In addition, the participants appraised supervisors
excluding behaviors (e.g., not greeting the employee, ignoring comments by the
employee) as damaging honor but their intruding behaviors (e.g., making
inappropriate comments, gossiping) as damaging to being valued and worthy. Taken
together, evidence suggests cross cultural difference in the perception and appraisal

of workplace incivility.

1.3 Family Incivility: Definition, Feature and Outcomes

Family incivility construct was derived from the workplace incivility concept.
Lim and Tai (2014) has recently introduced family incivility and defined it as "low-
intensity deviant behaviors with ambiguous intent that violate the norms of mutual
respect in the family" (p. 351). As can be inferred from the definition, family incivility
shares common features (low intensity, norm violation and ambiguous intent) with
workplace incivility. The major characteristic differentiating these two forms of
incivility is the source of uncivil behaviors. While family members are both targets
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and instigators of family incivility, employees are targets and instigators of workplace
incivility. Given that it is a recently introduced concept, the number of studies
examining family incivility is relatively limited. In their pioneer study, Lim and Tai
(2014) found that experiencing family incivility was related to increased
psychological distress, which in turn decreased work performance after controlling
job stress, work-family conflict, and family-work conflict. Moreover, Bai and
colleagues (2016) considered experienced family incivility as an emotional
contextual demand in the home domain that depleted personal resources of state self-
esteem, which in turn increased counterproductive work behavior.

The above-mentioned studies showed that experienced family incivility can
spill over into work domain and influence both positive and negative work outcomes.
Hence, examining instigated family incivility construct is also critical to prevent a
potential spillover from home to work. In this regard, to understand how uncivil
experiences at work are related to displaying such behaviors at home, a review of

experienced workplace incivility literature is presented in following section.

1.4 The Impact of Experienced Workplace Incivility

A review of the workplace incivility literature suggests that incivility has both
negative individual and organizational outcomes (Schilpzand et al., 2016). The
individual negative outcomes of workplace incivility include greater psychological
distress (Cortina, Magley, Williams, & Langhout, 2001), sexual harassment and
gender harassment (Lim & Cortina, 2005), interpersonal deviance (Wu, Zhang, Chiu,
He, 2014), lowered daily level wellbeing, harder next morning recovery, and
detachment (Nicholson, & Griffin, 2017), lowered health satisfaction, and wellbeing
(Lim & Cortina, 2005). With respect to work-related outcomes, the targets of
workplace incivility reported lower levels of job satisfaction (Cortina et al., 2001)
and task performance via decreased work engagement (Chen et al., 2013), and higher
levels of counterproductive work behavior (Penney & Spector, 2005), workplace
aggression (Taylor & Kluemper, 2012), job withdrawal (Lim & Cortina 2005) and
turnover intention (Cortina et al.,, 2013). As a common workplace issue, the
detrimental influence of workplace incivility has been evidenced in the samples from
many different nations such as from Australia (e.g., Griffin, 2010; Martin & Hine,
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2005), Canada (e.g., Leiter, Day, Oore, & Laschinger, 2012), China (e.g., Chenetal.,
2013), as well as Turkey (e.g., Tastan & Davoidi, 2015).

Incivility also impacts nonwork outcomes such as marital satisfaction and
work-family conflict (e.g., Ferguson, 2012; Lim & Lee, 2011). The work of Lim and
Lee (2011) showed that experienced supervisor incivility was positively related to
work-to-family conflict and this association was interestingly stronger for the
individuals with high family support compared to those with low family support. In
another study, experienced workplace incivility negatively impacted both targets’ and
partners’ marital satisfaction and family to work conflict (Ferguson, 2012).
Moreover, experienced workplace incivility appears to impact behaviors at home
beyond home-related attitudes. To illustrate, one experience sampling study
demonstrated that experienced workplace incivility was positively related to the
experience of hostile emotions, which in turn was related to increased angry
behaviors (i.e., taking frustration on partner) and withdrawal behaviors (i.e., avoiding
talking about marital problems) toward the partners (Lim et al., 2018). Importantly,
the study also demonstrated that target's emotional response to incivility impacted
behaviors in the family after controlling for other emotions (i.e., general distress,
guilt, and fear) and job demands.

As the studies above illustrate, incivility targets do not easily leave the
incivility responses at work and instead carry these responses to home. These
responses result in both negative attitudinal and behavioral outcomes in the family
domain. However, to my knowledge, there exists no empirical effort that investigated
whether uncivil behaviors in the workplace spread to the family domain, such that
the target in the workplace becomes an instigator at home. In order to gain
understanding about the explanatory mechanism for how experienced workplace
incivility spills over to home domain, more attention should be given to alternative

theoretical explanations for work-home spillover of workplace incivility.

1.5 Theoretical Explanations for Work-Home Spillover of Uncivil Behaviors
Stress felt in one domain (i.e., job and family roles) spreads to other domains
through two forms: stress spillover that reflects how individuals’ experienced stress
in one domain (work or home) impacts individuals’ stress reported in the other
8



domain, and stress crossover that refers how stress in one domain influences stress
experienced by individuals’ partner in the other domain (Bolger, DeLongis, Kessler,
& Wethington, 1989). In other words, spillover characterizes intraindividual
contagion of stress, whereas crossover defines interpersonal (i.e., dyadic) contagion
of stress (Westman, 2002). The focus of the research is to spillover of experienced
workplace incivility.

Researchers have examined the spillover of workplace incivility, a social
stressor in the workplace (Sonnentag & Fritz, 2015), using several different
theoretical frameworks. Lim and Lee (2011) expected positive association of
experienced incivility with home outcomes by employing the spillover theory (e.g.,
Williams & Alliger,1994), which suggested spillover of negative emotions or
thoughts to family domain. Relatedly, Ferguson (2012) founded her hypotheses to
Westman’s (2001) crossover theory, which proposed that individuals’ work life
influences their family members through stress transmission. Drawing on
conservation of resources theory (COR; Hobfoll, 1989) and effort-recovery model,
Demsky and colleagues (2014) explained how stressful work experiences (e.g.,
workplace aggression) were associated with lack of detachment, which in turn was
related to work-family conflict.

According to COR theory, individuals strive to retain, protect, and build
valued resources, which are objects, personal characteristics, conditions, and energies
(Hobfoll, 1989). Hobfoll and colleagues (2018) summarize basic principles of the
theory as follows: (i) based on evolutionary bias, individuals give higher importance
to resource loss than resource gain, (ii) they need to invest resources to be protected
and recovered from resource loss, and obtain resources, (iii) in case of resource loss,
resource gain becomes important, and (iv) in case of resource exhaustion, one
becomes aggressive and irrational. Moreover, stress raises when (a) key resources are
under threat of loss, (b) key resources are lost, and (c) one fails to regain lost resource
after showing substantial effort (Hobfoll et al., 2018). COR theory can explain how
a contextual demand (e.g., experienced incivility) requiring physical and/or mental
effort can deplete someone’s personal resources (e.g., energy, attention,

relationships), which in turn influence other domain outcomes (Ten Brummelhuis &



Bakker, 2012). Among the above-mentioned theories, COR presents a sound
framework in understanding how our responses (e.g., emotional exhaustion, work-
family conflict) to resource loss stemming from experienced incivility might have
persistent effects at home domain.

Some scholars have examined responses to experienced workplace incivility
using COR theory as a theoretical basis (e.g., Hur, Kim, & Park, 2015; Park, Fritz &
Jex, 2015; Zhou et al., 2015). In one of these studies, higher levels of experienced
coworker incivility increased the likelihood of experiencing emotional exhaustion,
which turn in, increased turnover intention and decreased job satisfaction and job
performance (Hur et al., 2015). Employing the theory, the findings of one daily
survey revealed that on days employees were targeted with incivility, they
experienced higher affective and physical distress at the end of the workday, which
in turn increased distress in the following morning (Park et al., 2015). In Zhou et al.’s
(2015) study, it was found that on days target experienced incivility, they reported
higher end-of-work negative affect. This relationship was moderated with individual
(i.e., low emotional stability, high hostile attribution bias, external locus of control)
and contextual factors (low chronic workload and more chronic organizational
constraints). To summarize, while research focusing on affective and attitudinal
responses to incivility by drawing on COR are highly prevalent in the literature,
research is yet to examine whether incivility spiral spill over into home domain
through loss spiral of resources. Hence, the current study draws on COR theory in
explaining spillover of experienced workplace incivility.

1.6 Mechanisms for Spillover of Experienced Workplace Incivility: Emotional
Exhaustion and Work-Family Conflict

Workplace incivility is common and occurs daily (Nicholson & Griffin, 2015;
Rosen et al., 2016). After an uncivil interaction, target is likely to consume resources
such as energy or attention in order to cope with incivility, which in turn leads to
losing resources (Zhou et al., 2015). It is plausible that incivility experience might
lead the person to believe that available social resources such as interpersonal
relationships in workplace are under threat. Moreover, as a job stressor, workplace
incivility can also deplete individual resources, which is evident in the increased
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levels of strain and diminished well-being (Sonnentag & Fritz, 2014). Hobfoll and
colleagues (2018) highlighted the spiral nature of this resource loss as follows:

Because resource loss is more powerful than resource gain, and because stress
occurs when resources are lost, at each iteration of the stress spiral individuals
and organizations have fewer resources to offset resource loss, and these loss
spirals gain in momentum as well as magnitude. (p. 104)

Accordingly, the spiral nature of resource loss and perceived threat of loss
might explain the negative relationship between experienced workplace incivility and
its negative outcomes. Founded on COR theory, experienced workplace incivility
was reported to be related to increased emotional exhaustion (Hur et al., 2015), higher
affective and physical distress at the end of the work day (Park et al., 2015), and
higher end-of-work negative affect (Zhou et al., 2015).

Researchers suggest that emotional exhaustion have persistent effects on
individual affective and behavioral home outcomes (Lim et al., 2018). After chronic
exposure to stressful workplace incivility, one experiences strain (i.e., emotional
exhaustion) and might bring this exhaustion to home domain. Another common home
outcome of being mistreated in the workplace is work-family conflict, which arises
when work and family role pressures are conflicting to some respects (Greenhaus &
Beutell, 1985). Grandey and Cropanzano (1999) applied COR theory to work-family
conflict and stated that work role stress would consume available resource and result
in few resources to be used in meeting family demands. Relatedly, the authors found
positive association between work role stress and work-family conflict. With respect
workplace mistreatments, targets of abusive supervision (Carlson et al., 2011; Wu et
al., 2012), sexual harassment (Xin et al., 2018) and workplace ostracism (Liu et al.,
2013) also reported higher level of work-family conflict as well. Like the above
mistreatment types, workplace incivility also spilled over into home domain and was
related to work-family conflict (Ferguson, 2012; Lim & Lee, 2011). However, the
mediating mechanism for this type of spillover is neglected in the mistreatment
literature.

In line with loss spiral, a three-wave longitudinal study showed that Time 1
work pressure and exhaustion predicted both Time 2 and Time 3 work home

interference (Demerouti, Bakker, Bulters, 2004). Moreover, Greenbaum and
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colleagues (2014) argued that when employees repeatedly were exposed to unethical
behaviors displayed by customers, this reduced availability of resources that they
could use to attend the other personal and work domains. Accordingly, they showed
that exposure to unethical behaviors of customers was related to higher levels of
emotional exhaustion, which in turn related to higher levels work-family conflict.
Taken together, above-mentioned studies suggest that exhausted employees might
experience difficulties in meeting home demands and partner expectation due to low
available resources and the loss spiral. In this regard, experienced incivility is
associated with emotional exhaustion, which in turn is associated with increased

work-family conflict. Hence, the following hypothesis is proposed:

Hypothesis 1: Emotional exhaustion mediates the relationship between

experienced workplace incivility and work-family conflict.

1.7 Instigated Workplace Incivility as a Response to Experienced Incivility
Despite ample research on experienced incivility in the workplace, relatively
less is known about why an individual instigates uncivil behaviors (Rosen et al.,
2016). Researchers examining the instigator characteristics have found positive
association of instigated incivility with trait and state anger (Meier & Semmer, 2013),
power (Cortina et al., 2001), and passion for work (Birkeland & Nerstad, 2016) and
negative association of instigated incivility with the capacity to establish relationships
with coworkers and supervisors (Reio & Ghosh, 2009). Workplace characteristics
have also been found as related to instigated incivility. Some of these workplace-
related predictors were work overload (Gallus et al., 2014), work exhaustion (Blau &
Andersson, 2005), and experiencing job stress (Roberts, Scherer, & Bowyer, 2011).
Experienced and observed workplace incivility were also among antecedents of
instigated incivility (Foulk et al., 2014; Rosen et al., 2016). Among these antecedents,
responding experienced incivility with instigated incivility can potentially explain
work-home spillover of uncivil behaviors. Hence, empirical findings on the
association between experienced workplace incivility and instigated workplace

incivility needs to be reviewed.
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One striking perspective concerning why an individual displays uncivil
behavior was provided by Anderson and Pearson (1999). Anderson and Pearson
(1999) argued that after experience of incivility, the target can reciprocate this
treatment with counter incivility toward the instigator (i.e., tit-for-tat). Observers can
also be involved in this spiral, thus, incivility spreads in the workplace, contributing
to the development of an organizational norm for workplace incivility. However,
while either actor of this uncivil interaction can depart from this spiral, this can
potentially escalate to an exchange of coercive actions (e.g., aggression) when the
target perceives an identity threat. In this regard, experienced incivility and observed
incivility have been researched as predictors of instigated incivility. In one of these
studies, Holm et al. (2015) found witnessing coworker incivility as predictor of
instigated incivility. Other studies showed that being the target of incivility in the past
was the unique predictor of the incivility instigation (Birkeland & Nerstad, 2016;
Gallus et al., 2014). However, the work of Gallus and colleagues (2014) also draws
attention to a group of individuals who experience incivility but do not instigate
incivility. Concerning this group, they call future research on individual and
contextual factors that might influence individuals to have a desire to display such
uncivil behaviors after being either the target or the witness of incivility.

The association between experienced and witnessed incivility with instigated
incivility has been also tested using different theoretical frameworks. For instance,
Foulk et al. (2016) took the associative network theory (Collins & Loftus, 1975) as
their basis to understand the contagious effect of rudeness (i.e., incivility spiral) and
underlying cognitive mechanism behind it. According to the theory, an activation of
one concept in semantic memory can activate closer concepts in the semantic
memory. Foulk et al. (2016) carried out three studies examining incivility spiral. In
Study 1, they demonstrated that when a person experienced incivility in one context
(i.e., negotiation), she/he associated incivility and negotiation as closer concepts in
semantic memory and later in the same context, he/she was more likely to behave in
an uncivil manner. In Study 2, participants who observed incivility were found to
respond faster to incivility-related words than the participants in the control

condition, supporting accessibility of rude cues in the associative network. Lastly, in
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Study 3, they showed that after receiving a rude e-mail, participants reported higher
behavioral hostility compared to responding to an aggressive email and a neutral
email. Taken together, participants who were infected with incivility were more likely
to continue displaying uncivil behavior as long as uncivil concepts in the semantic
network were still accessible.

Founded on ego depletion theory, Meier and Gross (2015) explained
contagion of incivility with limited self-regulatory capacities (Muraven &
Baumeister, 2000). Accordingly, Meier and Gross (2015) expected that experienced
and instigated incivility would be positively related, and that trait self-control and
state exhaustion would moderate this relationship. They tested the influence of
experienced incivility on subsequent interactions on the same day. It was found that
experienced incivility significantly influenced instigated incivility only when the
time duration between the two interactions was shorter than 2.4 hours. Moreover, this
relationship was stronger when state exhaustion was low, but self-control did not
moderate the relationship.

Rosen and colleagues (2016) extended the work of Meier and Gross (2015)
by drawing on ego depletion theory. Ego depletion theory advocates that people have
limited resources such as attention, control, and energy in behavior regulation
(Baumeister, Bratslavsky, Muraven, & Tice, 1998). Muraven and Baumeister (2000)
suggested that an individual uses self-control to override impulses in self-regulation;
however, if self-control is depleted in prior regulation, overriding the impulse
becomes difficult. In this regard, Rosen and colleagues (2016) considered experience
of incivility as a depletive experience decreasing self-control capacity because an
individual expends his/her attention resources in understanding instigator’s intention,
in inhibiting response, and in managing frustration and emotional burdens. Findings
did not support direct effect of experienced incivility on diminished self-control.
However, in the condition of high politic perception (i.e., ambiguous and uncertain
environment), after the targets experienced uncivil treatment, they showed
diminished self-control in stroop tasks. For people with low construal (i.e., lower
sensitivity to the self-referenced meaning action), this decreased self-control was

related to increased incivility instigation on the same day in workplace. As
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interpersonal relationships rely on self-regulation and are influenced by ego depletion
(Baumesister & Vosh, 2003), one approach to explain instigation incivility as a
response to experienced incivility might be ego depletion. However, to gain
understanding about why and how a target of workplace incivility displays these
behaviors to third parties in another domain, theoretical explanations for work-home
spillover of incivility need to be reviewed. Given the limited number of studies on
spillover and crossover of incivility to the family domain, theoretical explanations for

the spillover of other mistreatment types are reviewed.

1.8 Theoretical Explanations for the Work-Home Spillover of Mistreatment
Researchers have examined the work-home spillover of workplace
mistreatments using a number of different conceptual arguments. Displaced
aggression is the one of the explanations for why an individual who is mistreated in
the workplace shows negative behaviors at home. Displaced aggression refers to the
“redirection of a [person’s] harm doing behavior from a primary to secondary target
or victim” (Tedeschi & Norman, 1985, p. 30). This explanation suggests that when
an individual is provoked and unable to retaliate, he/she reacts more aggressively
toward innocent others (Marcus-Newhall, Pedersen, Carlson, & Miller, 2000).
Empirical evidence demonstrated that instead of the subsequent trivial, the initial
provocation experience of the target determines whether he/she would be an
instigator in the subsequent interaction (Pedersen, Gonzales, & Miller, 2000)
Drawing on this approach, Hoobler and Brass (2006) demonstrated that employees
who were abused by their supervisor directed their frustration to family members and
displayed undermining behavior toward them. However, for the hypothesized model,
displaced aggression explanation is less reasonable in explaining the spillover of
incivility. Since uncivil behaviors have less intensity and there is generally no clear
policy and sanction, any subordinate can easily display uncivil behaviors toward
supervisors. Hence, the target of workplace incivility might be a supervisor,
subordinate, or customer, suggesting less need to displace frustration to third parties
(i.e., family members) compared to what may be more likely in the case of abusive

supervision.
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Self-regulation impairment is another plausible explanation for the spillover
of negative behavior (i.e., undermining) contagion from work to home domain.
Barber and colleagues (2017) proposed and reported that experienced undermining
influence instigated home undermining through poor sleep quality. The target of
undermining at work displayed these behaviors at home since poor sleep quality
impaired their regulation in maintaining functional, supportive relationships at home.
Although the authors showed the effects of intervention points (sleep and exercise)
in the prevention of negative behavior in the home domain, they specifically focused
on only the home experiences (i.e., sleep and exercise) as the mediating and
moderating mechanisms and neglected work-related responses given to experienced
social undermining. In this regard, relevant literature neglects common affective and
attitudinal responses to these negative behaviors as mediator in this spillover.

Self-regulation involves restraining a natural, habitual, or learned response by
modifying behavior, thoughts, or emotions (Baumeister & Vosh, 2003). Inhibiting
habitual behaviors requires self-control (Muraven et al., 2006). Exertion of self-
control utilizes self-control strength which is limited and depleted after use; however,
this depletion is not permanent and can be replenished unless conditions undermine
resting (Muraven & Baumeister, 2000). Ego depletion has been used as one
underlying mechanism for aggressive response (Baumeister et al., 1998; Baumeister
& Vohs, 2003). In this regard, an individual's capacity to regulate his/her behaviors
and emotions can influence whether individual responds to provocation by displaying
deviant behaviors (Christian & Ellis, 2011). An individual might display unapproved
acts or behavior due to insufficiency of resources such as strength or energy to
override habitual behaviors (Muraven & Baumeister, 2000). With respect to
workplace incivility, targets need self-control strength to restrain the impulse of
behaving uncivilly to their family members (i.e., instigated family incivility). Hence,
ego depletion approach is an influential approach to explain instigated family
incivility as a response to spillover effect of experienced workplace incivility. Given
the reviewed literature, ego depletion theory presents a reasonable conceptual

framework in understanding how our responses (e.g., emotional exhaustion, work-
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family conflict) to resource loss stemming from experienced incivility relates to

displaying uncivil behaviors at home.

1.9 Spillover of Experienced Workplace Incivility in the Form of Instigated
Family Incivility

As outlined in the above proposition, workplace experienced incivility might
spill over into home domain with increased emotional exhaustion and work-family
conflict. However, these attitudinal outcomes are not the whole cost of being the
target of workplace incivility. Recent studies found work-family conflict and
emotional exhaustion as proximal predictors of negative family functioning. Liu and
colleagues (2013) showed that workplace ostracism influenced family satisfaction
through work-family conflict. In another study, targets of sexual harassment reported
high level of work-family conflict, which in turn decreased spouse family satisfaction
(Xin et al., 2018). With respect to the spillover of negative behavior, Wu et al. (2012)
found that abusive supervision increased work-family conflict, which increased
family undermining behavior. Moreover, emotionally exhausted employees reported
greater displayed aggression towards family members (Liu et al., 2015).

Ego depletion can explain how targets suffering from emotional exhaustion
and work-family conflict are more likely to engage in mistreatment at home. Dealing
with negative feelings (Gailliot et al., 2006) and coping with stress consume available
self-control strength (Muraven & Baumeister, 2000). Particularly, coping with work
demands requires using cognitive, psychological, and emotional resources, which
then leaves limited resources to meet other job and family related demands for
exhausted employees (Greenbaum et al., 2014). Hence, dealing with emotional
exhaustion and work-family conflict might leave reduced self-control strength, which
makes overriding incivility impulse difficult for targets at home. Nevertheless,
Muraven and colleagues (2006) also demonstrated that not only prior exertion of self-
control but also anticipating future exertion of self-control also direct people to
conserve their self-control strength and not exert self-control in a subsequent task.
Compared to aggressive behaviors, incivility has less apparent outcomes for
instigators, hence an individual may be motivated to exert less self-control to inhibit
uncivil impulses (Rosen et al., 2016). For the current proposed model, coping with
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emotional exhaustion and work-family conflict might have higher priority compared
to being civil or kind to family members. In that case, after exerting self-control for
emotional exhaustion and work-family conflict, one might want to conserve
remaining self-control strength for future home demands. Accordingly, depleted
employees from emotional exhaustion and work-family conflict may be less likely to
exert self-control to override uncivil behaviors at home. Hence, emotional exhaustion
and work-family conflict were proposed to be both single mediator and serial

mediator in the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 2: Work-family conflict mediates the relationship between
emotional exhaustion and instigated family incivility.

Hypothesis 3: Emotional exhaustion mediates the relationship between
experienced workplace incivility and instigated family incivility.

Hypothesis 4: Emotional exhaustion and work-family conflict serially mediate
the relationship between experienced workplace incivility and instigated

family incivility.

1.10 Key Resources: First Stage Moderators

There are several individual buffering factors that can decrease the impact of
workplace experienced incivility. For instance, the impact of experienced workplace
incivility was stronger for targets with high trait negative affectivity in predicting
counterproductive work behavior (Penny & Spector, 2005), for those with low
agreeableness in predicting enacted aggression (Taylor & Kluemper, 2012) and for
those with high hostile attribution bias in predicting interpersonal deviance behavior
(Wu et., 2014). In a diary study, it was found that incivility experiences had stronger
relationship with negative effect for people with low emotional stability, high hostile
attribution bias, external locus of control, and people experiencing low chronic
workload and more chronic organizational constraints (Zhou et al., 2015).

With respect to the buffering mechanisms of the impact of work demands on
home outcomes, Ten Brummelhuis and Bakker (2012) suggested key resources (e.g.,
self-efficacy, self-esteem, optimism, social power) as moderators in predicting

affective personal resources (e.g., mood). According to them, these key resources can
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explain why some of us are better in coping with stress, gaining additional resources,
resisting contextual demands and using available resources optimally. Following Ten
Brummelhuis and Bakker (2012), the current model focuses on key personal
recourses that moderate the relationship between experienced workplace incivility
and emotional exhaustion. Empirical and theoretical works pointed out the
importance of core self-evaluation (Judge et al., 2003) as one of effective resources
in responding stressor and managing resources in coping process (e.g., Kammeyer-
Mueller, Judge, & Scott, 2009; Ten Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012). Moreover,
psychological detachment has been established as an important protecting factor
buffering work demands (e.g., Kinnuen et al., 2011; Sonnentag & Fritz, 2015).
Accordingly, | hypothesized two key resources (i.e., core self-evaluation and
detachment from work) as the moderators in the relationship between experienced

workplace incivility and emotional exhaustion.

1.10.1 Core Self-Evaluation (CSE) as a Key Resource

Core self-evaluation with its component -self-esteem, generalized self-
efficacy, locus of control, and neuroticism- refers to a basic personal evaluation of
oneself as capable, worthy, and having control of own life (Judge, Van Vianen & De
Pater, 2004). Core self-evaluation influences one’s responses to stressors and one's
resource management in stress coping: individuals with higher core self-evaluation
report lesser stressful events, successfully respond to stressful events, experience
lesser strain, and prefer problem-solving coping over avoidance coping (Kammeyer-
Mueller et al., 2009).

COR theory suggests that individuals with greater resource are less likely to
be vulnerable to resource loss and they are more likely to have capability to gain
resources (Hobfoll et al., 2018). The buffering role of core self-evaluation against
influence of stress has been supported with empirical findings. Stressors leads to
lower level of negative psychological reactions and strain for individuals with high
CSE (Judge et al., 2004). Moreover, individuals with high CSE are less likely to use
avoidance coping strategy and more likely to use problem-solving coping strategy
(Kammeyer-Muller et al., 2009). CSE has also a buffering role in response to social
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stressors and weakens the negative impact of social stressor on job satisfaction,
altruism and positive impact on turnover intention (Harris, Harvey, & Kacmar, 2009).

Core self-evaluation also impacts an individual’s response to experience of
workplace incivility. To illustrate, the negative link between experienced incivility
and work engagement was stronger for individuals with low core self-evaluation
compared to those with high core self-evaluation (Beattie & Griffin, 2014a). On the
other hand, low levels of neuroticism, another component of CSE, was related to low
levels of incivility perception in vignettes (Sliter, Withrow, & Jex, 2015), low levels
of experienced incivility (Milam, Spitzmueller, Penney, 2009), and weakened the
negative association between job stress and experience of incivility (Taylor &
Kluemper, 2012). Moreover, for individuals with internal locus of control, daily
workplace incivility was not related to end-of-work negative affect, whereas the
relationship was positive for individuals with an external locus of control (Zhou et
al., 2015). Core self-evaluation also weakened the influence of experiencing family
incivility on psychological distress (Lim & Tai, 2014).

All told, individuals with high core self-evaluation are more likely to have
greater resources to effectively regulate negative experiences and are less vulnerable
to resource loss and emotional exhaustion. Hence, | hypothesized that core self-
evaluation moderates the negative association between experienced workplace
incivility and emotional exhaustion, and the link is expected to be stronger for people

with low core self-evaluation. Accordingly, the following hypothesis is proposed:

Hypothesis 5: Core self-evaluation moderates the relationship between
experienced workplace incivility and emotional exhaustion and the

relationship is stronger for those who are low in core self-evaluation.

1.10.2 Psychological Detachment as a Key Resource

Recovery experiences (i.e., detachment, relaxation, control, and mastery) are
beneficial to gain resources such as energy or feelings of control, which help
individuals in restoring the threatened resources (Kinnuen et. al, 2011). Psychological
detachment, as one of the recovery strategies, refers to disengaging mentally from

work during non-work time (Sonnentag & Fritz, 2007) and ‘‘switching off’” during
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off-job time (Sonnentag & Bayer, 2005). An individual is detached from work in
absence of worry, rumination and repetitive thoughts related to work (Sonnentang &
Fritz, 2014). Both cross-sectional and longitudinal studies have supported the
negative relationships between psychological detachment and strain indicators. In
cross-sectional studies, individuals with high levels of detachment reported low
levels of emotional exhaustion (e.g., Donahue et al.,2012; Fritz, Yankelevich,
Zarubin, & Barger, 2010) and higher levels of life satisfaction (Moreno-Jiménez, et
al., 2009). In a diary study, in days participants were psychologically detached from
work, they reported being more content and cheerful and less fatigued and depleted
at bedtime (Sonnentag & Bayer, 2005). In another diary study, beyond the effect of
hours and quality of sleep, previous day detachment predicted low levels of next day
fatigue (Sonnentag, Binnewies, & Mojza, 2008).

In times of stress, individual needs to be mentally disengaged from work to
be recovered but in those times, being mentally disengaged seems less likely, making
recovery difficult (Sonnentag, 2012). However, even if detachment is difficult,
detachment from work is likely to buffer the negative impact of workplace
experiences since psychological detachment reflects a mental break from job
stressors to diminish their negative impact (Sonnentag & Fritz, 2015). Psychological
detachment also moderates an individual’s response to experience of workplace
mistreatment. To illustrate, psychological detachment attenuated the link between
workplace bullying and psychological strain (Moreno-Jiménez et al., 2009).
Consistently, work-home segmentation preferences, a similar construct to
detachment, weakened the mediating effects of work-family conflict on the
ostracism-satisfaction association (Liu et al., 2013). In another study, separating work
and family domain (boundary strength at home) mitigated the mediating effect of
work-family conflict on abusive supervision and family undermining (Wu et al.,
2012). More recently, Xin et al. (2018) found that work—-home segmentation
preference attenuated the relationship between job tension, resulting from sexual
harassment and work-family conflict. Derks and Bakker’s (2014) study also indicated
that daily psychological detachment was negatively related to work—home

interference. As replenishment of self-regulatory resources is necessary after resource
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loss (Unger, Sonnentag, Niessen, & Kuonath, 2017), individuals with high
detachment from work can achieve the replenishment and are less likely to be

emotionally exhausted. Accordingly, the following hypothesis is proposed:

Hypothesis 6: Psychological detachment moderates the relationship between
experienced workplace incivility and emotional exhaustion, and the

relationship is stronger for those who are low in psychological detachment.

1.11 Factors Restoring Depleted Self-control: Third Stage Moderators
Reviewed literature suggested that while some individuals are involved in
incivility spiral, others (both targets and instigators) are less likely or less motivated
to be involved in this spiral. For instance, while most of the respondents (70%)
reported themselves to have been both a target and an instigator (supporting
contagious nature of workplace incivility), a small number of respondents reported
themselves either a target (6%) or an instigator (12%) with a remaining group of
people reported themselves neither a target nor an instigator (12%) (Gallus et al.,
2014). Given the high prevalence of workplace incivility, it is likely that almost all
employees, to some degree, have been exposed to uncivil behaviors at work.
However, this experience appears to lead to instigated family incivility for only some
people. To illustrate, certain conditions might protect individuals from influence of
ego depletion and enable them to restore the depleted self-control after prior self-
regulation. In this regard, a limited number of studies, all in experimental settings,
have showed that a short relaxation break (Tyler & Burns, 2008), induction of
positive mood (Tice, Baumeister, Shmueli, & Muraven, 2007) and reminding core
values (e.g., compassion) to participants (Burson et al., 2012) could counteract the
influence of ego depletion. Whether instigated family incivility can be inhibited
among individuals who carry out relaxation activities and treat themselves with

compassion can be integrated into the hypothesized model.

1.11.1 Self-Compassion
Self-compassion involves emotional resilience, stability, less self-evaluation,
ego-defensiveness, and self enhancement (Neff, 2011). Compassionate people easily

accept their undesirable aspects and respond kindly toward themselves even in the
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case of negative events. Evidence suggests that self-compassion buffers the influence
of negative experiences such as failure, rejection, or embarrassment (Leary, Tate,
Adams, Allen, & Hancock, 2007). Additional to personal benefits, self-compassion
contributes positively to the maintenance of close relationships. For instance, self-
compassionate individuals were perceived as more caring, autonomy provider, and
showing acceptance to their partners (Neff & Beretvas, 2013). Moreover, self-
compassionate individuals were likely to feel authentic, were less likely to give
priority to their needs and they were more likely to compromise, in which both self
and other needs were considered (Yarnell & Neff, 2013). In addition, Zhang, Chen,
and Tomova (2009) showed that self-compassion was related to increased acceptance
to own flaws, which in turn is associated to increased acceptance of flaws of others
(i.e., partner, acquaintance) beyond the impact of self-esteem and relationship
characteristics. Self-compassion was also reported to be related to increased sleep
quality (Butz & Stahlberg, 2018), suggesting lack of self-regulatory impairment.
With respect to positive behaviors, individual with high self-compassion perceived
hypothetical moral transgressions less acceptable (Chinese sample) and appraised
their selfish behavior less acceptable (US sample) (Wang, Chen, Poon, Teng, & Jin,
2017). Moreover, increased self-compassion was related to higher levels of prosocial
behavior (Lindsay & Creswell, 2014). Taken together, the above studies suggest the
protective role of self-compassion in close relationships and in displaying positive
behaviors.

Empirical evidence on self-affirmation sheds light on how self-compassion
might be relevant to displaying uncivil behaviors at home. In a pioneer study,
Schmeichel and VVohs (2009) found that individuals exerting self-control in an initial
task can prevent ego depletion when they are affirming a core value (i.e., writing
briefly about top-ranked value) following depleted task. Lindsay and Creswell (2014)
proposed self-compassion as one mechanism explaining how self-affirmation process
(i.e., reflecting on an important personal value) exert its influence. Specifically, they
demonstrated that self-affirmation (i.e., manipulation of writing about important
values) increased self-compassion, which in turn increased pro-social behaviors

(Lindsay & Creswell, 2014). In another study, self-control depletion that resulted
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from social exclusion was counteracted by reminding self-transcendent values
including compassion (Burson et al., 2012). Taken together, given the protective role
of self-compassion in close relationships (Neff & Beretvas, 2013; Yarnell & Neff,
2013; Zhang et al., 2009), in restoring depleted self-control (Burson et al., 2012), and
in displaying prosocial behaviors (Lindsay & Creswell, 2014), self-compassion might
help a person to restore depleted self-control, and exert self-control in overriding the

impulse of incivility. Hence, the following hypothesis is proposed:

Hypothesis 7: Self-compassion moderates the relationship between work-
family conflict and instigated family incivility and the relationship is stronger

for those who are low in self-compassion.

1.11.2 Relaxation

As a recovery strategy, relaxation is described as activities performed with
explicit intention to relax (Stone, Kennedy Moore, & Neale, 1995). The relaxing
activities such as reading book, walking and mediation help an individual restore
resources (Fritz & Sonnentag, 2006). As a protective factor, relaxation has negative
association with health problems, emotional exhaustion and sleep problems
(Sonnentag & Fritz, 2007) as well as with fear, hostility and sadness (Fritz,
Sonnentag, Spector, & Mcinroe, 2010). On the other hand, relaxation also has
potential to decrease tension and restore resources for self-regulation (Fritz et al.,
2010). To illustrate, Tyler and Burns (2008) demonstrated that after a ten-minute
break, depleted participants restored their decreased self-control and showed equal
performance with non-depleted participants. Accordingly, those employees engaging
in relaxing activities might restore their depleted self-control successfully and inhibit
occurrence of uncivil interactions at home. Hence, the following hypothesis is

proposed:

Hypothesis 8: Relaxation moderates the relationship between work-family
conflict and instigated family incivility and the relationship is stronger for

those who are low in relaxation.
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1.12 Buffering Effect of Received Support

One general recommendation for reducing strain has been to be in contact
with supportive individuals (Beehr, Farmer, Glazer, Gudanowski, & Nair, 2003). As
a contextual resource in COR theory, social support reflects practical or emotional
help from significant others such as coworkers and family members (Ten
Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012). Meta analytic findings supported the role of social
support in reducing experienced stress, strain, and in moderating stress-strain link
(Viswesvaran, Sanchez, & Fisher, 1999).

Studies have examined the moderating role of received support from different
work sources such as supervisor, coworker, spousal. There is available research
evidence suggesting that work source of support is protective against the impact of
workplace experienced incivility. In a diary study, supervisor support weakened the
association between incivility experience and stress (Beattie & Griffin, 2014a).
Moreover, organizational and emotional support weakened the negative relationship
between incivility experience and outcomes (i.e., job satisfaction, physical health,
and psychological well-being) (Miner, Settles, Pratt-Hyatt, & Brady, 2012).

There are also nonwork sources for social support such as support provided
by family members or partners. Aycan and Eskin (2005) examined the main effect of
spousal support and found that spousal support was related to family-work conflict
for both men and women; however, spousal support was not related to work-family
conflict for both men and women. Moreover, according to meta analytic findings,
work sources of support had stronger relationship with exhaustion than nonwork
source of support (Halbesleben, 2006). However, Halbesleben and colleagues (2010)
found stronger negative association between spousal support and emotional
exhaustion for couples working in the same occupation (i.e., work-linked couples) or
the same company than those not working in the same occupation or company.
Furthermore, contrary to buffering role of receiving family support, employees with
high family support had greater negative outcomes (depression, perceived fairness,
work-to-family conflict) than ones with low family support in response to incivility
experiences (Lim & Lee, 2011). Taken together, the evidence above suggests mixed

findings regarding protective or detrimental role of social support in stress-strain link.
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Based on the mixed finding reported for the protective role of family support, the
current study focused on spousal support and proposed a research question aiming to
examine the role of spousal support in the incivility-emotional exhaustion

relationship.

Research Question 1: Does spousal support moderate the relationship

between experienced workplace incivility and emotional exhaustion

Studies have also investigated whether individuals with received support
report low levels of mistreatment toward their coworkers or family members. In a
recent study, received support from coworker was negatively related to instigated
workplace incivility (Torkelson, Holm, Béackstrom, & Schad, 2016). However, in
their study, Torkelson et al. (2015) found that employees were more likely to display
uncivil behavior in response to experienced incivility when they had high social
support from both their co-workers and supervisors. However, for other mistreatment
type, support provided by supervisor did not moderate the effects of negative
emotions on counterproductive work behavior (Sakurai & Jex, 2012). To the
knowledge of the researcher, there is no existing research testing whether spousal
support might restain someone from displaying uncivil behaviors at home.
Accordingly, the following research question was proposed.

Research Question 2: Does spousal support moderate the relationship

between work-family conflict and instigated family incivility.

1.13 Work-Home Spillover Process: Dual-Earner Couples

The existing research on spillover of workplace mistreatments have generally
focused on the work-home spillover process experienced by just one member of the
family/couple (e.g., Barber et al., 2017; Hoobler & Brass, 2006), ignoring how
spillover occurs among dual-earner couples. However, evidence suggests that
spillover of negative experiences is not limited to the focal person. For example,
Haines I1l, Marchand, and Harvey (2006) reported that experience of workplace
aggression spilled and crossed over to home domain in the form of higher levels of

psychological stress for both individuals and their partners. There is an emerging need
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to examine if and how any workplace mistreatment impacts home outcomes for both
partners. As a response to this need, in the current study, | aimed to examine the
proposed work-home spillover model in dual-earner couples.

Examining the proposed process in dual-earner couples can also contribute to
our understanding of the incivility spillover process from a gender perspective.
Studies suggest that men and women may react differently to their partners’ carry-
over effects. In one study, while having a workaholic partner influenced wives’
family-work conflict, having a workaholic partner did not affect husbands’ family-
work conflict (Shimazu, Demerouti, Bakket, Shimada, & Kawakami, 2011). With
respect to work-home spillover of work demands, Watanabe and colleague (2017)
found differential spillover of job and family demands on partner fatigue across
husbands and wives. However, Shimazu, Bakker and Demeroutti (2009) did not find
any gender differences in the pathway from job demand to home outcomes. The
above-mentioned studies suggest a need to focus on the experiences of the partners
(husbands and wives) separately in understanding the spillover of incivility from
work to home domain. Accordingly, in the present study, a decision was made to test
the proposed hypotheses and research questions for both husbands and wives in dual-

earner couples.

1.14 Summary of the Current Study’s Hypotheses

Figure 2 displays the hypotheses and research questions of the current study.
As seen in Figure 2, the present study examined the work-home spillover of uncivil
behaviors by proposing testing of followings: (i) emotional exhaustion as explanatory
mechanism in the association between experienced workplace incivility and work-
family conflict (ii) core self-evaluation and psychological detachment as key
resources buffering impact of experienced workplace incivility on emotional
exhaustion (iii) emotional exhaustion and work-family conflict as mechanisms
underlying contagion of uncivil behaviors from work to home domain, and (iv) self-
compassion and relaxation as factors helping targets to refrain from instigated family

incivility.
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Figure 2. The Hypotheses and Research Questions of the Current Study
Note. Dashed lines represent indirect effects. H= Hypthesis, RQ=Research
Question. EXH= Emotional Exhaustion, WFC= Work-Family Conflict.

The current study also tested the potential protective or destructive role of
spousal support on an exploratory basis. Accordingly, the following eight hypotheses

and two research questions were tested.

Hypothesis 1: Emotional exhaustion mediates the relationship between
experienced workplace incivility and work-family conflict.

Hypothesis 2: Work-family conflict mediates the relationship between
emotional exhaustion and instigated family incivility.

Hypothesis 3: Emotional exhaustion mediates the relationship between
experienced workplace incivility and instigated family incivility.

Hypothesis 4: Emotional exhaustion and work-family conflict serially mediate
the relationship between experienced workplace incivility and instigated
family incivility.

Hypothesis 5: Core self-evaluation moderates the relationship between
experienced workplace incivility and emotional exhaustion and the

relationship is stronger for those who are low in core self-evaluation.
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Hypothesis 6: Psychological detachment moderates the relationship between
experienced workplace incivility and emotional exhaustion, and the
relationship is stronger for those who are low in psychological detachment.
Hypothesis 7: Self-compassion moderates the relationship between work-
family conflict and instigated family incivility and the relationship is stronger
for those who are low in self-compassion.

Hypothesis 8: Relaxation moderates the relationship between work-family
conflict and instigated family incivility and the relationship is stronger for
those who are low in relaxation.

Research Question 1: Does spousal support moderate the relationship
between experienced workplace incivility and emotional exhaustion
Research Question 2: Does spousal support moderate the relationship

between work-family conflict and instigated family incivility.
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CHAPTER 2

METHOD

2.1 Participants

Initially, a total of 209 dual-earner couples (418 partners) filled out the
informed consent form for couples (see Appendix A) and volunteered to participate
in the current study. A total of 373 partners including 176 heterosexual couples and
21 individuals (one of the partners) participated in the first-time survey with the
response rate of 89%. Among these participants, 160 couples with both partners and
22 couples with one partner responded the second time survey. Ninety two percent of
the participants who filled out the first-time assessment also responded to the second
time survey. As the aim of the study was to obtain responses from both partners, those
160 couples who responded to the questionnaire with both partners formed the initial
sample of the study. Among these 160 couples, two couples were removed because
one of the partners was working alone and three couples were excluded based on
being married shorter than six months. Furthermore, five couples were removed from
the data as one of the partners was a multivariate outlier. Hence, the final sample was
composed of 150 couples (300 partners).

Participants' age ranged from 20 to 64 with a mean age of 34.85 years (SD =
6.38) and t-test results showed that men (M = 36.35, SD = 6.48) were significantly
older than women (M = 33.34, SD = 5.93), t (298) = -4.20, p <.01. Duration of
marriage ranged from six months to 337.50 months with a mean of 96.85 (SD =
74.05). Among the participants, 215 individuals (71.8%) reported that they had a
child. In terms of education, participants with the highest percentage had a four-year
college degree (56%), followed by the ones with a master’s degree (22%), high school
degree (9.7 %), two-year college degree (6.3%), Ph.D. (4.3%), secondary school
degree (1%), and primary school degree (0.7%). Of the valid 299 responses,

participants' current job tenure (experience) ranged from two months to 293 months
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with a mean of 79.91 months (SD = 69.28), and of the valid 291 responses,
participants’ total working experience ranged from 10 months to 600 months with a
mean of 147.58 months (SD = 85.57). With respect to personal income, 55% of the
participants had an income in the 3000 TL-5000 TL range, 19.7% in the 5000 TL-
10000 TL range, 17.7% in 2000 TL -3000 TL range , 5.7% in 1000 -2000 TL range,
1.7 % over 10000 TL, and 0.3% under 1000 TL.

2.2 Measures

2.2.1 Spousal Support

Spousal support was measured with 12 items from family support inventory
originally developed as a 44-item scale by King and colleagues (1995). Aycan and
Eskin (2005) translated the full scale to Turkish with sub factors of emotional
sustenance (29 items) and instrumental assistance (15 items). The shortened version
of the scale with 12 items was previously used by Demokan (2009). In this shortened
version, eight items measured emotional sustenance and four items assessed
instrumental assistance. Participants respond to the items on a 5-point Likert scale
ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Sample items are “I feel
better after discussing job-related problems my spouse” and “my spouse often
provides a different way of looking at my work-related problems.” The shortened
version is presented in Appendix B. Demokan (2009) reported a satisfactory internal
consistency value for the short version of the scale (o= .89). The current study also
yielded satisfactory internal consistency reliability estimates of .76 and .81 for
husband and wife samples, respectively.

2.2.2 Workplace Experienced Incivility

To measure participants' uncivil experiences at work, the current study used
an updated version of Workplace Incivility Scale (WIS) with 12 items (Cortina et al.,
2013). Sample items are "Ignored you or failed to speak to you” and “Gave you the
silent treatment.” Items were rated on a 5-point frequency scale ranging from 1
(never) to 5 (many times). In the scope of a diary study, Erdas (2016) translated the
scale items to Turkish (see Appendix C). In this scale participants are asked to check

an item if they had experienced the rude behavior described in the item in that day.
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For the normative form of the WIS, Erdas (2017) did not report reliability value.
However, Cortina and colleagues (2013) reported a Cronbach's alpha value of .92 for
the scale. In the current study, internal consistencies of the scale were acceptable for
both husband (.86) and wife samples (.92).

2.2.3 Core Self-Evaluation

Core Self-Evaluations Scale (Judge et al., 2003) was used to measure
participants' overall evaluation about themselves including self-esteem, generalized
self-efficacy, emotional stability, and locus of control. The scale includes 12 items
rated on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly
agree). Sample items are “I am confident I get the success I deserve in life " and " |
do not feel in control of my success in my career." The internal consistency estimates
were reported to be above .80 in the work of Judge and colleagues (2003). Bayazit
(2003), who adapted the scale to Turkish, found an internal consistency value of .74
(see Appendix D). The scale revealed a satisfactory internal consistency both for
husband (.81) and wife samples (.82).

2.2.4 Psychological Detachment

Sonnentag and Fritz (2007) developed the Recovery Experience Scale with
four factors (i.e., psychological detachment, relaxation, mastery, and control) to
assess how an individual can recover from work during rest time. Psychological
detachment from work subscale/factor was used in the present study. This factor
measures how an individual mentally distances oneself from work in nonwork times
with four items rated on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (I do not agree at all) to 5 (I
fully agree). A sample item is “I don’t think about my work at all.” Sonnentag and
Fritz (2007) reported the internal consistency estimate to be .85. The scale was
initially translated to Turkish by Kogak et al. (2016). However, in the scope of the
current study, one bilingual researcher checked the conceptual equivalence of the
translation with original items and if necessary provided an alternative translation.
The translated version of the scale (see Appendix E) yielded satisfactory internal

consistency values for both husband (.90) and wife samples (.87).
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2.2.5 Emotional Exhaustion

The current study assessed emotional Exhaustion with nine items from the
Maslach Burnout Inventory (MBI, Maslach & Jackson, 1986). Participants rated the
items on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (never) to 5 (always). A sample item is “I feel
emotionally drained from my work.” Ergin (1993) adapted the full scale to Turkish;
however, the current study used only items measuring emotional exhaustion (see
Appendix F). The internal consistency value for emotional exhaustion has been
reported to be satisfactory in studies using the Turkish adaptation of the scale (e.g., a
=.79, Kuruiliziim, Anafarta, & Irmak, 2008). In the current study, the scale had
satisfactory internal consistency estimates for both husband (.88) and wife (.90)

samples.

2.2.6 Work-Family Conflict

Work-family conflict was measured with nine items from the scale developed
by Carlson and colleagues (2000). The items were rated on a 5-point Likert scale
ranging from (1) strongly disagree to (5) strongly agree. Of the nine items, three items
measure time-based work interference with family (e.g., "My work keeps me from
my family activities more than | would like"), three items tap into strain-based work
interference with family (e.g., "When | get home from work | am often too frazzled
to participate in family activities/responsibilities™), and the remaining three items
measure behavior-based work interference with family (e.g., "The problem-solving
behaviors I use in my job are not effective in resolving problems at home). Erdogan
(2009) reported an internal consistency value of .88 (see Appendix G). The internal
consistency of the scale in the current study was .91 for husband and .86 for wife

samples.

2.2.7 Self-Compassion

Self-compassion was measured with the self-compassion scale developed by
Neff (2003). Participants responded to the items on a 5-point Likert scale ranging
from (1) strongly disagree to (5) strongly agree. Sample items are “I try to be
understanding and patient towards those aspects of my personality I don’t like” and

“When 1 feel inadequate in some way, I try to remind myself that feelings of
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inadequacy are shared by most people.” Akin and colleagues (2007) adapted the full
scale to Turkish and reported reliability of the scale as ranging from .72 to .80 (see
Appendix H). The current study revealed acceptable internal consistency values of
the scale for both husband (.94) and wife (.89) samples.

2.2.8 Relaxation

Relaxation was assessed with four items (e.g., | do relaxing things) from the
Recovery Experience Scale developed by Sonnentag and Fritz (2007). Items are rated
on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (I do not agree at all) to 5 (I fully agree). The
relaxation factor appears to have an adequate internal consistency value (e.g., o =.85,
Sonnentag& Fritz, 2007; a.=.73, Burke, Koyuncu, & Fiksenbaum, 2009). This factor
was initially translated to Turkish by Kogak et al. (2016). In the current study, one
bilingual researcher checked the conceptual equivalence of the translation with
original items and provided an alternative translation. The translation of the scale
(see Appendix 1) had satisfactory internal consistency values for both husband (.91)

and wife (.92) samples.

2.2.9 Experienced Family Incivility

To measure instigated family incivility, dyad members were asked to rate
whether they experienced any rude behavior displayed by their partners during last
one year. As a partner source data, one’s experienced family incivility rating
represents the partner's instigated family incivility. To illustrate, wives’ experienced
family incivility represents husbands’ instigated family incivility, while husbands’
experienced family incivility reflects wives’ instigated family incivility. As an
assessment of experienced family incivility, Lim and Tai (2014) modified Workplace
Incivility Scale (Cortina et al., 2001) to adapt the scale to the family domain.
Specifically, they replaced reference of "superiors and coworkers™ with" family
members” in items and excluded one item ("Addressed you in unwelcome
nonprofessional terms, either publicly or privately”) from the scale. Participants rated
their partner's uncivil behaviors at home with seven items rated on a 5-point scale
ranging from 1 (not at all) to 5 (most of the times). Cronbach’s alpha was .90 for

experienced family incivility (Lim & Tai, 2014). In the present study, the scale was
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first translated to Turkish by two graduate students fluent in both Turkish and
English, and then one bilingual researcher checked the conceptual equivalence of the
item translations to the original items (see Appendix J for Turkish version of the scale
items). In the current study, the internal consistency values of the scale were .79 for
husband and .82 for wife samples.

2.2.10 Demographic Information Form

A demographic information form (see Appendix K) including questions about
participants’ sex, age, education level, number of children, income, and tenure (i.e.,
current job and total tenure) was included in the questionnaire packet. In this form,
participants were also asked to report their satisfaction with housework load and
perceived social support from family on a 6-point scale ranging from 1 (never) to 5
(most of the times). They were also asked to report what percentage of household

work was met by themselves.

2.3 Procedure

Before the onset of data collection, the study was submitted to the Institutional
Review Board of the Middle East Technical University. Following the approval of
the Board (see Appendix L), the data collection process began. In data collection, a
two-wave cross-sectional method (Time 1 and Time 2) was employed to eliminate
common method bias. Initially, the dual-earner couples who lived together were
invited to the study through social media platforms (i.e., Facebook and Instagram)
and personal contacts of the researcher. Each interested couple received an informed
consent form (for couples). The couples read the informed consent together, and if
they agreed to participate voluntarily, they were asked to give their phone numbers.
In both the first and second-time survey, the researcher sent separate survey links to
wife and husband participants. Using the links, participants entered their phone
number to match first-time and second-time survey and match dyadic (couple)
responses. Time 1 survey included scales of Workplace Experienced Incivility, Core
self-evaluation, Psychological Detachment, Emotional Exhaustion, and demographic
information form. The survey link was sent to the volunteer participants via a short

message service (SMS). In SMS, the participants were informed that they are
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expected to fill the survey individually not with their partners. Time 2 survey included
measures of Work-Family Conflict, Self-Compassion, Relaxation, and Family
Experienced Incivility. Time 2 survey link was sent to the participants two weeks

after each participant completed the first-time survey.

2.4 Data Analysis Strategy

As partners were nested in couples, nonindependence in partner ratings was
tested using MANOVA. MANOVA statistics and ICC scores in Table 2 (presented
in the result section) indicated that these responses were dependent. Hence, the
current study examined the proposed model using the actor-partner interdependence
model (APIM, Kenny, Kashy, & Cook, 2006) in order to account for the observed
non-independence. Figure 3 displays a sample APIM including two exogenous
variables (independent variables; X-husband and X-wife), two endogenous variables
(dependent variables; Y-husband and Y-wife) and two errors for the endogenous

variables.

4

X Husband ap Y Husband

'ph

X wife = ay, - Y wife

Figure 3. A Sample Actor-Partner Interdependence Model for Dyads
Distinguished by their Gender.

Note. Dashed lines represent partner effects; straight lines represent actor effects.
aw= actor effect of wives; an = actor effect of husbands; pw= partner effect of wives;
pn = partner effect of husbands; E= error.

APIM methodology can examine both actor and partner effects in a proposed
hypothesis. In these models, the actor effect represents the effect of one’s response
on one’s outcome, and the partner effect reflects the impact of one’s response on

his/her partner’s outcome. As seen in Figure 3, a path from X-wife to Y-wife
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represents a wife-actor effect, while a path from X-wife to Y-husband reflects wife-
partner effect. Moreover, in APIM, to account for the interdependence of the data,
researchers need to add free covariance across exogenous variables (e.g., X-husband
and X-wife) and across errors of parallel endogenous variables (e.g., Y-husband and
Y-wife). For instance, Figure 3 includes a covariance across X-husband and X-wife,
and a covariance across errors of Y-husband and Y-wife. Relatedly, to meet the
requirements of APIM method, path models testing the hypotheses of the current
study will also include four covariances between the following pairs of relations: (a)
wives’ experienced workplace incivility and husband’ experienced workplace
incivility, (b) error of wives’ emotional exhaustion and error of husbands’ emotional
exhaustion, (c) error of wives’ work-family conflict and husbands’ work-family
conflict, (d) error of wives’ experienced family incivility and error of husbands’
experienced family incivility.

In running APIM analysis, researchers also need to consider whether
members of dyad are distinguishable or indistinguishable as different data analytic
approaches are used for indistinguishable as opposed to distinguishable dyads (see
Kenny, Kashy, & Cook, 2006). Distinguishability refers to the extent each member
of dyad can be identified by a categorical variable such as gender in heterosexual
couples or mother and child in a family (Ackerman, Donnellan, & Kashy, 2011).
Sample indistinguishable dyads are same-sex couples and same-sex twins
(Ledermann, Macho &, Kenny, 2011). Though heterosexual couples or mother-child
pairs are conceptually distinguishable dyads, they also need to be verified as
empirically distinguishable. Empirical distinguishability exists when there are
differences in means, variances, and covariances in variables for dyad members
(Ackerman et al., 2011). Accordingly, before testing the hypotheses of the study,
empirical distinguishability of husbands and wives were tested with an omnibus tests
of distinguishability using SEM in Mplus (Muthén & Muthén, 1998;2012) program.
This SEM model included the following equality constraints: (a) wives and husbands
have equal means for each variable, (b) wives and husbands have the same variance
for each variable, (c) wives and husbands have the same intrapersonal covariance

(actor effect) for each pair of relationship, and (d) wives and husbands have the same

37



interpersonal covariance (partner effect) for each pair of relationship.
Distinguishability decision is made according to the model fit statistics of this fully
constrained model: the non-rejectable chi square shows indistinguishability and lack
of gender differences in means, variances, intrapersonal covariances, or interpersonal
covariances (Ackerman et al., 2011). In other words, the non-rejectable > means that
husbands and wives are not distinguishable for the pairs of relationship, while
rejectable ¢? implies that husbands and wives are distinguishable. However, as the
primary focus is not the mean level differences in APIM, gender equality constraints
on the means could be removed and omnibus test of distinguishability could be
retested. Accordingly, empirically distinguishability of husbands and wives in each
proposed relationship path was tested with two separate SEMs: (a) one with
constraints on the variable means, variances, intrapersonal covariances, or
interpersonal covariances, and (b) the other in which the constraints on the variable
means were dropped. The findings were presented in the preliminary analysis part of
the result section.

The proposed model of the current study includes testing four mediation and
four moderation hypotheses. In estimating moderation effect in APIM, both the
presumed moderator and the variable hypothesized to interact with the moderator
(i.e., independent variable) were initially centered and then the interaction term was
created by multiplying centered presumed moderator and the centered independent
variable. Then, APIM includes both the interaction term and the moderator as
exogenous variables.

With respect to sample size, complex models estimating greater number of
parameters require larger sample size (Kline, 2016). Jackson (2003) suggested to
consider the ratio of sample size to parameter estimated and recommend ratio of 20:1
as most ideal, and 10:1 as less ideal. Kline (2016) also suggested that when the ratio
drop below 10:1, trustworthiness of the results also can fail. For the current study,
sample size is 150, which allow to test number of parameters around 15. Hence, to
have ideal ratio of sample size to estimated parameters, a decision was made to test
mediating hypotheses in one APIM (path model) initially and later testing each
moderating hypothesis in separate APIMs.
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Model fit of each APIM was assessed based on y? statistic, the chi square-to-
degrees-of-freedom ratio (%2 /df), the comparative fit index (CF1), and the root-mean-
square error of approximation (RMSEA). A good fit requires non-significant y?
statistic, values greater than or equal to .95 for CFI, and lesser than or equal to .06 for
RMSEA (Hu and Bentler, 1999). APIM analyses were run with structural equation
modeling path model through AMOS (Arbuckle, 2010). To test the mediation
hypotheses, user-defined estimands were generated in AMOS. These user-defined
estimands refer to the multiplication of the paths included in the mediation; and, they
provide estimates for the indirect effects, their confidence intervals, and significance
values (Arbuckle 2010, p. 593). Both for the direct path estimates and the indirect
path estimates, 2000 bootstrapping were performed to attain 95 % confidence
intervals (CI). The effects are interpreted as significant when the confidence intervals

do not include zero.
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CHAPTER 3

RESULTS

3.1 Overview

Results are presented in six sections. In the first section data screening and
cleaning were conducted and the data were examined for outliers and normality
assumption. In the second section descriptive statistics and correlations between
study variables are examined. The third section examined distinguishability of the
current sample. Forth section presents results of main hypothesis testing using APIM.
In the fifth section, findings concerning research question related to spousal support
is presented. In the final section, the study findings are summarized.

3.2 Data Screening

Data for workplace incivility, detachment, core self-evaluation, emotional
exhaustion, work-family conflict, family incivility, relaxation and self-compassion
were examined for outliers and normality assumption. Using the criterion of p <.001
for Mahalanobis distance, five multivariate couples were detected, and they were
removed from the data set. Normality assumption was checked for the final sample
(150 couples). The skewness and kurtosis values for all study variables were within
the acceptable ranges, suggesting normal distribution.

3.3 Descriptive Statistics and Bivariate Correlations between the Study
Variables

Table 1 summarizes internal consistency values, number of scale items and
descriptive statistics for wife and husband samples separately. As can be seen, the
study variables had satisfactory internal consistency values ranging from .76 to .92.
Table 1 also presents paired sample t test results exploring gender differences in the
study variables. Paired sample t test analysis revealed that there were significant
differences between husband and wife samples with respect to core self-evaluation,
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self-compassion and relaxation. Specifically, in couples, husbands reported higher
levels of core self-evaluation (Mhusband = 3.75, SDhusband = .53; Muite = 3.59, SDuwife =
.51), self-compassion (Mhusband = 3.39, SDhusband = .61; Muife = 3.27, SDwite = .67) and
relaxation (Mhusband = 3.52, SDhusband = .92; Muite = 2.99, SDuite = 1.09). Moreover,
while wives and husbands were not different in terms of the percentage of household
work they reported t (149) = .822, p = .41, they differed in terms of satisfaction with
housework load sharing, t (149) = .3.26, p < .01 and perceived social support form
family members, t (149) = 2.04, p < .05. Specifically, husbands were more satisfied
form housework sharing (Mhusband = 4.35, SDhusband = 1.45; Muife = 3.38, SDwife = 1.47)
and received greater social support from family members (Mnusband = 4.62, SDhusband
= 1.46; Muite = 4.32, SDuite = .1.36).

Table 1
Descriptive Statistics for Study Variables: Paired Sample T test for Gender

Variables Husband Wife
o M SD a M SD ¢

1. Experienced Workplace Incivility .86 (12)  1.53 560 .92(12) 1.61 0.62 -1.28
2. Experienced Family Incivility .79 (6) 1.69 60 .82(6) 1.70 0.62 -.10
3. Psychological Detachment .90 (4) 2.92 .04 874 2.73 097 1.71
4. Emotional Exhaustion .88(9) 2.04 1 90(9) 2.04 0.63 .00
5. Core Self-Evaluation .81(12) 3.75 53 .82(12) 3.59 0.51 2.78**
6. Spousal Support 76(12) 398 ST .81(12) 3.89 06 1.65
7. Work-Family Conflict 91 (9) 2.48 8l .86(9) 2.47 0.71 .10
8. Self-Compassion 94 (26)  3.39 .61 .89(26) 3.27 0.67 1.99*%
9. Relaxation 91 (4) 3.52 1.07 .92 (84) 2.99 1.09 5.39%%%*

Note. N= 150, ***¥p <001, **p<.01, *p<.05. M = Mean, SD= Standard Deviation. The number of scale
items are presented in parentheses.

The intraclass correlation coefficients (ICC) were estimated (Bryk &
Raudenbush, 1992) to examine to the extent in which variability in variables
explained by partnership. ICC (1) was calculated as (BMS-WMS) / [BMS+[(k-1) *
WMS], where MSB is the mean square between-group, MSW is the mean square
within-group, k is average group size. To calculate ICC (1) scores, MANOVA
analysis was conducted. Table 2 summarizes MANOVA results and ICC (1) scores.
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Table 2
ICC (1) Calculation and MANOVA Results

Variables ICC(I)  BMS WMS F
1. Experienced Workplace Incivility .05 32 29 1.11
2. Psychological Detachment 16 1.25 90 1.39*
3. Emotional Exhaustion 18 .60 41 1.45%
4. Core Self-Evaluation 05 30 27 1.11
5. Spousal Support 30 43 23 1.84%%*
6. Work-Family Conflict 12 73 58 1.27
7. Self-Compassion 14 42 32 1.33%
8. Relaxation 24 1.41 .87 1.63%**
9. Experienced Family Incivility 30 46 25 1.84%%*

Note. N=150. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.

As can be seen from Table 2, as can be seen in Table 2, results were not
significant for experienced workplace incivility, core self-evaluation, and work-
family conflict. However, the results were significant for psychological detachment,
emotional exhaustion, spousal support, self-compassion, relaxation, and experienced
family incivility. For these variables, ICC scores ranged from .14 to .30, suggesting
that there is non-independence of couple scores on these variables.

Table 3 summarizes correlations for the study variable separately for
husbands and wives. Some of the correlations between the variables were similar for
husband and wife samples. For example, workplace experienced incivility was
significantly related psychological detachment (husband, r = -.16, p < .05; wife, r =
-.22, p <.01), emotional exhaustion (husband, r = .34, p <.01; wife, r =.39, p <.01),
work-family conflict (husband, r = .18, p < .05; wife, r = .30, p < .01), core self-
evaluation (husband, r = -.41, p < .01; wife, r = -.22, p < .01) in both samples.
Moreover, experienced family incivility had significant associations with core self-
evaluation (husband, r = -.38, p < .05; wife, r = -.39, p < .01), spousal support
(husband, r = -.45, p < .01; wife, r = -.48, p <.01), work-family conflict (husband: r
= .26, p < .01; wife, r = .28, p < .01), self-compassion (husband, r = -.47 p < .01,
wife, r = -.20, p < .01), relaxation (husband, r = .30, p <.01; wife: r = .24, p < .01).
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Some of the variable pairs were differentially correlated in wife and husband samples.
To illustrate, while husbands’ experienced workplace incivility was negatively
related to husbands’ self-compassion (r = -.35, p < .01), wives’ workplace
experienced incivility had a nonsignificant association with wives’ self-compassion
(r = -.09, p = .27). In addition, husbands’ experienced workplace incivility was
significantly related to their experienced family incivility (r = .22, p < .01), while
wives’ workplace experienced incivility was not related to their experienced family
incivility (r = .04, p = .66). Moreover, as can be seen from Table 3, for some of the
variable pairs, wives’ and husbands’ responses were interrelated. Samples
interrelated variable pairs were as following: husbands’ relaxation with wives’
relaxation (r = .32, p < .01), husbands’ experienced family incivility with wives’
experienced family incivility (r = .29, p < .01), husbands’ self-compassion with
wives’ experienced family incivility (r = -.30, p <.01), husbands’ self-compassion
with wives’ spousal support (r = -.28, p < .01), husbands’ self-compassion with
wives’ relaxation (r = .25, p <.01), and husbands’ emotional exhaustion with wives’
relaxation (r = .25, p < .01). Accordingly, these correlations suggested
interdependence of the husbands’ and wives’ experiences of work-nonwork interface

and justified the need to test partner and actor effects by the APIM method.

Table 3
Correlations for the Study Variables

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1. Experienced Workplace Incivility (Husband)  ---
2. Psychological Detachment (Husband) -16° -
3. Emotional Exhaustion (Husband) 347 247
4. Core Self-Evaluation (Husband) -417 307 -457 -
5. Spousal Support (Husband) -197 .09 -12 297 -
6. Work-Family Conflict (Husband) A87 =267 5277 -357 L2277 -
7. Self-Compassion (Husband) =35 36" -45™ 557 30" -39 -
8. Relaxation (Husband) =15 .29 200 33" 267 -227 43" .
9. Experienced Family Incivility (Husband) 2277 22277 207 -3877 -457 267 477 307
10. Workplace Experienced Incivility (Wife) 05 -05 .10 -01 -12 .08 .00 .04 .08
11. Psychological Detachment (Wife) -04 177 -12 .10 .03 -14 .12 .10 -.09
12. Emotional Exhaustion (Wife) .01 .05 .18 .03 -13 .04 -03 .01 .1%8"
13. Core Self-Evaluation (Wife) -00 .12 -05 .08 .06 .06 .18 -02 -08
14. Spousal Support (Wife) -03 .03 -15 .10 .30 -20" .28 .11 -.10
15. Work-Family Conflict (Wife) A5 -06 200 -13 -18° .12 -267 -.18" .18"
16. Self-Compassion (Wife) -05 .11 -04 .14 09 .02 .15 .07 -.15
17. Relaxation (Wife) -17° 11 -247 08 .05 -14 257 327 .09
18. Experienced Family Incivility (Wife) 07 -05 .02 -07 -22" -07 -30" -11 .29

Note. N= 150, ¥*p < 01, *p < .05.
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Table 3 continued
Correlations for the Study Variables

Variables 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18
10. Experienced Workplace Incivility (Wife) —-
11. Psychological Detachment (Wife) 2227 -
12. Emotional Exhaustion (Wife) 397 11 -
13. Core Self-Evaluation (Wife) =227 13 .33 -
14. Spousal Support (Wife) -07 -03 -07 33" -
15. Work-Family Conflict (Wife) 30" =35 417 239" -19"
16. Self-Compassion (Wife) -09 217 -13 49" .06 -38" -
17. Relaxation (Wife) 02 160 .03 .05 26" -26" .15 —-
18. Experienced Family Incivility (Wife) 04 -01 11 -39 -48" 28" -20" -24" -

Note. N= 150, **p < .01, *p < .05.

3.4 Preliminary Analysis for Hypothesis Testing

Table 4 displays the statistics of omnibus tests of distinguishability run for
each proposed path in the current study. Separate statistics were presented for the
fully constrained model and the models dropped constraint on variable means. As
seen in Table 4, the fully constrained models suggested that husbands and wives were
not empirically distinguishable for the association of core self-evaluation and partner
experienced family incivility (x?(6, N =150) = .10.77, p =.10). However, results of
the models, in which constraint on the variable means were dropped, revealed a
rejectable chi square value, meaning that despite mean level similarity, there were
differences in the variances and covariances in the proposed association. On the other
hand, unlike findings in the fully constrained models, the models with the dropped
constraint on the variable means yielded a non-rejectable chi square for the following
associations between: core self-evaluation and emotional exhaustion (x?(4, N =150)
=8.37, p=.08) and relaxation and partner reported experienced family incivility (x*(4,
N =150) = 3.48, p =.48). The differential finding across two models implies that
husbands and wives were distinguishable in terms of variable mean, however not
empirically distinguishable with respect to variances and covariances. Accordingly,
in hypothesis testing of the current study, husbands and wives are treated as
indistinguishable in estimating the relationship between core self-evaluation and
emotional exhaustion, and relaxation and partner reported experienced family

incivility. In other words, same path effects were estimated for both samples, while
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separate path effects were estimated for the remaining associations across wives and

husbands.
Table 4
The Omnibus Tests of Distinguishability
L Fully No Constraints
Relationships Constrained on Mean
¥ df p K odfp
1. Experienced Workplace Incivility 2 Emotional Exhaustion 1991 6 .00 18.05 4 .00
2. Emotional Exhaustion = Work-Family Conflict 1500 6 .02 1499 4 .00
3. Emotional Exhaustion = Partner Experienced Family Incivility 1077 6 .10 1076 4 .03
4. Work-Family Conflict > Partner Experienced Family Incivility 1340 6 .04 1337 4 .00
5. Core Self-Evaluation = Emotional Exhaustion 1772 6 .01 837 4 .08
6. Psychological Detachment = Emotional Exhaustion 1489 6 .02 837 4 .02
7. Self-Compassion - Partner Experienced Family Incivility 2635 6 .00 2241 4 .00
8. Relaxation > Partner Experienced Family Incivility 3154 6 .00 348 4 48

3.5 Main Hypotheses Testing with APIMs

In the following sections, the results of five separate APIMs testing the study
hypotheses are presented. Based on the requirements of APIM, each APIM included
three correlated parallel error terms (i.e., emotional exhaustion, work-family conflict,
and experienced family incivility) and covariance among wives’ experienced
workplace incivility and husbands’ experienced workplace incivility. The first APIM
tested the mediating hypotheses (Hypothesis 1 to Hypothesis 4). The following four
APIMs tested moderating effects of core self-evaluation (Hypothesis 5),
psychological detachment (Hypothesis 6), self-compassion (Hypothesis 7), and
relaxation (Hypothesis 8).

3.5.1 The First APIM: Testing Mediating Hypotheses

Figure 4 displays the first APIM testing hypotheses 1 to 4. The initial model
showed poor fit to the data, y>(16, N =150) = 39.10, ¥*/df = 2.45, p =.00, GFI= .94,
CF1=.85, RMSEA = .10. To improve the model fit, the modification indices were
checked. The modification indices suggested to add an actor path from work-family
conflict to experienced family incivility for both husband and wife samples. This

suggestion was reasonable based on the research finding supporting negative
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association between work-family conflict and experienced family incivility (Lim &
Tai, 2014). However, before model modification, whether wives and husbands were
empirically distinguishable in this suggested association needed to be tested.
According to the results, husband and wife were distinguishable in this path based on
fully constrained model (x?(6) = 13.40, p <.05) and the model dropped constraint on
variable means (¥*(4) = 13.37, p <.05). Hence, these paths were included to the model
as separate effects. With the inclusion of these paths, the modified first APIM model
fit the data well, x2(14, N =150) = 16.04, y?/df = 1.45, p = .31, GFI= .97, CFI=.99,
RMSEA = .03. Table 5 summarizes the unstandardized coefficients and confidence
intervals for estimated parameters and Figure 5 presents standardized path estimates
in the modified first APIM.

Experienced Emotional Work-Family Experienced
Workplace Incivility Exhaustion Conflict Family Incivility
(Husband-T1) (Husband-T1) (Husband-T2) (Husband-T2)

-z

Experienced Emotional Work-Family Experienced
Workplace Incivility Exhaustion Conflict Family Incivility
(Wife-T1) (Wife-T1) (Wife-T2) (Wife-T2)

Figure 4. The First APIM Testing Hypotheses 1 to 4.

Note. Dashed lines represent partner effects; straight lines represent actor effects.
For simplicity, correlated parallel error terms and covariance among exogenous
variables not depicted. T1= Time 1, T2= Time 2.

Table 5

Unstandardized Parameter Estimates in the Modified First APIM
Paths Specified in Initial Model

Husband Wife
Estimate 95% CI Estimate 95% CI
Experienced Workplace Incivility - Emotional Exhaustion S55% 25,90 39%  27; .54
Emotional Exhaustion - Work-Family Conflict 59% .40;.79 A7*  25;.69
. . Partner Experienced . .
Work-Family Conflict Family Incivility -08 -20;.03 .07 -.07; .23
Emotional Exhaustion — Partner Experienced 01 -10:.19 13 -01: .28
Family Incivility
Paths Added After Modification
Work-Family Conflict Experienced Family 16%  .05;25  25%  .13; 37
Incivility

Note. *p <.01. CI = Confidence Interval.
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Experienced Emotional Work-Family Experienced

Workplace Incivility Exhaustion — Conlflict " Family Incivility
(Husband-T1) 34% (Husband -T1) 52* (Husband-T2) 25 (Husband-T2)
o -11
. 14 .09
Experienced 38% Emotional A1* ‘Work-Family 9% Experienced
Workplace Incivility |— Exhaustion Conflict Family Incivility
(Wife -T1) (Wife -T1) (Wife -T2) (Wife-T2)

Figure 5. Standardized Estimates in the Modified First APIM Testing Hypotheses
1to 4.

Note. Dashed lines represent partner effects; straight lines represent actor effects.
For simplicity, correlated parallel error terms and covariance among exogenous
variables not depicted. T1=Time 1, T2=Time 2, * p <.01.

As can be seen in Table 5, there were six actor effects. Significant actor effects
were between following pairs of variables: workplace experienced incivility and
emotional exhaustion (husband, B = .55, CI[.25, .90]; wife, B = .39, CI [.27, .54]),
emotional exhaustion and work-family conflict (husband, B = .59, CI [.40, .79]; wife,
B = .47, CI [.25, .69]), and work-family conflict and experienced family incivility
(husband, B = .16, CI [.05, .25]; wife, B = .25, CI [.13, .37]). Hypothesis 1 proposed
that emotional exhaustion would mediate the relationship between experienced
workplace incivility and work-family conflict. In the model, emotional exhaustion
emerged as a significant mediator of the relationship between workplace experienced
incivility and work-family conflict for both samples (husband, indirect effect = .32,
Cl[.14, .55]; wife, indirect effect = .18, CI [.08, .30]) yielding support for Hypothesis
1. Work-family conflict was expected to mediate the pathway from emotional
exhaustion to instigated family incivility (Hypothesis 2). As stated in the method
section, partner’s report of experienced family incivility represents one’s instigated
incivility. Hence, Hypothesis 2 was tested with two pathways [husbands' emotional
exhaustion-> husbands’ work-family conflict = wives' experienced family incivility]

and [wives’ emotional exhaustion = wives’ work-family conflict = husbands'
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experienced family incivility]. Here, while the path from the husbands’ work-family
conflict to wives’ experienced family incivility represented husband-partner effect,
the path from wives” work-family conflict to husbands’ experienced family incivility
referred to wife-partner effect. According to the estimates predicted by the APIM,
work-family conflict did not mediate the relationship between emotional exhaustion
and partner experienced family incivility, namely instigated family incivility
(husband, indirect effect = -.05, CI [-.14, .02]; wife, indirect effect = .03, CI [-.03,
.12]). Hence, the current study did not support Hypothesis 2.

Hypothesis 3 stated that emotional exhaustion would mediate the relationship
between experienced workplace incivility and instigated family incivility. In the
APIM, Hypothesis 3 was tested with two pathways [husbands' experienced
workplace incivility -husbands' emotional exhaustion-> wives' experienced family
incivility] and [wives' experienced workplace incivility-> wives’ emotional
exhaustion-> husbands' experienced family incivility]. The results showed that ones’
emotional exhaustion did not mediate the association between their experienced
workplace incivility and their instigated family incivility (husband, indirect effect =
.01, CI [-.06, .10]; wife, indirect effect = .05, CI [.00, .11]). Accordingly, Hypothesis
3 was not supported for both husbands and wives.

Hypothesis 4 proposed emotional exhaustion and work-family conflict as
serial mediators in the association between experienced workplace and instigated
family incivility. Accordingly, Hypothesis 4 was tested with two pathways
[husbands’ experienced workplace incivility —>husbands’ emotional exhaustion
—husbands’ work-family conflict = wives’ experienced family incivility] and
[wives’ experienced workplace incivility = wives’ emotional exhaustion = wives’
work-family conflict & husbands’ experienced family incivility]. According to the
results, emotional exhaustion and work-family conflict did not emerge as significant
mediators, hence Hypothesis 4 was not supported (husband, indirect effect = -.03, ClI
[-.09, .01]; wife, indirect effect = .01, CI [-.01, .05]). Taken together, the current study
supported Hypothesis 1, however failed to support Hypotheses H2-H4.

Although no hypothesis was proposed initially, emotional exhaustion and

work-family conflict emerged as significant serial mediators in the relationship
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between experienced workplace incivility and experienced family incivility
(husband, indirect effect = .05, CI [.02, .11]; wife, indirect effect = .05, CI [.02, .05]).
This means that individuals’ experienced workplace incivility indirectly influenced
their partners’ instigated family incivility through their own emotional exhaustion
and work-family conflict. Taken together, the first APIM explained 14% of the
variance in wives’ emotional exhaustion, 12% in husbands’ emotional exhaustion,
17% in wives’ work-family conflict, 27% in husbands’ work-family conflict, 9% in
wives’ experienced incivility (husband-instigated family incivility) and 11% in
husbands’ experienced incivility (wife-instigated family incivility). The modified
APIM became the baseline model in the subsequent APIMs testing moderation

hypotheses.

3.5.2 The Second APIM: Testing Moderating Role of Core Self-Evaluation
Figure 6 displays the second APIM testing the Hypothesis 5. In this model,

exogenous variables are husbands’ experienced workplace incivility, wives

experienced workplace incivility, husbands’ core self-evaluation, wives’ core self-

evaluation and their relevant interaction terms.

Core Self-Evaluation*
Experienced Workplace
Incivility (Husband)

Core Self-Evaluation
(Husband -T1)

Experienced Emotional Work-Family Experienced
Workplace Incivility fF——— Exhaustion ——— Conflict ————{ Family Incivility
(Husband-T1) (Husband -T1) (Husband-T2) (Husband -T2)

Experienced Emotional Work-Family Experienced
Workplace Incivility Exhaustion Conflict [—— Family Incivility
(Wife -T1) (Wife -T1) (Wife -T2) (Wife -T2)
Core.Self—EvaluaEIOIl* / Core Self-Evaluation
Experienced Workplace (Wife -T1)
Incivility (Wife)

Figure 6. The Second APIM Testing Hypothesis 5.
Note. Dashed lines represent partner effects; straight lines represent actor effects.
For simplicity, correlated parallel error terms and covariance among exogenous

variables not depicted. T1= Timel, T2= Time 2.
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Across exogenous Vvariables, two covariances were included in the model
based on the current study’s zero-order correlations. These covariances were between
wives experienced workplace incivility and wives’ core self-evaluation (r =-.22, p <
.01), and husbands’ experienced workplace incivility and husbands’ core self-
evaluation (r = -.41, p <.01). The second APIM showed poor fit to the data x*(48, N
=150) = 123.95, ¥%/df = 2.58, p < .001, GFI= .89, CFI=.74, RMSEA = .10.

To improve the model fit, the modification indices were checked. With respect
to covariances, the modification indices suggested to correlate one’s workplace
experienced incivility with relevant interaction terms. Moreover, the modification
indices suggested adding following paths: a path from wives’ core self-evaluation to
their perception of experienced family incivility, a path from husbands’ core self-
evaluation to husbands’ experienced family incivility, and a path from wives’ core
self-evaluation to wives’ work-family conflict. Suggestion for the relationship
between core self-evaluation and experienced family incivility was consistent with
the research finding supporting negative association of core self-evaluation with
experienced family incivility (Lim & Tai, 2014). Inclusion of a path from core self-
evaluation to work-family conflict was consistent with again the association reported
by Lim and Tai (2014). Before adding these paths to model, distinguishability of
dyads in the association between core self-evaluation and experienced family
incivility was also tested. The results revealed that husbands and wives were not
distinguishable in this path based on the fully constrained model (x*(6) = 10.01, p =
.12) and the model dropped constraint on variable means (y*(4) = 1.44, p =.83).
Hence, same actor effect for this path was added to the model for both husbands and
wives. With the addition of two covariances and three paths, the modified model fit
the data well, x?(44) =53.67, ¥/df = 1.22, p = .15, GFI= .95, CFI=.97, RMSEA = .04.

Table 6 summarizes the unstandardized coefficients and confidence intervals
and Figure 7 presents standardized path estimates. With respect to main effect of core
self-evaluation, significant actor effects were found. Actor core self-evaluation was
significantly related to actor emotional exhaustion (B = -.42, CI [-.67, -.28]) and
experienced family incivility (B = -.36, ClI [-.50, -.23]) both for husbands and wives.
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Moreover, wives’ core self-evaluation was related to their work-family conflict, B =
-.40, CI [-.61, -.16].

Table 6
Unstandardized Parameter Estimates in the Modified Second APIM

Paths Specified in Initial Model

Husband Wife
Estimate 95% CI Estimate 95% CI

Experienced Workplace Incivility = Emotional Exhaustion .37%* .10, .72 32%% 16, .45

Core Self-Evaluation - Emotional Exhaustion -.42%*  _67,-28 -42%% _ 67, -28

Core Self-Evaluation * . . b b

Experienced Workplace Incivility - Emotional Exhaustion .02 -.06, .08 .02 -.06, .08

Emotional Exhaustion - Work-Family Conflict .59%** .39, .78 36%% 14 .60

Emotional Exhaustion > Partner Experienced 08,20  .18* 04,33
Family Incivility

. ) Partner Experienced

Work-Family Conflict > Family Incivility -.07 -.18,.04 .03 -.12,.18

Work-Family Conflict > Experienced Family -03,.19  14* 02,26
Incivility

Paths Added After Modification

Core Self-Evaluation - Work-Family Conflict . -40%*% _61,-.16

Core Self-Evaluation Experienced Family _36ic 50 .23 .36 .50,-.23
Incivility

Note. *p < .05, ** p < .01. Same letter (a,b,c) in superscript means same effects estimated.

Core Self-Evaluation*®

! Core Self-Evaluation
Experienced Workplace

.03 -.30%* (Husband, T1)

Incivility (Husband) 34
Emotional ‘Work-Family Experienced
/ Exhaustion Conflict Family Incivility
ol (Husband-T1) .50%% (Husband-T2) 14 (Husband -T2)
Experienced 23 = . e
Workplace Incivility 05 -10 P ’
(Husband-T1) : =
Experienced .20 /,'04
Workplace Incivility 30+ _ _ .
(Wife-T1) : Emotional 30 Work-Family 16% Experienced
™ Exhaustion Conlflict Family Incivility
(Wife-T1) g (Wife -T2) 30 (Wife -T2)
Core Self-Evaluation* 03 =33 Core Self-Evaluation
Experienced Workplace (Wife-T1)
Incivility (Wife)

Figure 7. Standardized Estimates in the Modified Second APIM Testing
Hypothesis 5.

Note. Dashed lines represent partner effects; straight lines represent actor effects.
For simplicity, correlated parallel error terms and covariance among exogenous
variables not depicted. T1= Time 1, T2= Time2. *p < .05, **p < .01.
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According to Hypothesis 5, core self-evaluation would moderate the
relationship between workplace experienced incivility and emotional exhaustion. As
can be seen in Table 5, core self-evaluation did not emerge as a significant moderator
in this relationship, B = .02, CI [-.06, .08]. However, the second APIM revealed a
significant partner effect between wives’ emotional exhaustion and husband’s
experienced family incivility, B = .18, CI [.04, .33] and partially supported the
mediating role of emotional exhaustion between experienced workplace incivility
and instigated family incivility (indirect effect = .06, CI [.01, .12]). This means that
wives’ workplace experienced incivility indirectly influenced wives’ instigated
family incivility through their own emotional exhaustion after controlling for
husbands’ core self-evaluation. Taken together, the second APIM explained 24% of
the variance in wives’ emotional exhaustion, 19% of the variance in husbands’
emotional exhaustion, 25% in wives’ work-family conflict, 25% in husband’s work-
family conflict, 17% in wives’ experienced incivility and 20% in husband’

experienced incivility.

3.5.3 The Third APIM: Testing Moderating Role of Psychological Detachment

Figure 8 displays the third APIM testing Hypothesis 6. Correlations for the
study variables revealed a significant association between experienced workplace
incivility and psychological detachment (husband, r =. -.16, p <. 05; wife, r =-.22, p
<. 01) and between husbands’ psychological detachment and wives’ psychological
detachment (r =.17, p <. 01). Accordingly, following covariances between exogenous
variables were included in the third APIM: between husbands’ psychological
detachment and wives’ psychological detachment, and between husbands’
psychological detachment and wives’ psychological detachment. The third APIM,
showed a poor fit to the data, ¥%(45, N =150) = 109.93, ¥?/df = 2.29, p < .001, GFI =
.90, CFI =.75, RMSEA = .09. The y?/df value and all fit indices did not meet the
satisfactory model fit values.

Given the poor model fit, the proposed model was modified based on the
modification indices and theoretical considerations. Modification indices suggested
to add one covariance between wives’ experienced workplace incivility and wives’
interaction term, and one covariance between husbands’ experienced workplace
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incivility and husbands’ interaction term. Modification indices also suggested to add
one path from one’s psychological detachment to one’s work-family conflict for both
wives and husbands. The suggestion concerning the relationship between
psychological detachment and work-family conflict was consistent with the research
finding supporting a negative association between work-family conflict and
psychological detachment (Demsky et a., 2014). As the distinguishability test for the
suggested path yielded rejectable chi square value based on both fully constrained
model (¥%(6) = 15.93, p < .05) and the model dropped constraint on variable means

(x*(4) = 12.74, p <.01), separate actor effects were estimated for wives and husbands.

Psychological Detachment*

Experienced Workplace Psychological Detachment

Incivilitv (Husband) (Husband -T1)
Experienced Emotional Work-Family Experienced
Workplace Incivility f—— Exhaustion EE— Conflict ————{ Family Incivility
(Husband-T1) (Husband -T1) (Husband-T2) (Husband -T2)

Experienced Emotional Work-Family Experienced
Workplace Incivility Exhaustion Conflict [— TFamily Incivility
(Wife -T1) (Wife -T1) (Wife -T2) (Wife -T2)

Psychological Detachment / Psychological

* Experienced Workplace Detachment
Incivility (Wife) (Wife -T1)

Figure 8. The Third APIM Testing Hypothesis 6.

Note. Dashed lines represent partner effects; straight lines represent actor effects.

For simplicity, correlated parallel error terms and covariance among exogenous

variables not depicted. T1= Timel, T2= Time 2.

The modified model with the addition of two covariances and two paths fit
the data well, ¥>(41, N =150) =51.51, ¥?/df = 1.26, p > .05, GFI= .95, CFI=.95,
RMSEA = .04. Table 7 presents the unstandardized coefficients and confidence
intervals estimated in the model. Standardized path estimates are presented in Figure
9.
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Table 7
Unstandardized Parameter Estimates in the Modified Third APIM

Paths Specified in Initial Model
Husband
Estimate 95% CI

Wife
Estimate 95% CI

Experienced Workplace Incivility - Emotional Exhaustion S55%* 23, .91 A1F* .23, .59

Psychological Detachment - Emotional Exhaustion -13*%  -24,-01 -0l -12,.11

Psychological Detachment * . )

Experienced Workplace Incivility - Emotional Exhaustion .09 -.07,.25 .05 -.05, .17

Emotional Exhaustion -  Work-Family Conflict S5%F .36,.75 43%* .24, .63

Emotional Exhaustion — Partner Experienced 01 -10,.19 13 -01,.28
Family Incivility

. . Partner Experienced

Work-Family Conflict -2 Family Incivility -.08 -.20,.03 .07 -.07,.23

Work-Family Conflict — Experienced Family 16%% 05,25  25% 13,37
Incivility

Paths Added After Modification
Psychological Detachment -  Work-Family Conflict -12% 24 -01  -22%% .33 -.12

Note. ¥p < .05, ¥* p < 01.

Psychological Detachment * Psychological Detachment
Experienced Workplace 11 -18* (Husband -T1)
Incivility (Husband) P - 15%
Emotional ‘Work-Family Experienced
/ Exhaustion Conflict Family Incivility
Experienced sy (Husband -T1) | .48%* (Husband-T2) 25%* (Husband-T2)
Workplace Incivility |~ T T -
(Husband-T1) - .02 -11 .
Experienced P 14 /,'09
Workplace Incivility A ) - - _ )
(Wife) : Emotional 38 Work-Family 29% Experienced
T Exhaustion Conlflict Family Incivility
(Wife -T1) (Wife-T2) (Wife-T2)
-.30%*
; %
PSE:;;ZSE;E:LD\&:SEE?::; |09 -0l — Psychological Detachment
ife -T1
Incivility (Wife) (Wife -T1)

Figure 9. Standardized Parameter Estimates in the Modified Third APIM.

Note. Dashed lines represent partner effects; straight lines represent actor effects.

For simplicity, correlated parallel error terms and covariance among exogenous
variables not depicted. T1= Time 1, T2=Time 2, *p < .05, ** p <.01.

The third APIM revealed significant actor effect for psychological

detachment. While husbands’ psychological detachment was related to both their

emotional exhaustion (B = -.13, CI [-.24, -.01]) and work-family conflict (B = -.12,

Cl [-.24, -.01]), wives’ psychological detachment was associated with just work-
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family conflict (B = -.22, CI [-.33, -.12]). Hypothesis 6 proposed psychological
detachment as a moderator in the association between workplace experienced
incivility and emotional exhaustion. However, as the interaction term indicates in
Table 7, psychological detachment did not moderate the relationship between
experienced workplace incivility and emotional exhaustion (husbands, B = .09, CI [-
.07, .25]; wives, B = .05, CI [-.05, .17]).

Although no hypothesis was proposed initially, husbands’ emotional
exhaustion and work-family conflict emerged as significant serial mediators in the
relationship between husbands’ psychological detachment and husbands’
experienced family incivility, indirect effect = -.01, CI [-.03, -.00], p < .05. On the
other hand, wives’ work-family conflict mediated the association between wives’
psychological detachment and wives’ experienced family incivility, indirect effect =
-.06, CI [-.10, -.02], p < .05. The third APIM, explained 15% of the variance in wives’
emotional exhaustion, 17% of the variance in husbands’ emotional exhaustion, 26%
in wives’ work-family conflict, 29% in husband’s work-family conflict, 9% in wives’

experienced incivility and 11% in husband’ experienced incivility.

3.5.4 The Fourth APIM: Testing Moderating Role of Self-Compassion

Figure 10 presents the fourth APIM testing Hypothesis 7. As husbands’
experienced workplace incivility was related to husbands’ self-compassion (r = -.35,
p <. 01), covariances between exogenous variables between husbands’ experienced
workplace incivility and husbands’ self-compassion were included to the fourth
APIM. The model showed a poor fit to the data, ¥2(47, N =150) = 133.30, ¥%/df =
2.84, p < .001, GFI = .88, CFI =.68, RMSEA = .11. Based on the modification
suggested to add following direct paths: a path from husbands’ self-compassion to
husbands’ emotional exhaustion, a path from husbands’ self-compassion to
husbands’ work-family conflict, a path from husbands’ self-compassion to husbands’
experienced family incivility, and a path from wives’ self-compassion to wives’
work-family conflict. Among these paths, the path from husbands’ self-compassion
to husbands’ emotional exhaustion was not justifiable as self-compassion was second
time and emotional exhaustion was first time measure. The remaining suggestions
were reasonable based on the role of self-compassion in reducing conflict among
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work and personal-life domains (Nicklin, Meachon, & McNall, 2018) and in
nurturing close relationships (Neff & Beretvas, 2013; Yarnell & Neff, 2013). Before
adding suggested paths, whether husbands and wives are distinguishable in the
association between self-compassion and work-family conflict was tested. The results
revealed a rejectable chi square value based on both fully constrained model (¥%(6, N
=150) = 30.00, p <.05) and the model dropped constraint on variable means (x*(4, N
=150) = 25.44, p <.01), suggesting inclusion of these paths as separate actor effects.
The modified model with the addition of three new paths showed acceptable fit to the
data, y%(43, N =150) = 73.01, ¢*/df = 1.70, p < .01, GFI= .93, CFI=.89, RMSEA =
.07.

Table 8 presents the unstandardized coefficients and confidence intervals.
Standardized path estimates are reported in Figure 11. As can be seen in Table 8, the
fourth APIM revealed significant actor and partner effects for self-compassion. With
respect to actor effects, husbands’ self-compassion was related to both their work-
family conflict (B = -.33, CI [-.68, -.03]) and experienced family incivility (B = -.45,
CI [-.63, -.28]), whereas wives’ self-compassion was related to work-family conflict
(B =-.32, Cl [-.48, -.17]).

Experienced
Emotional Family Incivility
(Husband -T2)

Exhaustion ‘ .
‘Work-Famil;
(Husband-T1) \ Contlict | |——

Y Self~Compassion
(Husband-T2) (Husband -T2)
Experience_d_ . W Self-Compassion*
‘Workplace Incivility Work-Family
(Husband -T1) h » v A7 conflict (Husband)
N Sy v | Self-Compassion®
Experienced S/ Work-Family
‘Workplace Incivility Conflict (Wife)
(Wife -T1) 5 FVA
Work-Family Y Self-Compassion
Emotional / C(_)?ﬂlri}z A (Wife -T2)
Exhaustion ~ (Wife -T2) Experienced
(Wife -T1) Family Incivility
(Wife -T2)

Figure 10. The Fourth APIM Testing Hypothesis 7.
Note. Dashed lines represent partner effects; straight lines represent actor effects.
For simplicity, correlated parallel error terms and covariance among exogenous

variables not depicted. T1= Time 1, T2= Time 2.
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Table 8
Unstandardized Parameter Estimates in the Modified Fourth APIM

Paths Specified in Initial Model

Husband Wife
Estimate 95% CI  Estimate 95% CI
Experienced Workplace Incivility - Emotional Exhaustion S5%* .25,.90 39%* 27,.54
Emotional Exhaustion = Work-Family Conflict A9%* 29,71 A2F* .23, .63
Emotional Exhaustion Partner Experienced -.04 17,12 14 01, .27
Family Incivility
Work-Family Conflict >  Partner Experienced S13% 25,01 -02 -16, .11
Family Incivility
Self-Compassion » [Partoer Experienced SA2%_64,.20 _06  -.18..07
Family Incivility
Work-Family Conflict » Experienced Family 07 -02,.16 18* .06, 29
Incivility
. . - . .
Work: Falely Conflict* Self- > Partl?er Expe}'llenced 05 _03..12 05 _13..03
Compassion Family Incivility
Paths Added After Modification
Self-Compassion -  Work-Family Conflict -.33% -.68,-.03 -32%% 0 _48,-.17
Self-Compassion EXF.’ en.'l.enced Family - 45%%kk - _63,-28
Incivility — —

Note. *p < .05, ** p < .01, **¥*p < .001.

As a partner effect, the effect of husbands’ work-family conflict on wives’
experienced family incivility was significant, B = -.13, Cl [-.25, -.01]. This
unexpected significant negative association should be interpreted with possibility of
suppressing effect. Suppressor variable is the one that increases regression weight of
other variable when they are included in a regression equation (Conger, 1974). When
zero-order correlations were examined, husband’s work-family conflict was not
significantly related to wives’ experienced family incivility (r =-.07, p = .38), while
husbands’ self-compassion was significantly related to husbands’ work-family
conflict (r =-.39, p <. 01) and wives’ experienced family incivility (r =-.30, p <. 01).

Accordingly, husbands’ self-compassion seems to act as a suppressor here.

With respect to testing Hypothesis 7, self-compassion did not moderate the
relationship between work-family conflict and partner experienced family incivility,
namely actor instigated family incivility (husband, B = .05, CI [-.03, .12]; wife, B = -
.05, CI [-.13, .03]). Taken together, the fourth APIM explained 14 % of the variance
in wives’ emotional exhaustion, 11% in husbands’ emotional exhaustion, 28% of the
variance in wives’ work-family conflict, 26% of the variance in husband’s work-
family conflict, 20% of the variance in wives’ experienced incivility and 24% of the

variance in husband’ experienced incivility.
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Figure 11. Standardized Parameter Estimates in the Modified Fourth APIM.
Note. Dashed lines represent partner effects; straight lines represent actor effects.
For simplicity, correlated parallel error terms and covariance among exogenous
variables not depicted. T1=Time 1, T2= Time 2, *p < .05, ** p < .01.

3.5.5 The Fifth APIM: Testing Moderating Role of Relaxation

Figure 12 presents the fifth APIM testing the buffering role of relaxation. As
husbands’ relaxation was related to wives’ relaxation (r = -.32, p <. 01), a covariance
between exogenous variables of husbands’ relaxation and wives’ relaxation was
included to the fifth APIM. The model showed a poor fit to the data, ¥?(49, N =150)
=98. 99, ¥*/df = 2.02, p <.001, GFI = .91, CFI =.77, RMSEA = .08. Given the poor
model fit, the fourth APIM was modified based on the modification indices and
theoretical considerations. Modification indices suggested to add one covariance
between wives’ relaxation and wives’ interaction term. Modification indices also
suggested to add following direct paths: a path from wives’ relaxation to wives’ work-
family conflict, a path from wives’ relaxation to husbands’ emotional exhaustion, a
path from husbands’ relaxation to husbands’ experienced family incivility, and a path
from wives’ relaxation to wives’ experienced family incivility. As adding a path from
wives’ relaxation to husbands’ emotional exhaustion requires to estimate an effect
from second time assessment to first time assessment, this modification suggestion
was not logical. The remaining suggestions are consistent with the research findings
on the negative association of work-family conflict with relaxation (Molino, Cortese,

Bakker, & Ghislieri, 2015), and negative relationship between incivility perception
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and relaxation (Demsky, Fritz, Hammer, & Black, 2019). Before adding suggested
paths, distinguishability of husbands and wives in the relationship between relaxation
and experienced family incivility was tested. The results revealed a rejectable chi
square value based on fully constrained model (x?(6, N =150) = 31.54, p < .05) and a
non-rejectable chi square value for the model dropped constraint on variable means

(x%(4, N =150) = 3.48, p =.48), suggesting inclusion of these paths as same actor

effects.
Emotional Work-Family Experienced
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(Husband -T1) (HIISbalid_T2) (H“Sb:id -12) Relaxation
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Experienced
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Workplace Incivility

‘Work- Family
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N | Relaxation
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Emotional Work-Family Experienced
Exhaustion — Conflict Family Incivility
(Wife -T1) (Wife -T2) (Wife -T2)

Figure 12. The Fifth APIM Testing Hypothesis 8.

Note. Dashed lines represent partner effects; straight lines represent actor effects.
For simplicity, correlated parallel error terms and covariance among exogenous
variables not depicted. T1= Time 1, T2=Time 2.

The modified model with the addition of one covariance and three paths
showed acceptable fit to the data, ¥%(46, N =150) =61.35, ¥?/df = 1.33, p = .06, GFI=
94, CFI=.93, RMSEA = .05. Figure 13 displays standardized path estimates and
Table 9 presents the unstandardized coefficients with confidence intervals. With
respect to actor effects, relaxation was related to both experienced family incivility
(B = -.13, CI [-.22, -.06]) and wives’ relaxation was related to wives’ work-family
conflict (B = -.18, CI [-.28, -.08]). Hypothesis 8 expected that relaxation would
moderate the relationship between work-family conflict and instigated family

incivility and the relationship would be stronger for low relaxation. However, as can
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be seen in Table 8, relaxation did not moderate the relationship between work-family
conflict and partner experienced family incivility, namely instigated family incivility

(B =.03, CI [-.04, .09]). Accordingly, Hypothesis 8 was not supported.

Table 9
Unstandardized Parameter Estimates in the Modified Fifth APIM

Paths Specified in Initial Model

Husband Wife
Estimate 95% CI Estimate  95% CI

Experienced Workplace Incivility - Emotional Exhaustion 55%* .25, .90 39%* 27, .54

Emotional Exhaustion =  Work-Family Conflict 59%* A40,.79 AgF* .26, .68

Emotional Exhaustion Partner Experienced 02 L1314 15% 01, 30
Family Incivility

. . . Partner Experienced \

Work-Family Conflict > Family Tncivility -.08 -.20, .03 .04 -.10, .19

Work-Family Conflict > Experienced Family 13* 02,23 20%* 08, .32
Incivility

. Partner Experienced " "

Relaxation > Family Incivility .00 -.06, .07 .00 -.06, .07

Work-Family Conflict* Relaxation »  Partner Experienced 03b 04,09 03 -.04, .09
Family Incivility

Paths Added After Modification

Relaxation -  Work-Family Conflict _ _ -.18* -.28,-.08

Relaxation Expep.enced Family S 13k -22,-06 - 13%*c -22,-.06
Incivility

Note. ¥p < .05, %% p < .01, ¥**p < 001. Same letter (a,b.c) in superscript means same effects estimated
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Figure 13. Standardized Parameter Estimates in the Modified Fifth APIM.

Note. Dashed lines represent partner effects; straight lines represent actor effects.
For simplicity, correlated parallel error terms and covariance among exogenous
variables not depicted. T1= Time 1, T2= Time 2. *p < .05, ** p < .01.
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Additionally, the modified model suggested two mediating effects. First,
wives’ relaxation predicted their experienced family incivility through work-family
conflict (indirect effect= -.04, Cl [-.07, -.01]). Meaning that wives’ relaxation was
related to decreased in work-family conflict, which in was related decreased in wives’
experienced family incivility (i.e., husband-instigated family incivility). Second, the
APIM revealed a significant partner effect between wives’ emotional exhaustion and
husband’s experienced family incivility, B = .15, CI [.01, .30] and supported the
mediating role of emotional exhaustion between experienced workplace incivility
and instigated family incivility (indirect effect = .06, CI [.00, .12]) for wives, partially
supporting Hypothesis 3. This finding means that wives’ workplace experienced
incivility indirectly influenced wives’ instigated family incivility through their own
emotional exhaustion after controlling for husbands’ relaxation. The fifth APIM
explained 14% of the variance in wives’ emotional exhaustion, 12% in husbands’
emotional exhaustion, 25% of the variance in wives’ work-family conflict, 27% of
the variance in husbands’ work-family conflict, 15% of the variance in wives’

experienced incivility and 14% of the variance in husbands’ experienced incivility.

3.6 Research Question Testing: Spousal Support as Moderating Factor

Figure 14 presents the sixth APIM testing the research questions on the
moderating roles of spousal support. Before testing research question on spousal
support, omnibus tests of distinguishability were conducted for the associations of
spousal support with emotional exhaustion and experienced family incivility. For the
relationship between spousal support and emotional exhaustion, the test results
revealed non-rejectable chi square value both in the fully constrained model (¥%(6, N=
150) = 11.15, p =.08), and in the model removing equality constraint in means (}*(4,
N= 150) = 8.42, p =.08). For the association between spousal support and partner
reported experienced family incivility, the results also yielded non-rejectable chi
square value both in the fully constrained model (¥%(6, N= 150) = 6.38, p =.38), and
in the model removing equality constraint in means (x?(4, N= 150) = 3.19, p =.53).
These non-rejectable chi square value means that husband and wife are not
distinguishable in these associations and same effects needs to be estimated. Hence,
related paths were added to the model as same effect estimated
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Figure 14. The Sixth APIM Testing Research Questions on Spousal Support.
Note. Dashed lines represent partner effects; straight lines represent actor effects.
For simplicity, correlated parallel error terms and covariance among exogenous

variables not depicted. T1= Time 1, T2=Time 2.

The current study’s zero-order correlations showed that wives’ spousal
support and husbands’ spousal support were intercorrelated (r = -.30, p <. 01) and
husbands’ experienced workplace incivility was correlated with husbands’ spousal
support (r = -.19, p <. 05). Accordingly, the APIM included a covariance between
wives’ spousal support and husbands’ spousal support, and a covariance between
husbands’ experienced workplace incivility and husbands’ spousal support. The
APIM yielded poor fit, ¥3(71, N =150) = 175.65, ¥?/df = 2.47, p < .001, GFI = .87,
CFI =.62, RMSEA = .10. Modification indices suggested to add two covariances
between following pairs of associations: (1) “wives’ experienced workplace
incivility* wives’ spousal support” and “wives’ work-family conflict* wives’ spousal
support,” (2) “husbands’ experienced workplace incivility* husbands’ spousal
support” and wives’ spousal support. Modification indices also suggested to add two
paths: a path from wives’ spousal support to wives’ experienced family incivility and
a path from husbands’ spousal support to husbands’ experienced family incivility.
Given lack of research on association between spousal support and experienced
family incivility, findings from experienced workplace incivility can provide a
reasonable ground in explaining the link between support received and experienced
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incivility. Evidence suggests that received support in workplace was negatively
related to experienced incivility (Miner et al., 2012), hence adding a path from
spousal support to experienced family incivility was reasonable. The
distinguishability test for this association showed that husbands and wives were not
distinguishable in the association between received spousal support and experienced
family incivility in both fully constrained model (x?(6, N = 150) = 6.38, p =.38) and
model removing constraint on variable means (¥*(4, N = 150) = 3.19, p =.53).
Accordingly, eight covariances and two direct paths (equal paths) were added to the
model. The modified model yielded acceptable fit to the data well, ¥*(67, N = 150) =
75.79, ¥2/df =1.13, p = .22, GFI = .93, CFl = .97, RMSEA = .03. Table 10 presents
the unstandardized coefficients and confidence intervals for estimated parameters in
the model.

As can be seen in Table 10, the APIM examining the moderating role of
received spousal support revealed one significant actor effect; a negative association
between spousal support and experienced family incivility (B = -.46, ClI [-.56, -.35].
Moreover, spousal support did not moderate any of the following paths: the path from
experienced workplace incivility to emotional exhaustion (B = .04, CI [-.05, .11]) and
the path from work-family conflict to partner report of experienced family incivility
(B = .01, CI [-.04, .06]).

Table 10
Unstandardized Parameter Estimates in the Modified Sixth APIM

Paths Specified in Initial Model

Husband Wife
Estimate 95% CI  Estimate 95% CI

Experienced Workplace Incivility - Emotional Exhaustion S5k .24, .89 3ok .25, .54
Spousal Support - Emotional Exhaustion -.052 -.18,.09 -.052 -.18,.09
Experienced Workplace . . b b
Incivility*Spousal Support - Emotional Exhaustion 04 -05..11 04 -05. .11
Emotional Exhaustion -  Work Family Conflict 59 40,.79 ATE* .25,.69
Emotional Exhaustion ~ Partner Experienced Family -.00 -09,.15 .10 -.03, .23

Incivility
Work Family Conflict — Partner Experienced Family -13% .24,-03 .03 -12,.74

Incivility

Partner Experienced Family . .
Spousal Support 2> Incivility -.00 -11,.12  -.00 -11, .12
Work Family Conflict * Spousal N Par.tn.el.‘ Experienced Family 014 0406 014 04 .06
Support Incivility
Work Family Conflict = Experienced Family Incivility .10% .02,.20 18 .07,.30

Paths Added After Modification

Spousal Support - Experienced Family Incivility -46%*e -56,-35  -46%*¢ -.56,-35

Note. *p < .05, ** p < 01. Same letter (a,b,c,d.e) in superscript means same effects estimated.
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This APIM also yielded a significant partner effect from husbands’ work-
family conflict to wives’ experienced family incivility, B = -.13, CI [-.24, -.03]. As
reported in the section describing the third APIM analyses, this unexpected
significant negative association should be interpreted with possibility of suppressing
effect. When zero-order correlations among these variables were checked: husband’s
work-family conflict was not significantly related to wives’ experienced family
incivility (r =-.07, p >. 05), while husbands’ spousal support was significantly related
to husbands’ work-family conflict (r =-.22, p <. 05) and wives’ experienced family
incivility (r =-.22, p <. 05). Accordingly, husbands’ spousal support seems to act as
a suppressor here. Taken together, the model explained 15% of the variance in wives’
emotional exhaustion, 12% in husbands’ emotional exhaustion, 17% in wives’ work-
family conflict, 27% in husband’s work-family conflict, 28% in wives’ experienced

incivility and 24% in husband’ experienced incivility.

3.7 Summary of the Study Findings

To sum up, a total of six APIMs were conducted to test eight hypotheses and
one research question. Figure 15 summarizes the results and bold lines represent the
supported effects. As can be seen in Figure 15, emotional exhaustion significantly
mediated the link between workplace experienced incivility and work-family conflict
(Hypothesis 1). With respect to testing Hypothesis 2, ones’ work-family conflict did
not mediate the path from ones’ emotional exhaustion to partners’ experienced family
incivility. However, husbands’ work-family conflict emerged as a significant
mediator between husbands’ emotional exhaustion and wives’ experienced family
incivility after controlling the effect of husbands’ self-compassion and spousal
support on wives’ experienced family incivility (see the fourth and sixth APIM). This
unexpected association was probably due to a suppression effect. Related to
Hypothesis 3, wives’ emotional exhaustion emerged as a mediator in the association
of experienced workplace incivility and instigated family incivility after controlling
the effect of husbands’ core self-evaluation and husbands’ relaxation on husbands’
experienced family incivility (see the second and fifth APIMs). The last mediation
hypothesis, Hypothesis 4, was not supported in any of the tested APIMs. As Figure
15 shows, the current study did not find any support for the following moderating
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effects: core self-evaluation in the second APIM, psychological detachment in the
third APIM, self-compassion in the fourth APIM, and relaxation in the fifth APIM.
The current study also tested whether spousal support would moderate the proposed
mediation paths (see the sixth APIM). However, spousal support did not emerge as a
moderator in any of the paths.

H1 (Mediated by EXH) Work-Family
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| Conflict
1 Self-Compassion
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pousal Support \
I . H7
1 & -m Spousal Support
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............................ H4 (Serially Mediated by EXH and WFC)
Figure 15. Summary of the Study Findings.
Note. Dashed lines represent indirect effects; straight line represent actor effects.
Bold lines represent the significant effects.H= Hypthesis, RQ=Research Question,
EXH= Emotional Exhaustion, WFC= Work-Family Conflict. *Path is significant

for wives.

65



CHAPTER 4

DISCUSSION

4.1 Overview

The current study examined work-home spillover of workplace incivility in a
sample of dual-earner couples using a two-wave design. The study contributes to the
literature by testing how the experience of workplace incivility can spread to home
domain through increased emotional exhaustion, work-family conflict and uncivil
treatment of partners. The findings of the present study are discussed in the following
nine sections. Section 4.2 includes discussions about the results concerning mediating
mechanisms in the pathway from experienced workplace incivility to instigated
family incivility (Hypothesis 1 to Hypothesis 4). Sections 4.3 to 4.7 focus on the
plausible explanations for the reported null findings regarding the moderating roles
of core self-evaluation (Hypothesis 5), psychological detachment (Hypothesis 6),
self-compassion (Hypothesis 7), relaxation (Hypothesis 8), and spousal support
(Research Question 1 and 2), respectively. Section 4.8 focuses on the contributions
of the current study. While section 4.9 presents the limitations of the current study

and suggestions for future research, section 4.10 focuses on the practical implications.

4.2 Discussion of the Results Concerning Mediating Hypotheses

Grounded in COR theory (Hobfoll, 1989), Hypothesis 1 expected that
emotional exhaustion would mediate the relationship between experienced workplace
incivility and work-family conflict. The findings showed that for both husbands and
wives, experienced workplace incivility was related to a higher levels of emotional
exhaustion, which in turn was associated with higher levels of work-family conflict.
The effect of experienced workplace incivility on emotional exhaustion is consistent
with the findings of recent studies (e.g., Hur et al., 2015; Park et al., 2015). Although
previous research supported the main effect of workplace experienced incivility on
work-family conflict (Ferguson, 2012; Lim & Lee, 2011), both incivility literature
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and the broader mistreatment literature have neglected the potential mediating
mechanisms in this relationship. Hence, the current study extended previous research
on workplace mistreatment and supported the mediating role of emotional exhaustion
in the spillover of workplace incivility for both husbands and wives.

Using ego depletion theory as the conceptual basis, | expected that
experienced workplace incivility would predict instigated family incivility through
certain experiences, which potentially deplete one’s self-control capacity. In this
regard, emotional exhaustion and work-family conflict were assumed as depletive
experiences that reduce self-control. Accordingly, | proposed that after exerting self-
control to deal with work-family conflict, employees might be more likely to instigate
family incivility because their remaining self-control strength to override uncivil
behavior at home is diminished (Hypothesis 2). In the same way, based on the
depletive nature of emotional exhaustion, | also proposed that emotional exhaustion
would mediate the effect of experienced workplace incivility on instigated family
incivility (Hypothesis 3). Integrating Hypothesis 2 and 3, Hypothesis 4 proposed
emotional exhaustion and work-family conflict as serial mediators in the path from
experienced workplace incivility to instigated family incivility.

According to the results of the first APIM testing mediating hypotheses, the
current study failed to support Hypothesis 2, Hypothesis 3 and Hypothesis 4.
Concerning Hypothesis 2, work-family conflict did not mediate the relationship
between emotional exhaustion and instigated family incivility. Specifically, work-
family conflict was not related to instigated family incivility for both wife and
husband participants. Indeed, work-family conflict has been found as a substantial
mechanism explaining how one's work experiences impacts focal individuals' and
their partners' family outcomes. For instance, work-family conflict explained the
association between workplace ostracism and family satisfaction (Liu et al., 2013),
as well as the link between emotional exhaustion and spouse family satisfaction (Xin
etal., 2018). Besides, work-family conflict mediated the effect of abusive supervision
on ones' report of displaying family undermining behaviors at home (Wu et al., 2012).
One possible explanation for not finding evidence supporting the mediating role of

work-family conflict could be that work-family conflict did not have any incremental
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variance in explaining instigated family incivility beyond the effect of emotional
exhaustion. To illustrate, although zero-order correlations showed that wives' work-
family conflict was related to husbands' experienced family incivility, after
controlling for wives' emotional exhaustion, the effect of wives’ work-family conflict
on husbands’ experienced family incivility in the first APIM became nonsignificant.

As another plausible explanation, the data in the present study suggested that
work-family conflict experienced by the focal person may create stress for the partner
and depletes his/her resources resulting in the focal person being the target of
incivility (i.e., experienced incivility) rather than the source of incivility (i.e.,
instigated incivility). Research has supported the effects of focal individuals’ work-
family conflict on partners’ outcomes such as partners’ family satisfaction (Xin et al.,
2018), life satisfaction (Demerouti et al., 2005), and withdrawal behaviors (Hammer
et al., 2003). Scholars also suggest that an individuals’ work-family conflict might
create extra home demands for their partners, such as caring for children or
undertaking household chores (Ferguson, Carlson, Hunter, & Whitten, 2012).
Moreover, a coping strategy that an individual benefits from might create additional
demand for the partner (Westman, 2002). For instance, after being the target of
rude/uncivil behaviors at the workplace, employees display higher levels of
withdrawal and angry behavior at home (Lim et al., 2018), which might create an
extra demand for their partners to meet housework responsibilities and to provide
support to the actor. That is, one’s’ stressful experiences and strain-based responses
might also deplete self-control capacity of their partners. Accordingly, after exerting
self-control for dealing with home demands, depleted partners might be less likely to
use self-control to override uncivil behaviors and more likely to instigate family
incivility toward the actor. This explanation is in line with the modification indices
which suggested adding a path from work-family conflict to experienced family
incivility (i.e., partner-instigated family incivility). The added path showed that ones’
work-family conflict was related to experienced family incivility. In other words, for
both husbands and wives, individuals’ work-family conflict made their partners not

themselves uncivil at home.
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The first APIM also did not confirm Hypothesis 3, which expected that
experienced workplace incivility would be related to emotional exhaustion, which in
turn would be related to instigated family incivility for both husbands and wives.
However, wives’ emotional exhaustion emerged as a mediator in the relationship
between experienced workplace incivility and instigated family incivility after
controlling for the effects of husbands’ core self-evaluation and husbands’ relaxation
on husbands’ experienced family incivility. Consistent with this finding, previous
literature had shown that emotionally exhausted employees reported greater
displayed aggression towards family members (Liu et al., 2015) and greater conflict
with their significant other (Lanaj, Kim, Koopman, & Matta, 2018). However, the
current study differed from those studies as the hypothesis received support for wives
and after controlling for the effects of husbands’ core self-evaluation and husbands’
relaxation only. The role of core self-evaluation and relaxation in stress-strain process
could explain this finding. Individuals with high core self-evaluation positively
appraise circumstances (Chang, Ferris, Johnson, Rosen, & Tan, 2012) and report
fewer number of stressful events (Kammeyer-Mueller et al., 2009). In the current
study, the negative main effect of core self-evaluation on experienced family
incivility revealed that higher levels of core self-evaluation was related to lower
levels of experienced family incivility (i.e., a stressful experience) for both husbands
and wives. Likewise, husbands’ relaxation was negatively related to husbands’
experienced family incivility. Taken together, the present findings supported the
mediating role of emotional exhaustion in the perception of stressful experiences only
after ruling out the effects of core self-evaluation and relaxation.

The current study also extends the literature by demonstrating that emotional
exhaustion was related to instigated family incivility just for wives. In other words,
emotional exhaustion appears to make only the wives rude toward their husbands.
One possible explanation might be that wives’ home demands increase not only due
to their own experiences but also due to their husbands’ experiences. Women and
men differentially respond to stressful workdays, such as women display angry
behavior, whereas men report more withdrawal behavior (Schulz, Cowan, Pape

Cowan, & Brennan, 2004). In the process of work-home stress transmission, women
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appear to increase their involvement in housework to compensate for the impact of
their partners’ work stressors (Bolger et al., 1989). Relatedly, husbands' job and
family demands increased their own level of fatigue, which in turn increased their
wives’ fatigue level (Watanabe et al., 2017). While husbands’ work-family conflict
was influenced by just job stressors, wives’ work-family conflict was influenced by
both job stressors and family stressors (Westman & Etzion, 2005). Moreover, while
having a workaholic husband increased wives’ family-work conflict (i.e., familial
demands interfere with the meeting work demand; Aycan & Eskin, 2005), having a
workaholic wife did not show the same effect on husbands (Shimazu et al., 2011). In
short, available evidence supports differential responding of wives and husbands to
nuisances of daily life, and crossover effects from husband to wife.

Moreover, to gain an understanding about why such a relationship occurs just
for wives in the current sample, interpretation of the correlational results might be
informative. The correlational findings demonstrated that although husbands' strain-
based experiences influenced wives’ outcomes and this crossover did not occur from
wives to husbands. Specifically, husbands' exhaustion was positively related to wives'
work-family conflict and negatively related to wives' relaxation; however, and
interestingly, these associations were not present from wives to husbands. Taken
together, results of the current study suggest that wives experience resource loss both
based on their own experiences and their partners’ experiences. The presence of such
an effect from husband to wife is also consistent with the expectation that crossover
would likely occur from husband to wife in cultures that have traditional gender role
ideology (see Westman, 2005). For example, Westman et al. (2004) showed that
husbands’ marital dissatisfaction crossed over to wives’ marital dissatisfaction;
however, the effect of wives’ marital dissatisfaction on husbands’ marital
dissatisfaction was nonsignificant in Russian dual-earner couples. According to the
authors, adherence to traditional gender roles, which define husband as the head of
the family and wife as responsible for the household, might explain the observed
crossover effects from husbands to wives.

In Turkey, women are expected to be in charge of household tasks based on

traditional gender roles, and when they have a career, they are expected to have it
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without compromising on family responsibilities (Aycan, 2004). Recent statistics of
world value survey (Esmer, 2012) provides valuable information about attitudes
towards women’s working in Turkey. Suggesting that traditional gender roles are still
alive, 66.9% of men and 64.9% of women agreed that when mothers work for pay,
their children suffer. The statistics also showed that 73.1% of men and 68.9% of
women agreed that when women earn more money than men, this can cause
problems. Taken together, Turkish wives seem to shoulder the larger burden of child-
raising and household duties, which might make them more vulnerable to display
uncivil behaviors at home after exerting self-control to deal with emotional

exhaustion.

4.3 Discussion of the Results Regarding the Moderating Role of Core Self-
Evaluation

As individuals with higher core self-evaluation report fewer number of
stressful events and they successfully respond to stressful experiences (e.g.,
Kammeyer-Mueller et al., 2009), core self-evaluation was proposed as a buffering
factor in the relationship between workplace incivility and emotional exhaustion
(Hypothesis 5). In the current study, in line with the role of core self-evaluation in
the stressor-strain link, a higher level of core self-evaluation was related to a lower
level of experienced workplace incivility (i.e., stressor) and emotional exhaustion
(i.e., strain) for both wives and husbands. However, the second APIM did not support
the moderating effect of core self-evaluation in the link between experienced
workplace incivility and emotional exhaustion. One explanation for not finding
evidence supporting the moderating role core self-evaluation could be that the
interaction effect might not explain incremental variance beyond the main effect of
core self-evaluation in predicting emotional exhaustion. The strong main effect of
core self-evaluation on emotional exhaustion might be explained by the evidence that
following an experience of incivility in the morning, individuals with higher core
self-evaluation report fewer number of incivility experiences through the day
compared to those with lower core self-evaluation (Woolum, Foulk, Lanaj, & Erez,
2017).
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The current study is consistent with studies in which core self-evaluation did
not moderate the relationship between daily incivility and daily stress (Beattie &
Griffin, 2014a) and the association between daily stressors (i.e., various situations
that cause stress at work) and strain (Kammeyer-Mueller et al., 2009). Differences in
appraising stressful events could explain why the present study failed to support
protective role of core self-evaluation. Beattie and Griffin (2014b) examined how the
appraisal of the uncivil experience influences the way an individual reacts to these
types of behaviors. They found that when incivility incidents were appraised as
severe, targets were more likely to respond negatively to both the instigator and the
others, and to seek support, but they were less likely to forgive the instigator. The
evidence suggests the importance of appraisal process in predicting reactions to
incivility experiences. In this regard, not finding moderating role of core self-
evaluation could be explained by that core self-evaluation might be a distal construct
in appraisal-oriented processes (Chang, Ferris, Johnson, Rosen, & Tan, 2012).

The role of culture in workplace incivility could also be an alternative
explanation. There have been limited number of studies focusing on the role of
culture in appraising and responding to workplace incivility. In one of them,
Wellbourne et al. (2015) showed that employees with horizontal collectivism values
(e.g., sociability, cooperation; Shavitt, Lalwani, Zhang, & Torelli, 2006) were
resilient to impact of incivility on burnout, whereas employees with strong horizontal
individualism values (e.g., being self-directed, self-reliant, Shavitt et al., 2006) were
more susceptible to burnout and dissatisfaction. One study conducted in non-US
sample, Isreal, demonstrates beneficial effects of coworker solidarity in the context
of incivility (Itzkovich & Heilbrunn, 2016). Hence, evidence suggests that social
resources such as sociability or solidarity might have more importance than self-
focused personal resource such as core self-evaluation.

Although incivility experiences were not regarded as threatening in US
sample (Cortina & Magley, 2009), Wasti and Erdas (2019) showed that employees
in an honor culture (i.e. Turkey) appraised some of the incivility experiences such as
supervisors’ humiliating or scolding behaviors as honor threatening. Since insults to

social image yielded stronger response (e.g., anger) for the individuals in honor
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cultures than for those in dignity cultures (Maitner, Mackie, Pauketat, & Smith,
2017), the honor threatening nature of incivility experiences might limit the buffering

role of core self-evaluation in this relationship.

4.4 Discussion of the Results Regarding the Moderating Role of Psychological
Detachment

As higher detachment from work can enable an individual to replenish lost
resources and protect the self from being exhausted, | tested the moderating effect of
psychological detachment in the association between experienced workplace
incivility and emotional exhaustion through another APIM. With respect to the main
effects, psychological detachment was related to reduced emotional exhaustion only
for husbands and work-family conflict for both husbands and wives. Contrary to the
expectation, the main effect of psychological detachment on emotional exhaustion
for wives was not significant. How wives and husbands manage their resources in
family could provide one explanation for this finding. While men are likely to
conserve available resources at home following a demanding workday, women are
likely to use their available resources to show support to their partners (Ten
Brummelhuis & Greenhaus, 2018). Moreover, as mentioned in above, women also
take responsibility of child-raising and household duties, and they are vulnerable to
crossover of men’s stress. These accumulated burdens of family life might cancel out
the benefits of detachment for women. Hence, psychological detachment might
provide an opportunity for husbands to replenish lost resources at home, whereas it
might not be enough to regain resources for women.

Hypothesis 6 stated that psychological detachment would moderate the
association between experienced workplace incivility and emotional exhaustion. In
the present study, psychological detachment did not moderate the proposed path. This
finding is inconsistent with the broad mistreatment literature supporting the buffering
role of psychological detachment in the links from workplace bullying to
psychological strain (Moreno-Jiménez et al., 2009), and from stress to strain (Rivkin,
Diestel, & Schmidt, 2015). However, in a recent study, psychological detachment did
not buffer the indirect effect of incivility on insomnia symptoms through negative
work rumination (Demsky et al., 2018). Demsky and colleagues’ (2018) study
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differed from other studies that yielded support for the buffering role of detachment
in terms of its data collection technique. Like the current study, Demsky et al. (2018)
collected the data in a single point and utilized other source ratings. However, the
studies supporting the buffering role of psychological detachment generally used the
diary technique. Hence, inconsistent finding can be explained by differences in the
data collection method.

Another potential explanation could be related to whether engaging in certain
work-related thoughts at home has benefits over fully distancing oneself from work.
For instance, positive work reflection (i.e., thinking about the positive side of the
work) explained incremental variance in affective states over psychological
detachment (Meier, Cho, & Dumani, 2016). Moreover, engaging in work-related
activities did not result in diminished recovery when someone felt happiness during
engaging these activities (Oerlemans, Bakker, & Demerouti, 2014). These findings
might challenge the sole requirement of mentally switching off and pointed out the
importance of the thought content (positive vs. negative) in buffering the work-home
spillover process.

Another alternative explanation could be that other factors might moderate
the relationship between psychological detachment and outcomes. For instance,
detachment decreased home-work interference only for those who had low work role
salience, which refers to the perception of having interesting work as the most
important life goal (Sanz-Vergel, Demerouti, Bakker, & Moreno-Jiménez, 2011).
Taken together, the reviewed literature suggests that mentally distancing oneself from
work after a stressful workday is beneficial (Sonnentag, Venz, & Casper, 2017),
while general detachment might risk benefiting from positive work experiences

(Sonnentag & Binnewies, 2013).

4.5 Discussion of the Results Regarding the Moderating Role of Self-Compassion

Given the protective roles of being a self-compassionate partner in a close

relationship (Neff & Beretvas, 2013; Yarnell & Neff, 2013; Zhang, Chen, & Tomova,

2009) and in the form of restoring depleted self-control (Burson et al., 2012) and

displaying prosocial behaviors (Lindsay & Creswell, 2014), self-compassion was

expected to moderate the association of work-family conflict with instigated family
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incivility. The fourth APIM tested the moderating role of self-compassion in the
relationship between work-family conflict and instigated family incivility for both
husbands and wives. As a main effect, self-compassion was related to decreased
work-family conflict for both husbands and wives. Moreover, self-compassion was
related to decreased husbands’ instigated family incivility, providing support for the
protective role of self-compassion in restraining husbands from displaying uncivil
behaviors. However, wives’ self-compassion was not significantly related to wives’
instigated family incivility. Protective role of self-compassion might be limited
against accumulated burden of family responsibility for wives.

The fourth APIM also failed to support the moderating effect of self-
compassion. There is empirical evidence suggesting that not all individuals benefit
from being a self-compassionate partner. For instance, Baker and McNulty (2011)
reported that self-compassion was related to correcting interpersonal mistakes among
only highly conscientious men and it did not have a protective role for men with low
level of conscientious. This finding means that self-compassion is beneficial for those
individuals who are also dispositionally motivated to correct interpersonal mistakes.
Likewise, in restraining oneself from being a rude partner at home, self-composition
appears to help those who are dispositionally less likely to instigate incivility such as
individuals with low levels of trait and state anger (Meier & Semmer, 2013) and high

level of agreeableness (Taylor & Kluemper, 2012).

4.6 Discussion of the Results Regarding the Moderating Role of Relaxation
Based on the potential role of relaxation to decrease tension and restore lost
resources for self-regulation (Fritz et al., 2010), relaxation was expected to moderate
the path from work-family conflict to partner's experienced family incivility
(Hypothesis 8). However, according to the results of the fifth APIM, for neither
husbands nor wives, relaxation had main effects on instigated family incivility.
Moreover, the study results did not confirm the buffering role of relaxation in the path
from work-family conflict to instigated family incivility. This finding could be
explained by how relaxation was measured in the current study. In this study,
relaxation was measured via self-report. That is, individuals were asked whether, in
general, they carried out any relaxing activities. However, it is possible that the type
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and frequency of relaxation activities might be more predictive and accurate
compared to this self-report perception of general relaxation. For example, an
individual might prefer watching TV to relax and recover. However, relaxing
activities (i.e., low-effort activities) such as watching TV was not related to daily
recovery even if one felt happiness during these activities (Oerlemans et al., 2014).
There could be another measurement-related explanation for why relaxation did not
buffer the proposed mediation path. Relaxation was found to help individuals
replenish depleted self-control in state-based measurement in the past studies (Tice
et al., 2007; Tyler & Burns, 2008). Hence, focusing on general relaxation perception
instead of state-based relaxation could be a plausible explanation for the finding.
The present findings concerning relaxation is somewhat in line with the
findings of the Demsky et al. (2018) study, in which relaxation did not buffer the
indirect effects of supervisor and coworker incivility on insomnia symptoms. As
stated before, the current study and Demsky et al. (2018) used similar data collection
methods, which might explain the similarities in the reported findings. One daily
diary study (Zhang, Mayer, & Hwang, 2018) also failed to support the moderating
role of relaxation in a stress-deviance relationship. According to the authors, when
relaxing is coupled with thoughts of failure, it might not help the employee in coping
with stress and can lead to experiences of nervousness and frustration. Hence, the
type of relaxing activities could be more predictive than perceived relaxation.
Another alternative explanation could be that the motivational value of
activities determines whether it is detrimental or beneficial; work-related activities or
childcare canceled out their negative effects when intrinsically motivated, but they
were related to morning exhaustion when they were externally motivated (Ten
Brummelhuis, & Trougakos, 2014). Moreover, family-related factors might explain
whether resource building activities (i.e., relaxation, detachment) can help partners
to retain themselves from displaying negative behaviors at home. For instance, only
those individuals with high relationship satisfaction benefitted from a resource
building process (i.e., detachment) in terms of retaining themselves from
undermining behavior (Meier & Cho, 2018). Hence, relaxation, another resource

building activity, might be protective for couples with high relationship quality.
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4.7 Discussion of the Results Regarding the Research Question on Spousal
Support

Because of the inconclusive nature of the studies concerning the role of
spousal support, the present study tested two research questions regarding whether
dyad members benefit from receiving support in the work-home spillover model via
the sixth APIM. However, the main effects of receiving spousal support on both
emotional exhaustion and instigated family incivility were nonsignificant for both
wives and husbands. Moreover, the results did not verify the moderating role of
spousal support in these proposed paths.

Whether spousal support helps or hurts work and family life might depend on
the match/mismatch between sources of stressors (i.e., work or home) and sources of
support (e.g., supervisor, organization or spouse). With respect to work life, meta
analytical finding supported stronger association of work source of support with
emotional exhaustion than with nonwork source of support (Halbesleben, 2006).
Regarding home life, spousal support buffered the effect of parental overload on
family-work conflict such that the association was nonsignificant for those with high
spousal support (Aryee, Luk, Leung, & Lo, 1999). For workplace incivility, work
source of support has been shown to be protective against the impact of workplace
experienced incivility on stress (Beattie & Griffin, 2014a) and outcomes, including
job satisfaction, physical health, and psychological well-being (Miner et al., 2012).
On the other hand, there is also available research evidence showing that receiving
family support makes the targets more vulnerable to the impact on workplace
experienced incivility outcomes (i.e., work-family conflict, depression, perceived
fairness; Lim & Lee, 2011). The aforementioned findings suggest that spousal
support might be limited in the buffering impact of work stressors. However, there
seems to be an exemption to this finding. Halbesleben and colleagues (2010)
demonstrated that spousal support was strongly related emotional exhaustion for
couples in which members working in same occupation (i.e., work-linked couples) or
same company than those not working in same occupation or company (Halbesleben
etal., 2010). Here, working in same organizations or jobs may enable spouses to have

a clear idea about each other’s’ working life and to be more empathetic and
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supportive. Hence, spousal support might better buffer the effect of work source of
stressor when spouses have clear understanding about each other’s work life.

In the current study, in predicting instigated family incivility, spousal support
also failed to buffer the impact of work-family conflict. Similarly, Sakurai and Jex
(2012) found that receiving supervisory support, a work source of support, did not
moderate the effects of negative emotions on counterproductive work behavior
(Sakurai & Jex, 2012). One possible explanation for not finding evidence supporting
the moderating role of received support could be that spousal support did not have
any incremental variance in explaining instigated family incivility beyond the effect
of emotional exhaustion. To illustrate, although zero-order correlations showed that
husbands’ spousal support was related to wives’ experienced family incivility, after
controlling for wives’ emotional exhaustion, the effect of husbands’ spousal support
on wives’ experienced family incivility in the sixth APIM became nonsignificant.

Individual differences can also explain why the results did not support the
moderating role of spousal support. There is empirical evidence suggesting that
buffering effect of social support works for specific groups like individuals with an
internal locus of control (Cummins, 1989). Moreover, one's personal resources
determine who benefits or suffers from receiving support, such that receiving support
is beneficial for individuals who have personal resources (e.g., education, income,
internal locus of control, and positive help-seeking beliefs); however, it might be even
detrimental for those who lack personal resources (Riley & Eckenrode, 1986). Taken
together, given mixed findings regarding spousal support, future research might focus

focus on third variables explaining when spousal support is protective.

4.8 Contributions of the Current Study

The present study has potential to make a number of critical contributions to
the workplace incivility and work-family interface literatures. First, this study tested
the spillover model using APIM methodology that enables one to examine both actor
and partner effects separately. Second, the study extends previous studies on
workplace incivility by offering an understanding of the impact of such negative
experiences on family domain outcomes. Contrary to the expectation that individuals’
work-family conflict would make them uncivil at home, the current study contributes
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the literature by demonstrating that individuals’ work-family conflict makes their
partners uncivil at home. This evidence suggest that actors indirectly influence their
partners’ home experiences. Moreover, APIMs controlling for the effects of
husbands’ core self-evaluation and relaxation demonstrated that after being the target
of incivility, exhausted wives were more likely to display rude behaviors towards
their husbands. Related to the above contribution, the current study also showed
gender differences in the effect of emotional exhaustion on instigated family
incivility. Third, although the current study failed to reveal boundary conditions of
this spillover, the observed main effects of the presumed moderators indicated how
dispositional characteristics (i.e., core self-evaluation and self-compassion) and
recovery dimensions (i.e., psychological detachment and relaxation) are influential
in explaining work and home outcomes. Finally, the present study showed that
perceived spousal support did not play protective role in work-home spillover of

uncivil behaviors.

4.9 Study Limitations and Future Directions

Present findings need to be interpreted in the light of the study’s limitations.
First, although I utilized a two-wave survey research design to lessen the effects of
common method bias stemming from the cross-sectional nature of the data, this
design still does not allow one to make cause and effect inferences. Relatedly, | did
not rule out opposing directions of proposed paths such as from work-family conflict
to emotional exhaustion (e.g., Nohe, Meier, Sonntag, & Michel, 2015) or from
experienced family incivility to experienced workplace incivility. Hence, future
studies may employ a longitudinal research design with multiple data collection
points. Furthermore, it would be valuable to see whether there is reciprocal
relationship between experienced workplace incivility and instigated family
incivility. Second, as using diary studies are more suitable for testing work stressor
and employee behavior (Meier & Cho, 2018), future research may test the proposed
model using a daily diary method.

Third, as larger sample sizes are required to detect interaction effects and
conduct SEM analyses (Kline, 2016), the present study is limited in terms of its
sample size. Hence, the proposed model might be tested with a larger sample size in
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future research. Fourth, the current study used a workplace incivility scale originally
developed in US (Cortina et al., 2013) and did not include culturally salient incivility
items such as excluding someone from social activities (Wasti & Erdas, 2018).
Hence, it would be valuable to test the proposed model using a scale including more
culturally relevant items. Moreover, as there are also cultural differences in appraisal
of workplace incivility, the generalizability of the findings to other cultures might
also be limited.

Fourth, even within the same culture, generalizability of the results might also
be limited since current sample was largely composed of educated individuals.
Relatedly, current findings might only be generalized to dual-earner couples. Hence,
it is important to test the proposed associations in single-earner couples. For instance,
future studies might examine whether work demands will make the breadwinner a
rude partner at home or accumulated home demands will make the nonearner partner
display uncivil behaviors at home. Lastly, | asked participants to state the number of
children they have but I did not get information about the number of children the
couples lived together. However, given the impact of having children at home on the
recovery process (Hahn & Dormann, 2013), future research might examine whether
the presence of children accelerates (or buffer) the spillover and crossover of
workplace incivility.

Results of the present study offer several additional future research directions.
First, the current study tested emotional exhaustion and work-family conflict as
resource depletive mechanisms; however, it might be informative to test whether
experience of incivility depletes self-control which in turn results in displaying rude
behaviors towards the partner via event sampling method. Second, in examining
work-home spillover of uncivil behaviors, future research may examine alternative
mediating mechanisms potentially replenishing or depleting regulatory resources.
One alternative mechanism could be sleep quality, deprivation of which could deplete
regulatory resources and leads deviant behaviors both at work (e.g., Barnes,
Schaubroeck, Huth & Ghumman, 2011; Welsh, Ellis, Christian, & Mai, 2014) and
home (Barber et al., 2016).
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Third, another alternative mediating mechanism could be examining
psychological detachment, which has recently explained the association between
experienced workplace incivility and displaying undermining behavior toward
partners (Meier & Cho, 2018). It would be valuable to test whether experiencing
incivility at work make mentally disengagement less likely, which in turn results in
more instigated incivility because of depletion of resources. Fourth, future research
can focus on family-related factors, such as marital satisfaction (e.g., Meier & Cho,
2018; Schulz, 2004) as an alternative boundary conditions in both work-home and
home-work spillover. Researchers might test whether high family satisfaction makes
dyad members more vulnerable or resilient to spillover and crossover of workplace
incivility. Fifth, as there are family-related antecedents of workplace mistreatments
(Courtright, Gardner, Smith, McCormick, & Colbert, 2016), it would be valuable to
test whether incivility spillover will occur from home to family domain, namely from
experienced family incivility to instigated workplace incivility. Lastly, in the present
study recovery experiences of partners were interrelated, suggesting that gaining
resource for one dyad member can facilitate obtaining resources for the other. Thus,
future research may focus on how actors' workplace experiences influence partners'

home recovery processes using the daily diary technique.

4.10 Practical Implications of the Current Study

According to the survey carried out by LinkedIn with 2,843 professionals,
trying to find a balance between work and life is the biggest driver of stress at work
(Petrone, 2019). Accordingly, there is an emerging need to find solutions to the work-
life balance issue. The current study provides evidence that one factor damaging
work-life balance is work-home spillover of uncivil behaviors. In this regard,
organizations firstly need to prevent workplace incivility from occurring, then find
ways to eliminate its negative influences on both work and family life. Given the
contagious nature of workplace incivility, practitioners should raise awareness about
which types of behaviors can be regarded as uncivil acts and how it spreads in
workgroups. In this regard, all organizational members should participate in training
and intervention programs related to workplace incivility. For instance, Civility,
Respect, and Engagement in the Workplace (CREW) is one of the programs
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previously reported as influential in decreasing supervisor incivility and distress, and
in increasing civility occurrence in one-year follow up assessment after the
intervention (Leiter et al., 2012). In the intervention program, facilitators support
employees about the meaning of civility and how employees interpret each other’s
behaviors as civil or uncivil (Osatuke, Leiter, Belton, Dyrenforth, & Ramsel, 2013).
Moreover, Kirk, Schutte and Hine (2011) provided evidence that participants in
emotional self-efficacy writing intervention showed lower instigated incivility than
participants in the control writing group. Hence, expressive writing intended to
increase emotional self-efficacy could be an alternative intervention to decrease
uncivil interaction at workplace. Furthermore, both managers and employee
themselves might also take actions to avoid spillover of workplace stressors into
workplace mistreatments. In this regard, literature suggests creating opportunities to
learn new things in every workday (Zhang et al., 2018), increasing sleep quality, and
doing exercise (Barber et al., 2017) can restrain someone from engaging in
mistreatments.

According to the current study results, the practitioners need to focus on
decreasing emotional exhaustion and work-family conflict to prevent the work-home
spillover of uncivil behaviors. Organizations might be reluctant to be involved in
family issues of employees with personal life concerns. However, it is important to
note that emotional exhaustion not only has results for employees but also for their
partners. Given the importance of work-home crossover and spillover of personal
resources (Ten Brummelhuis & Greenhaus, 2018), organizations need to carry out
interventions to increase resources and employees’ skills to cope with work stressors.
There could be two ways to reduce the spillover process. One way is that
organizations and supervisors can provide work-family specific support to employees
to reduce work-family conflict by improving employees’ resources (Kossek, Pichler,
Bodner, & Hammer, 2011). The other way could be that employees might engage in
interventions such as positive work reflection (Clauss et al., 2018) and mindfulness
exercises (Hilsheger, Alberts, Feinholdt, & Lang, 2013) to reduce emotional

exhaustion.
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APPENDICES

APPENDIX A: INFORMED CONSENT FORM FOR COUPLES

Bu ¢alisma, Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi Psikoloji Boliimii 6gretim iiyesi
Prof. Dr. Canan SUMER danismanhginda, Endiistri ve Orgiit Psikolojisi doktora
programu dgrencisi Uzman Psikolog Derya KARANFIL tarafindan yiiriitiilmektedir.
Calismanin amaci, ig ve ev yasamina yonelik algilar ile is tutum ve davranislar
arasindaki iliski hakkinda bilgi toplamaktir. Bu caligmaya, bir kurumda halen
calismakta olan evli ya da birlikte yasayan ciftler katilabilmektedir. Calismaya her
iki esin de katilim1 beklenmektedir. Ciftlerden, yaklasik iki hafta arayla iletilecek olan
iki anket formunu doldurmalar1 beklenmektedir.

Calisma sirasinda, sizlerden kurum kimligi belirleyici higbir bilgi
istenmemektedir. Ancak, sizlerden iki asamada elde edilen verilerin eslestirilebilmesi
ve ikinci zaman calisma linkinin sizlere iletilebilmesi amaciyla her iki esin/partnerin
de telefon numarast bilgisi istenmektedir. Calismanin veri toplama siirecinin
tamamlanmasinin ardindan veriler eslestirilecek ve telefon numarasi bilgileri veri
setinden silinecektir.

Sizlerin, ¢ift olarak ¢alismaya katilmay1 kabul etmeniz ve telefon bilgilerinizi
vermenizin ardindan ¢alismanin anket linkleri telefonlariniza sms olarak iletilecektir.
Birinci zaman anketlerin tamamlanmasindan yaklasik iki hafta sonra ikinci asama
aragtirma linki yine sizlere sms olarak iletilecektir. Sizden beklenen anket paketinde
yer alan sorulari, bireysel olarak sizi en iyi yansitacak sekilde cevaplamanizdir. Her
bir anketin tamamlanmasi ortalama olarak 15 dakika siirecektir. Calismaya katilim
tamamiyla goniilliiliik esasina dayalidir. Cevaplariniz tamamiyla gizli tutulacak ve
sadece arastirmacilar tarafindan degerlendirilecektir. Yaklasik 300 kisiden
toplanmasi planlanan veriler toplu halde degerlendirilecek ve elde edilecek bilgiler
sadece bilimsel amaglarla kullanilacaktir. Calismada, genel olarak kisisel rahatsizlik

verecek sorular bulunmamaktadir. Ancak, katilim sirasinda sorulardan ya da herhangi
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bagka bir nedenden otiirii kendinizi rahatsiz hissederseniz ¢alismay1 yarida
birakabilirsiniz.

Calisma hakkinda daha fazla bilgi almak i¢in Derya KARANFIL (E-posta:
deryakaranfill@gmail.com; Tel: ) ile iletisim kurabilirsiniz.

Calismaya yonelik sorulariniz ayrintili bir sekilde cevaplanacaktir. Bu ¢alismaya
katildiginiz i¢in simdiden tesekkiir ederiz.

Cift olarak bu calismaya tamamen goniillii olarak katiltyoruz ve istedigimiz
zaman yarida birakabilecegimizi biliyoruz. Verdigimiz bilgilerin bilimsel amaclh
yayinlarda kullanilmasini kabul ediyoruz.

Kabul Ediyoruz O

Kabul Etmiyoruz O

Es 1: Isim/ Soyisim Bas Harfleri: __ Es 2:Isim/ Soyisim Bas Harfleri:
Telefon Numarasi: __ Telefon Numarasi:
Tarih: __ Tarih: __
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APPENDIX B: SPOUSAL SUPPORT SCALE

Bu boliimde, esinizden gelebilecek 12 davranig siralanmistir. Sizden istenen, her bir
maddede ifade edilen goriise ne oranda katildiginiz1 bes basamakli 6lgek iizerinden
(1 = Hi¢ Katilmtyorum; 5 = Tamamen Katiliyorum) ilgili rakamin bulundugu
kutucugu daire icine alarak belirtmenizdir.

1 = Hi¢ Katilmiyorum

2 = Pek Katilmiyorum

3 = Biraz Katiliyorum

4 = Oldukga Katiliyorum

5= Tamamen Katiliyorum

1. lIsimle ilgili problemleri esimle konustuktan
sonra kendimi daha iyi hissederim.

2. Isimle ilgili konusmak istedigimde, esim bana
her zaman vakit ayiriyor.

3. Esim benden siirekli bir seyleri talep eder ve
bekler gibi goriiniir.

4. Esimin iste yaptiklarimla daha ¢ok ilgilenmesini
isterdim.

5. Esim, igimle ilgili problemlere farkli agidan
bakmami saglamaktadir.

6. Isimde basarili oldugumda esim benim igin
mutlu oluyor.

7. lIsimin getirdigi yiikiimliiliikler artarsa, esim
evle ilgili daha fazla sorumluluk yiiklenir.

8. Isimle ilgili problemleri esimle goriismeyi
yararli buluyorum.

9. Ev/aileyle ilgili sorumluluklarimi
gergeklestirirken esim bana yardimei oluyor.

10. Evde vaktimin ¢gogunu esimin arkasini
toplamakla geciriyorum.

11. Esim, isimle ilgili problemleri dinlemek
istemiyor.

12. isimden bahsettigimde esim sikiliyor gibi
goruntyor.
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APPENDIX C: WORKPLACE EXPERIENCED INCIVILITY SCALE

Liitfen son bir YIL boyunca, alt boliimde sunulan ¢alisma arkadaslariniz ya da
amirlerinizden herhangi biri tarafindan size yonelik sergilenebilecek durumlari,
ne kadar siklikla yasadiginizi bes basamakli 6l¢ek iizerinden degerlendiriniz.

1. Higbir Zaman

2. Bir ya da iki defa

3. Bazen

4. Genellikle

5. Cogu Zaman
Son y1l boyunca, calisma arkadaslariiz ya da amirlerinizden herhangi
DIFIST .o,

1. Soylediklerinize dikkatini vermedi,

fikirlerinizle ilgilenmedi. 112 |3]|4]|5
2. Sorumlulugunuz olan bir konuda yargiizdan

siiphe etti. 1123 |4]|5
3. Size dlismanca, kiigiik géren bakislar att. 112131]als
4. Size profesyonel olmayan bigimde hitap etti. 112131]als
5. Soziiniizi kesti. 11213 als
6. Bir degerlendirmede size hak ettiginizden daha

diisiik degerlendirdi. 1 4 |5
7. Size bagirdi. 1 415

8. Hakkinizda asagilayici, saygisiz ifadeler
kullandi.

9. Sizi gérmezden geldi, sizinle konusmadi.

10. Sizi isinin ehli olmamakla sugladi.

11. Size kizdi/6fkeyle patladi.

e G
NN (NN N
w W |w (W |w
R R E
g o o o |on

12. Sizinle alay etti.
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APPENDIX D: CORE SELF-EVALUATION SCALE

Bu boliimde 12 ifade bulunmaktadir. Sizden istenen, her bir ifadenin ne
derecede

katildiginiz1 bes basamakli 6l¢ek tizerinde (1 = Hi¢ Katilmiyorum; 5 =
Tamamen

Katiliyorum), ilgili rakamin bulundugu kutucugu daire igine alarak
belirtmenizdir.

1 = Hi¢ Katilmiyorum

2 = Pek Katilmiyorum

3 = Biraz Katiliyorum

4 = Oldukg¢a Katiliyorum

5= Tamamen Katiliyorum

1. Hayatta hakettigim basariy1
yakaladigima eminim.
112131415
2. Bazen kendimi depresyonda
hissederim.
11213415
3. Ugrastigim zaman genelde basaririm.
SIS s i 112131415
4. Bazen basarisiz oldugumda kendimi
degersiz hissederim.
112131415
5. Isleri basartyla tamamlarim.
112131415
6. Bazen kendimi isime hakim
hissetmem.
112131415
7. Genel olarak, kendimden memnunum.
1123|1415
8. Yeteneklerimle ilgili stiphe duyarim.
TP Y 112131415
9. Hayatimda ne olacagini ben belirlerim.
112131415
10. Meslek yagamimdaki bagarimin
kontroliiniin elimde olmadigin1
hissederim.
11213415
11. Sorunlarimin ¢oguyla basa ¢ikabilirim.
FOETY s 11213415
12. Bazi zamanlar var ki hersey bana
karamsar ve limitsiz goriiniir.
11213415
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APPENDIX E: PSYCHOLOGICAL DETACHMENT FACTOR

Bu béliimde 4 ifade bulunmaktadir. Sizden istenen, her bir ifadenin ne
derecede katildiginiz1 bes basamakli 6l¢ek tizerinde (1 = Hi¢ Katilmiyorum,;
5 = Tamamen Katiliyorum), ilgili rakamin bulundugu kutucugu daire igine
alarak belirtmenizdir.

1 = Hi¢ Katilmiyorum

2 = Pek Katilmiyorum

3 = Biraz Katiltyorum

4 = Oldukga Katiliyorum

5= Tamamen Katiliyorum

| (325 (I11) (1 ¢ VORI
1. Isi aklimdan ¢ikaririm.
11213415
1. Yapilacak islere ara verir, rahatlarim.
1123|415
2. Isile ilgili hicbir sey diisiinmem.
$ g coir sey dus 112131 4ls5s
3. Kendimi zihinsel olarak isimden
uzaklastiririm.
1123|1415
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APPENDIX F: EMOTIONAL EXHAUSTION SCALE

Bu boliimde isinize yonelik ifadeler yer almaktadir. Sizden istenen asagidaki
her bir ifadeyi dikkatli bir sekilde okumaniz ve bu durumlar1 hangi siklikla bes
basamakli 6l¢ek tizerinde (1 = Higbir Zaman; 5 = Herzaman), ilgili rakamin
bulundugu kutucugu daire i¢ine alarak belirtmenizdir.

1 = Higbir Zaman

2 = Bazen

3 = Genellikle

4 =Cogu Zaman
5= Her zaman

1. Isimden sogudugumu hissediyorum.

2. s doniisii kendimi ruhen tiikenmis
hissediyorum.

3. Sabah kalktigimda bir giin daha bu isi
kaldiramayacagimi hissediyorum.

4. Biitiin giin insanlarla ugrasmak benim i¢in
gercekten cok yipratici

1 2 13|45
5. Yaptigim isten tiikkendigimi hissediyorum.
PHSIm IS 8 Y 1123 |4]s
6. Isimin beni kisitladigini hissediyorum.
1 21 31| 4|5
7. Isimde cok fazla calistigimi hissediyorum.
S ¢ calisig y 1 2 3 4 5

8. Dogrudan dogruya insanlarla ¢aligsmak
bende ¢ok fazla stres yaratiyor

9. Yolun sonuna geldigimi hissediyorum
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APPENDIX G: WORK-FAMILY CONFLICT SCALE

Asagida, is-aile yagsamina yOnelik ifadeler bulunmaktadir. Bu ifadeleri

dikkatle okuyunuz ve her bir ifadeye ne derecede katildiginizi bes basamakli
olgek tizerinde (1 =Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum; 5 = Tamamen Katiliyorum), ilgili
rakamin bulundugu kutucugu daire i¢ine alarak belirtmenizdir.

1= Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum

2 = Pek Katilmiyorum

3 = Biraz Katiltyorum

4 = Oldukga Katiliyorum

5= Tamamen Katiliyorum

1. lIsim, aile igi faaliyetlere istedigim kadar zaman
harcamami engelliyor

2. Isime aymrmam gereken zaman, evle ilgili
sorumluluklarimi yerine getirmemi ve aile igi
faaliyetlerde yer almami engelliyor

3. Isle ilgili sorumluluklarima harcamam gereken
zaman ylziinden aile-i¢i faaliyetleri kagirmak
zorunda kaliyorum

4. Isten eve geldigimde c¢ogunlukla aile-ici
faaliyetlere katilamayacak ve ailevi
sorumluluklarim1  yerine getiremeyecek kadar
bitkin oluyorum.

5. lsten eve geldigimde ¢ogunlukla duygusal olarak o
kadar tilkenmis oluyorum ki, bu ailem i¢in bir
seyler yapmami engelliyor.

6. Isteki baskilar yiiziinden, bazen eve geldigimde
yapmaktan zevk aldigim seyleri dahi yapamayacak
kadar stresli oluyorum.

7. Iste kullandigim problem ¢ézme yontemlerim,
evdeki problemleri ¢6zmemde etkili olmuyor.

8. Iste kullanmam gereken ve etkili olan davranis
tarzlari, evde ters etki yaratabiliyor.

9. Iste beni daha etkin yapan davranis tarzlari, ev
hayatinda daha iyi bir es ve ebeveyn olmama
yardimci olmuyor.
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APPENDIX H: SELF-COMPASSION

Bu bolimde 26 ifade bulunmaktadir. Sizden istenen, her bir ifadenin ne derecede
katildiginiz1 bes basamakli 6lgek tizerinde (1 = Hi¢ Katilmiyorum; 5 = Tamamen
Katiliyorum), ilgili rakamin bulundugu kutucugu daire igine alarak belirtmenizdir.
1 = Hi¢ bir zaman

2 = Nadiren

3 = Sik sik

4 = Genellikle
5= Her zaman

1. Bir yetersizlik hissettigimde, kendime bu yetersizlik
duygusunun insanlarin bir¢ogu tarafindan paylasildigini
hatirlatmaya ¢alisirim.

2. Kisiligimin begenmedigim ydnlerine iliskin anlayish ve 11234
sabirli olmaya c¢aligirim.

3. Bir sey beni iizdiigiinde, duygularima kapilip giderim. 11234
4. Hoslanmadigim yonlerimi fark ettigimde kendimi 112(3|4
suclarim.

5. Benim i¢in 6nemli olan bir seyde basarisiz oldugumda, |1 |2 |3 |4
kendimi bu basarisizlikta yalniz hissederim.

6. Zor zamanlarimda ihtiya¢ duydugum ozen ve sefkati |12 |3 |4
kendime gosteririm.

7. Gergekten giic durumlarla karsilastigimda kendime kaba 11234
davranirim.

8. Basarisizliklarimi1 insanlik halinin bir pargasi olarak |1 |2 |3 |4
gérmeye caligirim.

9. Bir sey beni iizdiiglinde duygularimi dengede tutmaya | 1|2 |3 |4
caligirim.

10. Kendimi kotii hissettigimde kotii olan her seye kafami 11234
takar ve onunla mesgul olurum.

11. Yetersizliklerim hakkinda diisiindiigtimde, bu kendimi
yalniz hissetmeme ve diinyayla baglantim1 koparmama
neden olur.

12. Kendimi ¢ok kotii hissettigim durumlarda, diinyadaki
bir¢ok insanin benzer duygular yasadigini hatirlamaya
caligirim.

13. Aci veren olaylar yasadigimda kendime kibar davranirim. |12 |3 |4

14. Kendimi kotii hissettigimde duygularima ilgi ve aciklikla |12 (3|4
yaklagmaya calisirim.

15. Sikint1 ¢ektigim durumlarda kendime kars1 biraz acimasiz |1 |2 | 3 | 4
olabilirim.

113




16.

Sikint1 veren bir olay oldugunda olay1 mantiksiz bigimde
abartirim.

17.

Hata ve yetersizliklerimi anlayisla kargilarim.

18.

Act veren bir seyler yasadigimda bu duruma dengeli bir
bakis acisiyla yaklasmaya ¢aligirim.

19.

Kendimi {izgiin hissettigimde, diger insanlarin cogunun
belki de benden daha mutlu olduklarini diisiiniiriim.

20.

Hata ve yetersizliklerime kars1 kinayici ve yargilayici bir
tavir takinirim.

21.

Duygusal anlamda ac1 ¢ektigim durumlarda kendime
sevgiyle yaklagirim.

22.

Benim i¢in bir seyler kotiiye gittiginde, bu durumun
herkesin yasayabilecegini ve yasamin bir parcasi oldugunu
diistintiriim.

23.

Bir seyde basarisizlik yasadigimda objektif bir bakis agisi
takinmaya c¢aligirim.

24,

Benim i¢in 6nemli olan bir seyde basarisiz oldugumda,
yetersizlik duygulariyla kendimi harap ederim.

25.

Zor durumlarla miicadele ettigimde, diger insanlarin daha
rahat bir durumda olduklarini diisiiniiriim.

26.

Kisiligimin begenmedigim yonlerine karsi sabirli ve
hosgoriilii degilimdir.
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APPENDIX I: RELAXATION FACTOR

Bu boliimde 4 ifade bulunmaktadir. Sizden istenen, her bir ifadenin ne derecede
katildiginiz1 bes basamakli 6lgek tizerinde (1 = Hig Katilmiyorum; 5 =
Tamamen Katiliyorum), ilgili rakamin bulundugu kutucugu daire i¢ine alarak
belirtmenizdir.

1 = Hi¢ Katilmiyorum

2 = Pek Katilmiyorum

3 = Biraz Katiliyorum

4 = Oldukg¢a Katiliyorum

5= Tamamen Katiliyorum

1. Ayaklarimi uzatir ve rahatlarim.

1 1213|415
2. Rabhatlatic1 seyler yaparim.

SV 1 123|465

3. Zamanimi rahatlamak i¢in kullanirim.

1 123|465
4. Kendime serbest zaman ayiririm.

1 1213|415
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APPENDIX J: EXPERIENCED FAMILY INCIVILITY SCALE

Gectigimiz bir YIL igerisinde, agagidaki davraniglarin her biri
partneriz/esiniz tarafindan ne siklikla sergilendigini bes basamakli 6l¢ek
tizerinden degerlendiriniz.

1. Higbir Zaman

2. Bir ya da iki defa

3. Bazen

4. Genellikle

5. Cogu Zaman

1. Sizi agagiladi ya da kiiglimsedi 112131]14]5

2. Konusmalariniza yeterince dikkatini
vermedi ya da fikirlerinize azilgigosterdi | 1 | 2 | 3 | 4 | 5

3. Sizin hakkinizda kiiciik diisiiriicli ya da

asagilayici yorumlar yapti 11213415
4. Sizi sosyal etkinliklerden mahrum birakti

ya da disladi. 11213415
5. Sizin sorumlulugunuzdaki bir mesele ile

ilgili sizin kararinizdan siiphe etti. 11213415
6. Sizi istemediginiz halde kisisel bir konuda

tartismaya ¢ekmeye c¢alist1. 1123 |4]|5
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APPENDIX K: DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION FORM

1) Yasimz?

2) Cinsiyetiniz?  Erkek ( ) Kadm ()

3) Kag yildir evlisiniz?

4) Cocugunuz var mi? Evet ( ) Hayir ()

5) 18 yas alt1 ka¢ ¢ocugunuz var

6) 18 yas iistii ka¢ cocugunuz var

7) Egitim durumunuz nedir? (En son mezun oldugunuz program)

Ilkokul ( ) Ortaokul ( ) Lise( ) YiiksekOkul ( ) Universite ( )
YiiksekLisans ( ) Doktora ()
8) Mesleginiz (0rnek: isletme) nedir?

9)isiniz (6rnek: satis personeli) nedir?
10) Bu igyerinde ne kadar zamandir ¢alistyorsunuz? (ay ve yil olarak belirtiniz)
11)Calisma yasaminda gecirdiginiz toplam siire? (Bu ve diger islerdeki toplam

caligsma siireniz)
12) Bu isten kazandiginiz aylik gelir miktarinizi isaretleyiniz

1000 TL vealt1 ( ) 3000-5000 TL aras1 ( )
1000-2000 TL aras1 ( ) 5000-10000 TL aras1 ()
2000-3000 TL aras1 ( ) 10000 TL vetistii ( )

13) Eve giren aylik gelir miktarinizi isaretleyiniz
1000 TL vealt1 ( ) 3000-5000 TL aras1 ( )
1000-2000 TL aras1 ( ) 5000-10000 TL aras1 ()
2000-3000 TL aras1 ( ) 10000 TL vetistii ( )

14) Ev islerinin yiikiiniin yiizde kag1 sizin tarafinizdan karsilantyor?
%0 %20 %40 %60 %80 %100

15) Aile igerisindeki ev isi yliklerinin paylasimindan ne derece memnunsunuz?
Hig 0 %20 %40 %60 %80 %100 Olduk¢a Fazla

<«

16) Aile iiyeleriniz, size ne derece sosyal destek saglamaktadir.
Hic 1 2 3 4 5 6 Oldukca Fazla

<«
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APPENDIX N: TURKISH SUMMARY / TURKCE OZET

GIRIS

Isyeri koti muamele davramslart (6., saldirganlik, sapkin davranislar,
yildirma ve istismarci amirlik) orgiitsel davranis literatiiriinde son yirmi y1l i¢erisinde
onemli Ol¢iide arastirma meraki uyandirmistir (Schilpzand, De Pater ve Erez, 2016).
Andersson ve Pearson (1999), “isyeri nezaketsizligi” kavramini bu yazina
tanitnuslardir. Isyerinde nezaketsizlik, asagilayict dil ve ses tonu kullanmak,
baskalarmin itibarini sarsmak (Porath ve Pearson, 2012), baskalarinin s6ziinii kesmek
ya da onlar1 dikkate almamak (Gallus, Bunk, Matthews, Barnes-Farrell ve Magley,
2014), birini sosyal faaliyetlerden dislamak ve digerlerini selamlamamak (Wasti ve
Erdas, 2019) gibi birgok farkli sekilde gerceklesebilir. Isyeri nezaketsizligi
kavraminin tanitilmasindan bu yana, arastirmacilar, nezaketsiz davraniglarin hedefi
olma (igyeri nezaketsizligine maruz kalma), baskalarina kars1 nezaketsiz davraniglar
sergileme (isyeri nezaketsizligi sergileme) ile nezaketsiz etkilesimleri
gozlemlemenin (yani, igyeri nezaketsizligine tanik olma) Onciilleri ve sonuglarini
arastirmislardir.

Aragtirmacilar, agirlikli olarak igyerinde bu tiir davraniglara maruz kalmanin
bireyin ise yonelik tutum ve davranisi ile iyilik haline olan olumsuz etkilerini
incelemislerdir (derleme icin bknz., Schilpzand vd., 2016). Ote yandan, nezaketsiz
davraniglarin sergilenmesinin, hedef kisi tizerindeki etkilerin dtesindeki yansimalari
ilgili yazinda gorece daha az ilgi gOrmiistiir. Ancak, smirli sayida olan bu
aragtirmalarin 6nemli orgiitsel dogurgulari bulunmaktadir. Orneklemek gerekirse,
igyeri nezaketsizligine maruz kalmak (6rn., Meier ve Gross, 2015; Rosen, Koopman,
Gabriel ve Johnson, 2016) ve isyeri nezaketsizligine tanik olmak (Foulk, Woolum ve
Erez, 2016), isyeri nezaketsizligi sergilemenin en kritik belirleyicileri olarak ortaya

konmustur. Buna goére, nezaketsiz davramiglar tim isyerine kolayca
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yayilabilmektedir. Diger bir deyisle nezaketsizlik is yerinde bulasici bir koti
muamele tiirii olarak karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir.

Arastirmacilar, isyerinde nezaketsizlige maruz kalan bireylerin, yiiksek
diizeyde is-aile catismasi (Lim ve Lee, 2011), diisiikk diizeyde evlilik doyumu
(Ferguson, 2012) ve yiiksek diizeyde geri ¢ekilme ve 6tke davranislart (Lim, Ilies,
Koopman, Christoforou ve Arvey, 2018) 2012) raporladiklarini bulgulamiglardir. Bu
bulgular, isyeri nezaketsizligine maruz kalmanin olumsuz etkilerinin isyeriyle sinirli
olmadigini ve bu etkilerin istismarci amirlik (Carlson, Ferguson, Perrewe ve Whitten,
2011; Wu, Kwan, Liu ve Resick, 2012), cinsel taciz (Xin, Chen, Kwan, Chiu ve Yim,
2018) ve igyerinde diglama (Liu, Kwan, Lee ve Hui, 2013) gibi isyeri kotii muamele
ornekleriyle benzer sekilde aile ortamina aktarilabilecegini (tasinabilecegini)
onermektedir. Ancak, igyeri nezaketsizligi ev ortamina yalnizca tutumlar yoluyla
degil, ayn1 zamanda aile iiyelerine yonelik baltalama davranisi (6rn, Barber, Taylor,
Burton ve Bailey, 2017; Hoobler ve Brass, 2006) gibi olumsuz davranislar yoluyla
da aktarilabilmektedir.

Isyeri kotii muamele alanindaki onceki arastirmalar, kotii muamelenin
yayilmasina yonelik daha fazla aragtirmanin yapilmasini tesvik etmesine ragmen,
literatiirde hala bir boslugun var oldugu gériilmektedir. Ozellikle, bireylerin isyeri
nezaketsizligine maruz kalmalarinin ardindan bu tiir davraniglar1 evlerinde eslerine
ya da partnerlerine yonelik sergileyip sergilemeyecegi (ev nezaketsizligi sergileme)
arastirilmasi gereken bir konudur. Bu baglamda, (a) nezaketsizligin, ig-ev sinirinin
asip asamayacagi, (b) isten eve nezaketsizligin bulagsmasimi agiklayabilecek bir
mekanizmanin olup olmadigi, (c) nezaketsizligin belirli kosullarda ve belirli
ozelliklere sahip bireyler i¢in bulasicilifinin daha olasilikli olup olmadigr ve (d)
nezaketsizlige maruz kalan bireylerin kendilerini belirli kosullarda aile nezaketsizligi
sergilemekten ali koyup kayamayacaginin arastirilma ihtiyaci 6ne ¢ikmaktadir. Bu
nedenle, bu ¢alismanin amaci, mevcut kuramsal ve gorgiil temellere dayanarak bu
sorulara yanit bulmak ve nezaketsiz davraniglarin isten eve tasinmasina yonelik bir
model onermektir.

Andersson ve Pearson (1999), igyeri nezaketsizligi kavramini “igyerinde

karsilikli saygi normlarini ihlal eden ve kars1 tarafa zarar verme niyetinin belirsiz
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oldugu diisiik yogunluklu sapma davranigi” olarak tanimlamuistir (s. 457). Bu kavram,
tanitilmasindan bu yana, arastirmacilar tarafindan oldukea ilgi gérmiistiir (Cortina,
Kabat-Farr, Magley ve Nelson, 2017). Aile nezaketsizligi kavrami, isyeri
nezaketsizligi kavramindan tiiretilmistir. Lim ve Tai (2014), aile nezaketsizligi
kavramini “aile icerisinde karsilikli saygi normlarini ihlal eden ve niyetin belirsiz
oldugu diistik yogunluklu sapma davranisi” olarak tanimlamistir (. 351). Disiik
yogunluk, norm ihlali ve niyetin belirsizligi, aile nezaketsizligi ile isyeri
nezaketsizliginin paylastiklar1 ortak 6zelliklerdir. Her iki kavrami ayristiran temel
ozellik, nezaketsiz davranisin kaynagidir. Aile nezaketsizliginde davranisi sergileyen
ve davraniga maruz kalanlar aile bireyleri iken, isyeri nezaketsizliginde davranisi
sergileyen ve davranisa maruz kalanlar ¢alisanlardir.

Mevcut arastirma, nezaketsizligin isten eve taginmasini agiklarken, bireylerin
deger verdikleri kaynaklari elde etmeye, korumaya ve yeniden inga etmeye
cabaladiklarin1  Oneren kaynaklarin  korunma kuramina (Hobfoll, 1989)
dayanmaktadir. Bu kuram, fiziksel veya zihinsel ¢aba gerektiren baglamsal bir talebin
(6rn. nezaketsizligin) bireyin kisisel kaynaklarini (6rn., enerji, dikkat, iliskiler) nasil
tilketebildigini agiklayabilmektedir (Ten Brummelhuis ve Bakker, 2012). Bu kuram
temelinde, igyerinde nezaketsizlige maruza kalmanin, bu tiir bir sosyal stres ile bas
etmeye ve davranigi sergileyen bireyin niyetini anlamaya g¢alistigimiz zamanlarda
kaynak kaybina yol agacagi one siiriilmiistiir (Zhou, Yan, Che ve Meier, 2015).
Ozellikle, is yerinde maruz kalinan nezaketsiz davranislar, bu tiir davraniglarin hedefi
olan bireylerin kaynaklarini (6rn., enerji ve dikkat) tiiketir ya da kayip yasama tehdidi
(isyerindeki kisileraras1 iligkiler) ortaya cikarabilmektedir (6rn., Rosen vd., 2016;
Zhou vd., 2015). Tiikenme yasayan caliganlar, sahip olduklart kaynaklarin diisiik
diizeyde olmasma bagli olarak evin gerekliliklerini ve partnerin taleplerini
karsilamada zorluk yasayabilmektedirler. Bu baglamda, isyeri nezaketsizliginin
kaynak tiikketen dogas1 gbz Oniine alindiginda, isyerinde bu tiir davraniglara maruz
kalan bireylerin yiiksek diizeyde duygusal tiitkenme bildirecekleri, duygusal
tilkenmenin ise is-aile ¢atigmasi ile iliskili olacag: hipotez edilmektedir (Hipotez 1).

Mevcut arastirma, eslere yonelik nezaketsiz davraniglarin sergilenmesini

aciklarken ego tilkkenme kuramina (Muraven ve Baumeister, 2000) dayandirilmistir.
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Bu kurama gore, bireyin kendini onaylanmayan davranislardan (6rn., nezaketsizlik)
alikoymasi igin 6z kontrole sahip olmasi gerekmektedir (Muraven ve Baumeister,
2000). Ancak, eger birey daha Once yiiriitmiis oldugu eylemlerde 6z kontrol
kullanmis ise ya da onceligi daha yiiksek olan gelecek gorevler igin 6z kontroliinii
muhafaza etmek istiyor ise, 6z kontrol sergilemeyebilir (Muraven, Shmueli, &
Burkley, 2006). Bireyler duygusal tilkenme ve is-aile ¢atismasi ile basa ¢ikarken 6z-
kontrol uygulamaktadirlar. Bu nedenle, bireyler, duygusal tiikenme ve is-aile
catigmasi i¢in 6z kontrol uygulamanin ardindan, 6z kontrol tiikkenmesi yasayabilir ve
bu da bireyin nezaketsiz davranmaktan kendini alikoyma kapasitesine zarar
verebilmektedir. Bu baglamda, ego tilkenme teorisine dayanarak is-aile ¢atismasinin
duygusal tiikenme ile aile nezaketsizligi sergileme arasindaki iliskiye aracilik ettigi
(Hipotez 2), duygusal tiikenmenin igyeri nezaketsizligine maruz kalma ve aile
nezaketsizligi sergileme arasindaki iligskiye aracilik ettigi (Hipotez 3), ve duygusal
tilkenme ile is-aile ¢atigmasinin nezaketsizligine maruz kalma ve aile nezaketsizligi
sergileme arasindaki iliskiye seri olarak aracilik ettigi (Hipotez 4) hipotez
edilmektedir.

Ten Brummelhuis ve Bakker’a (2012) gore, stresle basa c¢ikmayi, ek
kaynaklar edinmeyi, baglamsal taleplere direnmeyi ve mevcut kaynaklar1 en iyi
sekilde kullanmay1 etkileyen anahtar kaynaklar bulunmaktadir. Gorgiil bulgular, 6z
saygl, genel 6z yeterlilik, kontrol odagi, nérotisizm kavramlarin1 kapsayan temel
benlik degerlendirme (Judge, Erez, Bono ve Thoresen, 2003) ile psikolojik
uzaklagma (Kinnunen, Feldt, Siltaloppi, & Sonnentag, 2011) degiskenlerini bireyin
strese verdigi tepkileri ve stres ile baga ¢ikmada bireyin kaynak yonetimini etkileyen
diizenleyici faktorler olarak desteklemislerdir. Buna gore, temel benlik
degerlendirme (Hipotez 5) ve psikolojik uzaklasma (Hipotez 6), isyeri
nezaketsizligine maruz kalma ve duygusal tiikkenme iliskisinde diizenleyiciler olarak
hipotez edilmislerdir.

Ego tiikenme kuramina dayanarak, 6z kontroliin yenilenmesini kolaylastiran
faktorlerin, is-aile gatismasi ve aile nezaketsizligi sergileme arasindaki pozitif iliskiy1
zayiflatabilecegi diislinlilmiistiir. Rahatlama ve 6z duyarlilik, ego tlikenmesini

engelleyen ve tikenmis 6z-kontrolii yenileyen faktorler olarak bulunmuslardir (6.,
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Burson, Crocker ve Mischkoyski, 2012; Tyler ve Burns, 2008). Bu nedenle, 6z-
duyarhilik (Hipotez 7) ve rahatlama (Hipotez 8), is-aile catismasi ve aile
nezaketsizligi sergileme iliskisinde diizenleyiciler olarak onerilmislerdir.

Mevcut arastirma kapsaminda diizenleyici olarak arastirilan bir diger kavram
da stres-gerginlik iligskisinde siklikla koruyucu faktor olarak ¢alisilan sosyal destek
kavramudir. Isyeri kotii muamele literatiiriindeki sosyal destek kavramina yonelik
celigkili bulgular (6rn, Beattie & Griffin, 2014a; Lim & Lee, 2011) géz 6niine
alindiginda, mevcut ¢alisma iki arastirma sorusu onermektedir: (Arastirma Sorusu 1)
es destegi isyerinde maruz kalinan nezaketsizlik ile duygusal tiikkenme arasindaki
iliskiyi diizenler mi? ve (Arastirma Sorusu 2) es destegi is-aile gatismasi ile aile
nezaketsizligi sergileme arasindaki iliskiyi diizenler mi. isyerinde k&tii muameleye
maruz kalmanin tasinmasina yonelik mevcut arastirmalar genellikle ciftlerden sadece
birinin deneyimledigi isten eve taginma siirecine odaklanir (6rn., Barber vd., 2017;
Hoobler ve Brass, 2006). Burada, kotii muamele davraniglarinin ev ¢iktilarini olan
etkilerinin her iki es icin arastirilma ihtiyaci 6ne ¢ikmaktadir. Bu baglamda, mevcut
arastirmada, katilime1 6rnekleminin ¢ift-gelirli eslerden olusturulmasi hedeflenmis ve

hem erkek hem de kadin esler i¢in asagida sunulan hipotezler test edilmistir:

Hipotez 1: Duygusal tiikenme, igyeri nezaketsizligine maruz kalma ile is-aile
catismasi arasindaki iliskiye aracilik eder.

Hipotez 2: Is-aile catismasi, duygusal tiikenme ile aile nezaketsizligi
sergileme arasindaki iligkiye aracilik eder.

Hipotez 3: Is-aile ¢atismasi, isyeri nezaketsizligine maruz kalma ile aile
nezaketsizligi sergileme arasindaki iligkiye aracilik eder.

Hipotez 4: Duygusal tiikenme ve is-aile ¢atismasi, isyeri nezaketsizligine
maruz kalma ile aile nezaketsizligi sergileme arasindaki iliskiye seri olarak
aracilik eder.

Hipotez 5: Temel benlik degerlendirmesi, igyerinde maruz kalinan
nezaketsizlik ile duygusal tiikenme arasindaki iligkiyi diizenler ve iliski temel

benlik degerlendirme diizeyi diisiik bireyler i¢in daha gii¢liidiir.
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Hipotez 6: Psikolojik uzaklasma, isyerinde maruz kalinan nezaketsizlik ile
duygusal tiikenme arasindaki iliskiyi diizenler ve iliski psikolojik uzaklasma
diizeyi diigiik bireyler i¢in daha gii¢liidiir.

Hipotez 7: Oz duyarhlik, is-aile ¢catismasi ile aile nezaketsizligi sergileme
arasindaki iliskiyi diizenler ve iligki 6z duyarliik diizeyi diisiik bireyler icin
daha gii¢liidiir.

Hipotez 8: Rahatlama, is-aile ¢atismast ile aile nezaketsizligi sergileme
arasindaki iliskiyi diizenler ve iliski rahatlama diizeyi diisiik bireyler icin daha
gricliidiir.

Arastirma Sorusu 1: Es destegi, isyerinde maruz kalinan nezaketsizlik ile
duygusal tiilkenme arasindaki iliskiyi diizenler mi?

Arastirma Sorusu 2: Es destegi, is-aile ¢atismasi ile aile nezaketsizligi

sergileme arasindaki iliskiyi diizenler mi?

YONTEM
Orneklem

Baslangi¢ 6rneklemini, iki hafta arayla iki zamanli uygulanacak ¢alismaya
katilim gostermeye goniillii olan toplam 209 ¢ift-gelirli esler (418 es)
olusturmaktadir. Ancak, bu katilimcilardan, toplam 160 cift her iki zaman
anketlerini tamamlamislardir. Yiizatmis ¢ift arasindan yalniz ¢alistigini bildiren iki
cift ve alt1 aydan az siiredir evli olan {i¢ ¢ift analizlere dahil edilmemistir. Ayrica,
veri tarama agamasinda ¢ok degiskenli u¢ degerlere sahip bes ciftin ¢ikarilmasi ile
birlikte analizler 150 ¢ift (300 es) ile yiiriitilmiistiir.

Katilimeilarin yag araligi 20 ve 64 arasindadir. Ciftlerin evlilik siireleri alti
ve 337.50 (O =96.85, SS = 74.05) ay arasinda degismektedir. Katilimcilarin toplam
calisma deneyimleri 10 ve 600 (O =147.58, SS = 85.57) ay araligindadir. 215
katilimci (71.8 %) ¢ocuk sahibi oldugunu bildirmistir.

Veri Toplama Araclan
Es Destegi
Es destegi, 44-madde olarak King ve arkadaslari (1995) tarafindan gelistirilen aile

destek envanterinden 12 madde ile 6l¢iilmiistiir. Envanterin Tiirkce’ye cevirisi Aycan ve
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Eskin (2005) tarafindan yapilmigtir. Demokan (2009), envanterin 12 maddelik kisa
formunu kullanmistir. Maddeler 5-basamakli Likert tipi Ol¢ek (1 = Kesinlikle
Katilmiyorum, 5 = Kesinlikle Katiliyorum) iizerinde degerlendirilmistir. Demokan
(2009), olcegin i¢ tutarlilik katsayisin1 .89 olarak raporlamistir. Mevcut calismada,

Olcegin i¢ tutarlilik katsayist, erkekler icin .76 ve kadinlar i¢in .81 olarak bulunmustur.

Isyeri Nezaketsizligine Maruz Kalma

Katilimcilarin isyerinde maruz kaldiklar1 nezaketsiz davranislart 6lgmek
amaciyla 12 maddelik isyeri nezaketsizlik olg¢eginin giincellenmis versiyonu
kullanilmigtir (Cortina et al., 2013). Maddeler 5-basamakli Likert tipi 6lgek (1 =
Hicbir Zaman, 5 = Cogu Zaman) ilizerinde degerlendirilmistir. Bir giinliik ¢aligmasi
kapsaminda, Erdas (2016) 6l¢egin Tiirk¢e cevirisini yapmis ancak normatif dogasi
geregi ceviri i¢in glivenirlilik degeri raporlamamistir. Cortina ve arkadaslar (2013),
Olgegin giivenirlilik degerini .92 olarak bulgulamislardir. Mevcut aragtirmada,

Olcegin i¢ tutarlilik katsayisi erkekler i¢in .86 ve kadinlar i¢in .92 olarak bulunmustur.

Temel Benlik Degerlendirmesi

Katilimcilarin kendilerine yonelik 6z saygi, genel 6z yeterlilik, kontrol odag:
ve norotisizm degerlendirmeleri, temel benlik degerlendirme 6l¢egi (Judge vd., 2003)
ile 6l¢iilmiistiir. Olgek, 5-basamakli Likert tipi 6lcek (1 = Kesinlikle Katilmryorum,
5 = Kesinlikle Katiltyorum) ile degerlendirilen 12 maddeden olugmaktadir. Olgegi
Tiirk¢e’ye adapte eden Bayazit (2003), 6lgegin igsel tutarlilik degerini .74 olarak
raporlamistir. Mevcut arastirmada, 6l¢egin i¢ tutarlilik katsayisi erkekler i¢in .81,

kadinlar i¢in .82 olarak bulunmustur.

Psikolojik Uzaklasma

Psikolojik uzaklasma, Sonnentag ve Fritz (2007) tarafindan gelistirilen
toparlanma deneyimi 6l¢eginin dort maddelik psikolojik uzaklagma alt boyutu ile
Ol¢iilmiistiir. Maddeler, 5-basamakli Likert tipi 6lgek (1 = Hi¢ katilmiyorum, 5 =
Tamamen katiltyorum) ile degerlendirilmistir. Cift dilli bir aragtirmaci, daha once
Kogak ve arkadaglar1 (2016) tarafindan gevrilen maddelerin orijinal maddeler ile

kavramsal denkligini degerlendirmis ve gerekli maddeler i¢in yeni ¢eviri Onermistir.
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Mevcut arastirmada, psikolojik uzaklasma alt boyutunun i¢ tutarlilik katsayisi,

erkekler icin .90 ve kadinlar i¢in .87 olarak bulunmustur.

Duygusal Tiikenme

Duygusal tilkenme, maslach tiikenme envanterinden (MBI, Maslach &
Jackson, 1986) dokuz madde ile Ol¢lilmiistiir. Katilimcilar, maddeleri 5-basamakli
Likert tipi 6lgek (1 = Hi¢ zaman, 5 = Her zaman) tizerinden degerlendirilmistir. Ergin
(1993) olgegi Tiirk¢e’ye uyarlamistir. Bu calismada, duygusal tiikenme icin i¢

tutarlilik katsayis1 erkeklerde .88 ve kadinlarda ise .90 olarak bulunmustur.

is-Aile Catismas

Is-aile catismasi, Carlson ve arkadaslar1 (2000) tarafindan gelistiren dokuz
madde ile Ol¢iilmiistiir. Maddeler 5-basamakli Likert tipi Ol¢ek (1 = Kesinlikle
Katilmiyorum, 5 = Tamamen Katiliyorum) iizerinde degerlendirilmistir. Erdogan
(2009), olgegin igsel tutarlilik degerini .88 olarak raporlamistir. Bu ¢alismada ise, is-
aile catigmasi Olgegi erkekler i¢in .91, kadinlar i¢in .86 igsel tutarlilik degerlerine

sahiptir.

Oz-Duyarhlik

Oz-duyarlilik, Neff (2003) tarafindan gelistirilmis 26 maddelik 6z-duyarlilik
Olcegi ile Ol¢lilmistiir. Katilimcilar maddeleri 5-basamakli Likert tipi 6l¢ek (1 = Hig
Katilmiyorum, 5 = Tamamen Katiliyorum) ile degerlendirmislerdir. Akin ve
arkadaslar1 (2007) olcegi Tiirkge’ye uyarlamis ve .72 ile .80 araliginda giivenirlilik
degerleri raporlamiglardir. Mevcut calisma ise Oz-duyarhilik, erkekler igin .94,

kadinlar i¢in .89 igsel tutarlilik degerine sahiptir.

Rahatlama

Rahatlama, Sonnentag ve Fritz (2007) tarafindan gelistirilen toparlanma
deneyimi 6l¢eginin dort maddelik rahatlama alt boyutu ile 6l¢iilmiistiir. Maddeler, 5-
basamakl1 Likert tipi 6l¢ek (1 = Hi¢ Katilmiyorum, 5 = Tamamen Katiliyorum) ile
degerlendirilmistir. Daha 6nce Kocak ve arkadaglari (2016) tarafindan cevrilen

maddelerin kavramsal denkligi, ¢ift dilli bir aragtirmaci tarafindan yapilmustir.
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Mevcut arastirmada, rahatlama alt boyutunun i¢ tutarlilik katsayisi erkekler i¢in .91,

kadinlar i¢in .92 olarak bulunmustur.

Aile Nezaketsizligine Maruz Kalma

Sergilenen aile nezaketsizligini 6lgmek amaciyla, katilimcilara eslerinden
nezaketsiz davranig goriip gormediklerini belirtmeleri istenmistir. Bu 6lgiimde, her
bir bireyin maruz kaldig1 aile nezaketsizligi, esinin sergiledigi aile nezaketsizligini
temsil etmektedir. Aile nezaketsizligine maruz kalma o6l¢iimii olarak Lim ve Tai
(2014) tarafindan isyeri nezaketsizlik Olg¢eginin aile ortamina uyarlanmak igin
degistirilmis versiyonu kullanilmistir. Maddeler, 5-basamakli Likert tipi olgek (1 =
Higbir Zaman, 5 = Cogu Zaman) iizerinden degerlendirilmistir. Mevcut arastirma
arastirmacit  ¢eviri maddelerinin orijinal maddelerle kavramsal denkligini
degerlendirmistir. Bu arastirmada, aile nezaketsizligine maruz kalma 6l¢eginin i¢

tutarlilik katsayisi erkekler i¢in .79 ve kadinlar i¢in .82 olarak bulunmustur.

Islem

Calismaya ilgi duyan ciftlere, ¢iftler i¢in hazirlanmis olan bilgilendirilmis onam
formunun yer aldigi link iletilmis ve katilmaya goniillii olan ciftlerden daha sonra
anketlerin kendilerine ulastirilmasi amaciyla telefon numaralarini yazmalar istenmistir.
Hem birinci hem de ikinci zamanda uygulanan anket linkleri, katilimcilara kisa mesaj
olarak iletilmistir. Her bir katilimciya ikinci zaman anketi, birinci zaman anketinin

tamamlanmasindan yaklasik iki hafta sonra ulastirilmistir.

Veri Analiz Yontemi

Ciftlerden elde edilen verileri analiz etmek amaciyla Aktor Partner Karsilikli
Bagimlilik Modeli (APIM; Kenny, Kashy ve Cook, 2006) kullanilmistir. Bu model,
hem aktor hem de partner etkisinin incelenmesine olanak saglamaktadir. Aktor etkisi,
bireyin kendi degerlendirmesinin kendi ¢iktilar1 {izerindeki etkisini temsil ederken,
partner etkisi, bireyin kendi degerlendirmesinin partnerinin ¢iktis1 tizerindeki etkisini
temsil etmektedir. APIM analizlerinde, bagimsiz degiskenler arasinda ve bagiml

degiskenlerinin hatalari arasinda serbest kovaryans eklenmesi gerekmektedir. APIM
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analizleri yapisal esitlik modelleri ile AMOS (Arbuckle, 2010) programinda
yapilmistir.

Temel analizlerin oncesinde, kadin ve erkeklerin 6nerilen iliskilerde ampirik
olarak ayirt edilip edilmedikleri yapisal esitlik modelleri kullanilarak “Omnibus Ayirt
Edilebilirlik Testi” ile degerlendirilmistir. Her bir iliski ikilisi i¢in, kadin ve erkegin
her bir degiskende ayni ortalama ve varyansa, ayrica ayni aktor ve partner
kovaryansina sahip oldugu tamamen sinirlandirilmis yapisal esitlik modelleri Mplus
(Muthén ve Muthén, 1998;2012) programinda test edilmistir. Eger bu model
indeksleri reddedilebilir ki kare degeri sunarsa bu erkek ve kadinlarin bu iliski
ikilisinde ayirt edilemez olduklarini, ancak eger model reddedilemez ki kare degeri
sunarsa bu durum erkek ve kadinlarin bu iliskide ayirt edilebilir olduklarini
gostermektedir. Ayrica, APIM testlerinde, odak ortalama degerlerdeki farkliliklar
olmadig1 icin ortalamalarin ayni olmalarina yonelik sinirlama kaldirilarak model
yeniden test edilmis ve temel analizler bu model sonuglarina bagli olarak

ylriitilmistir.

BULGULAR
Degiskenler arasinda cinsiyet farkliligini test etmek amaciyla eslestirilmis
orneklem t-test analizleri yapilmistir. Analiz sonuglarina gore, erkeklerin temel
benlik degerlendirmeleri (Ort.erkek = 3.75, Serkek = .53; Ort.ragm = 3.59, Skaain = .51),
0z-duyarhiliklart (Ort.erkek = 3.39, Serkek = .61; Ortaam = 3.27, Siaam = .67) ve
rahatlama (Ort.erkek = 3.52, Serkek = .92; Ort.kagin = 2.99, Skuamn = 1.09) diizeyleri anlaml
olarak kadinlardan daha yiiksektir.

Degiskenlerdeki varyansin ne kadarinin partnerlik ile acgiklandigini
incelemek amaciyla sinif i¢i korelasyon ICC(1) (Bryk & Raudenbush, 1992)
degerleri hesaplanmistir. ICC (1) hesaplanmasi i¢in yiiriitilen MANOVA analiz
sonuglaria gore, psikolojik uzaklagsma, duygusal tiilkenme, es destegi, 6z-duyarlilik,
rahatlama ve aile nezaketsizligine maruz kalma degiskenleri i¢in, ICC degerleri .14
ile .30 araligindadir. Buna gore, ciftlerin bu degiskenlerdeki degerlendirmelerinin
bagimsiz olmadig1 6nerilmektedir.

Tablo 3 degiskenler arasindaki korelasyonlar1 sunmaktadir. Tabloya
bakildiginda, hem kadin hem erkeklerde, igyeri nezaketsizligine maruz kalmanin,
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psikolojik uzaklagma (erkek, r = -.16, p < .05; kadin, r = -.22, p < .01), duygusal
tilkkenme (erkek, r = .34, p <.01; kadm, r = .39, p <.01), is-aile ¢atismasi (erkek, r =
18, p <.05; kadin, r = .30, p <.01) ve temel benlik degerlendirmesi (erkek, r = -.41,
p < .01; kadm, r = -.22, p < .01) ile iliskili oldugu goriilmektedir. Ayrica, aile
nezaketsizligine maruz kalmanin, temel benlik degerlendirmesi, (erkek, r = -.38, p <
.05; kadin, r =-.39, p <.01), es destegi (erkek, r = -.45, p <.01; kadin, r = -.48, p <
.01), is-aile ¢atismasi (erkek: r = .26, p < .01; kadin, r = .28, p < .01), 6z-duyarlilik
(erkek, r=-.47 p<.01; kadn, r =-.20, p <.01) ve rahatlama (erkek, r =.30, p < .01;
kadin: r = .24, p <.01) ile anlamli diizeyde iligkili bulunmustur.

Tablo 3

Degiskenler Arasindaki Korelasyonlar

Degiskenler 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1. Isyeri Nezaketsizligine Maruz Kalma (Erkek) -
2. Psikolojik Uzaklasma (Erkek) -.167 f—
3. Duygusal Tiikenme (Erkek) Y D A —
4. Temel Benlik Degerlendirmesi (Erkek) 417 307 -457 -
5. Es Destegi (Erkek) -19°  -.09 -12 297 .
6. Is-Aile Catismasi (Erkek) 8" -26™ 527 .35 227 o
7. Oz-Duyarhlik (Erkek) S35 36T 457 55T 307 -39 -
8. Rahatlama (Erkek) -.15 297 =20 33 267 222 43 ——-
9. Aile Nezaketsizligine Maruz Kalma (Erkek) 227 227 200 -38T -457 0 267 -477 -307
10. Isyeri Nezaketsizligine Maruz Kalma (Kadin) .05 -.05 .10 -.01 -12 .08 .00 .04 .08
11. Psikolojik Uzaklagma (Kadin) -.04 A7 -12 .10 .03 -.14 12 .10 -.09
12. Duygusal Tikenme (Kadin) .01 .05 18" .03 -.13 .04 -.03 .01 18"
13. Temel Benlik Degerlendirmesi (Kadin) -.00 12 -.05 .08 .06 .00 18" -.02 -.08
14. Es Destegi (Kadin) -.03 .03 -.15 .10 307 -.20° 287 A1 -.10
15. Is-Aile Catismasi (Kadin) 15 -.06 20" -13 18 2 -2 -187 187
16. Oz-Duyarlilik (Kadin) -.05 A1 -.04 .14 .09 .02 15 .07 -.15
17. Rahatlama (Kadin) =17 A1 -247 .08 .05 -.14 257 327 .09
18. Aile Nezaketsizligine Maruz Kalma (Kadin) .07 -.05 02 -07  -22" .07 -30" -11 .29

Not. N= 150, **p < .01, *p < .05.

Tablo 3’iin devami

Degiskenler Arasindaki Korelasyonlar

Degiskenler 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18
10. Isyeri Nezaketsizligine Maruz Kalma (Kadin) —
11. Psikolojik Uzaklagma (Kadin) =227 —
12. Duygusal Tiikenme (Kadin) 39 - 11 —
13. Temel Benlik Degerlendirmesi (Kadin) =22 13 -33" J—
14. Es Destegi (Kadin) -07 -.03 -07 337 -
15. Is-Aile Catigmasi (Kadin) 307 357 417 -39 -9 -
16. Oz-Duyarlilik (Kadin) -.09 217 =13 .49 06 -.38" f—
17. Rahatlama (Kadin) 02 16" .03 .05 267 -267 15 ——
18. Aile Nezaketsizligine Maruz Kalma (Kadin) 04 -0l A1 239" 48" 28" 200 2247 -

Not. N= 150, **p < .01, *p < .05.
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Ote yandan, erkeklerde isyeri nezaketsizligine maruz kalma ile 6z-duyarlilik arasinda
anlaml iliski bulunmus iken (r = -.35, p < .01), kadinlarda bu iligki anlamh
bulunmamustir (r = -.09, p =.27). Bunun yaninda, erkeklerde isyeri nezaketsizligine
maruz kalma ile ev nezaketsizligine maruz kalma arasindaki iliski anlamli iken (r =
22, p < .01), kadilarda bu iliski anlamli bulunmamustir (r = .04, p = .66). Ayrica,
kadin ve erkek degerlendirmeleri arasinda da anlamli iliskiler bulunmustur. Ornegin,
kadin ve erkek rahatlama degerlendirmeleri (r = .32, p < .01), kadin ve erkek ev
nezaketsizligine maruz kalma degerlendirmeleri (r = .29, p < .01) arasinda anlamh
iligkiler elde edilmistir. Diger yandan, erkeklerin 6z duyarlilik diizeylerinin
kadinlarin aile nezaketsizligine maruz kalma, (r = -.30, p <.01), es destegi (r = -.28,
p < .01) ve rahatlama (r = .25, p < .01) diizeyleri ile iliskili oldugu goriilmiistiir. Bu
korelasyon degerleri, kadin ve erkek degerlendirmelerinin karsilikli olarak bagimli
oldugu ve aktor-partner etkilerinin APIM yontemiyle test edilme ihtiyacin1 6ne
cikarir niteliktedir.

Tablo 4, mevcut ¢alisma kapsaminda dnerilen her bir yol i¢in “Omnibus Ayirt
Edilebilirlik Test” sonuglarin1 aktarmaktadir. Tamamen sinirlandirilmis ve ortalama
degerlerdeki sinirlandirilmanin ~ kaldirildigt  modellerin  sonuglart  ayr1  ayri

sunulmustur.

Tablo 4

Omnibus Ayirt Edilebilirlik Testleri

; Tamamen Ortalama
Hliskiler Suurlandirilmis Sinirhiliga
Kaldirilmig

¥ df p K df p
1. Isyeri Nezaketsizligine Maruz Kalma - Duygusal Titkenme 1991 6 .00 18.05 4 .00
2. Duygusal Titkenme > Is-Aile Catismasi 1500 6 .02 1499 4 .00
Ifa{.a Il)muzgusal Tiikenme = Partner-Aile Nezaketsizligine Maruz 1077 6 10 1076 4 03
4. Is-Aile Catismas1 = Partner-Aile Nezaketsizligine Maruz Kalma 1340 6 .04 1337 4 .00
5. Temel Benlik Degerlendirmesi 2 Duygusal Tiikkenme 1772 6 .01 837 4 .08
6. Psikolojik Uzaklagma = Duygusal Tiikenme 1489 6 .02 837 4 .02
7. Oz-Duyarlilik - Partner-Aile Nezaketsizligine Maruz Kalma 2635 6 .00 2241 4 .00
8. Rahatlama —> Partner-Aile Nezaketsizligine Maruz Kalma 3154 6 .00 348 4 48

Tamamen simirlandirilmis model sonuglarina gére, kadinlar ve erkekler temel

benlik degerlendirme ile partner-aile nezaketsizligine maruz kalma iligkisinde ayirt
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edilememektedir (¥*(6, N =150) = 10.77, p =.10). Ancak, ortalama degerlerdeki
sinirlandirilmanin kaldirildigr model sonuglari, kadin ve erkeklerin, temel benlik
degerlendirme ile duygusal tiikenme iliskisinde (y>(4, N =150) = 8.37, p =.08) ve
rahatlama ile partner-ev nezaketsizligine maruz kalma iliskisinde ayirt
edilemediklerini gostermektedir (¥%(4, N =150) = 3.48, p =.48). Buna gore, erkekler
ve kadinlar yukarida ifade edilen iki iliskide temel analiz modellerine ayn1 olarak

dahil edilmistir.

Temel Hipotez Testleri

Sekil 4, aracilik hipotezlerini (Hipotez 1-Hipotez 4) test eden birinci APIM’i
gostermektedir. Birinci APIM’in uyum indeksleri, modelin kabul edilebilir bir uyuma
sahip olmadigini gostermistir, x2(16, N =150)=39.10, ¥?/df = 2.45, p =.00, GFI= .94,
CFI1=.85, RMSEA =.10. Modelin uyum indekslerinin iyilestirilmesi amaciyla,
modifikasyon indeksleri incelenmistir. Modifikasyon indekslerinin  Onerisi
dogrultusunda hem kadin hem erkek i¢in is aile catismasindan aile nezaketsizligine
maruz kalma arasinda direk bir yol eklenmesi karari alinmistir. Tamamen
smirlandirilmis model (¥%(6) = 13.40, p <.05) ve ortalama degerlerdeki
sirlandirilmanim kaldinldigi model (x%(4) = 13.37, p <.05) sonuglari, kadmn ve
erkegin bu iliskide ayirt edilebilir oldugunu gostermektedir. Bu nedenle, is-aile
catigmasindan aile nezaketsizligine giden yol, kadin ve erkek i¢in ayr1 olarak analize
dahil edilmistir. Modifiye edilen modelin kabul edilebilir bir uyuma sahip oldugu
goriilmektedir, ¥?(14, N =150) = 16.04, y*/df = 1.45, p = .31, GFI= .97, CFI=.99,
RMSEA = .03.

Aktor etkilerine bakildiginda, hem erkeklerde hem kadinlarda, nezaketsizlige
maruz kalma ile duygusal tilkenme arasinda (erkek, B = .55, CI [.25, .90]; kadin, B
=.39, CI [.27, .54]), duygusal tilkenme ile is-aile ¢atismasi1 arasinda (erkek, B = .59,
CI [.40, .79]; kadin, B = .47, CI [.25, .69]), is-aile catismasi ile aile nezaketsizligine
maruz kalma arasinda (erkek, B = .16, CI [.05, .25]; kadm, B = .25, CI [.13, .37])

anlaml1 iligkiler oldugu bulunmustur.
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Isyeri Aile
Nezaketsizligine Duygusal Titkkenme Is-Aile Catismasi Nezaketsizligine
Maruz Kalma (Erkek-Z1) (Erkek-Z2) Maruz Kalma
(Erkek-Z1) (Erkek-7Z2)
Igyeri Alile
Nezaketsizligine Duygusal Titkenme Is-Aile Catismas: Nezaketsizligine
Maruz Kalma (Kadm-Z1) (Kadmn-72) Maruz Kalma
(Kadin-Z1) (Kadin-Z2)

Sekil 4. Birinci APIM Testi (Hipotez 1-4).
Not. Kesik cizgiler partner etkilerini, diiz ¢izgiler aktor etkilerini gostermektedir.
Basitlestirmek amaciyla, hata terimleri ve bagimli degiskenler arasina eklenmis

kovaryanslar gosterilmemistir. Z1 = Zaman 1, Z2 = Zaman 2.

Hipotez 1, duygusal tiikenmenin, isyeri nezaketsizligine maruz kalma ile is-
aile catigsmasi arasindaki iligkiye aracilik edecegini dnermektedir. Model sonucuna
gore, duygusal tiikenme, isyeri nezaketsizligine maruz kalma ile ig-aile gatigmasi
arasindaki iliskiye anlamli olarak aracilik etmektedir (erkek, dolayli etki = .32, ClI
[.14, .55]; kadin, dolayli etki = .18, CI [.08, .30]). Buna gore, mevcut arastirmada,
Hipotez 1 desteklenmektedir. Hipotez 2, is-aile gatismasinin, duygusal tiikenme ile
aile nezaketsizligi sergileme arasindaki iliskiye aracilik edecegini Onermektedir.
Model sonucuna gore, is-aile gatismasinin aracilik etkisi bulunmamis ve Hipotez 3
desteklenmemistir (erkek, dolayli etki = -.05, Cl [-.14, .02]; kadn, dolayli etki = .03,
Cl [-.03, .12]). Hipotez 3 ise, duygusal tiikenmenin, igyeri nezaketsizligine maruz
kalma ile aile nezaketsizligi sergileme arasindaki iligkiye aracilik edecegini
onermektedir. Ancak model sonuglarinda, duygusal tiilkenmenin aracilik etkisini
anlaml1 bulunmamis ve Hipotez 3 desteklenmemistir (erkek, dolayli etki = .01, CI [-
.06, .10]; kadin, dolay!: etki = .05, CI [.00, .11]). Hipotez 4, duygusal tiikenme ve is-
aile catigmasinin, igyeri nezaketsizligine maruz kalma ile aile nezaketsizligi
sergileme arasindaki iliskiye seri olarak aracilik edecegini onermektedir. Model
sonuclarinda, seri aracilik etkisi bulunmamis ve hipotez 4 desteklenmemistir (erkek,
dolayl etki = -.03, Cl [-.09, .01]; kadn, dolayli etki = .01, CI [-.01, .05]). Daha 6nce
bir hipotez kurulmamis olmamasina karsin, sonuglar, duygusal tiikenme ve is-aile
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catigmasinin, igyeri nezaketsizligine maruz kalma ile aile nezaketsizligine maruz
kalma arasindaki iliskiye seri olarak aracilik ettigi bulunmustur (erkek, dolayli etki=
.05, CI [.02, .11]; kadn, dolayl: etki = .05, CI [.02, .05]).

Ikinci APIM (bknz., Sekil 6), temel benlik degerlendirmenin diizenleyici
etkisini 6neren Hipotez 5’1 test etmektedir. Ikinci APIM’in uyum indeksleri, modelin
kabul edilebilir bir uyuma sahip olmadigimi gostermistir, ¥*(48, N =150) = 123.95,
vldf = 258, p < .001, GFI= .89, CFI=.74, RMSEA = .10. Modelin uyum

indekslerinin iyilestirilmesi amaciyla, modifikasyon indeksleri incelenmistir.

T'emel Be uhk.* Temel Benlik
Degerlendirmesi N S
L o Degerlendirmesi
Isyeri Nezaketsizligine (Erkek-Z1)
Maruz Kalma (Erkek) -

Isyeri Ail.e B
Nezaketsizligine | | Duygusal Tilkenme Is-Aile Catismast | | Nezaketsizligine
Maruz Kalma (Erkek-Z1) (Erkek-72) Maruz Kalma
(Erkek-Z1) _ (Erkek-22)

Isyeri 7 Alle
Nezaketsizligine Duygusal Tilkenme Is-Aile Catigmass | | Nezaketsizligine
Maruz Kalma (Kadin-Z1) (Kadin-Z2) Maruz Kalma
(Kadmn-Z1) (Kadin-Z2)

T'emel B.e uhk. Temel Benlik
Degerlendirmesi* - - .
Lo o Degerlendirmesi
Isyeri Nezaketsizligine (Kadin-Z1)
Maruz Kalma (Kadm)

Sekil 6. Tkinci APIM Testi (Hipotez 5).
Not. Kesik cizgiler partner etkilerini, diiz ¢izgiler aktor etkilerini gostermektedir.
Basitlestirmek amaciyla, hata terimleri ve bagimli degiskenler arasina eklenmis

kovaryanslar gdsterilmemistir. Z1 = Zaman 1, Z2 = Zaman 2.

Modifikasyon indeksleri, kadinlarin temel benlik degerlendirmesinden
kadmlarin aile nezaketsizligine maruz kalmasina, erkeklerin temel benlik
degerlendirmesinden ve erkeklerin aile nezaketsizliine maruz kalmasina, ve
kadinlarin temel benlik degerlendirmesinden kadinlarin is-aile c¢atismasina yollar
eklenmesini énermistir. Tamamen smirlandirilmis model (%(6) = 10.01, p = .12) ve
ortalama degerlerdeki smirlandirilmanin kaldirildigi model (x?(4) = 1.44, p =.83),

erkeklerin ve kadinlarin temel benlik degerlendirmesi ile aile nezaketsizligine maruz
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kalma arasindaki iliskide ayir edilebilir olmadiklarint gostermistir. Buna gore, bu
iliski kadin ve erkeklerde aym olarak modele dahil edilmistir. Onerilen yollarin
eklenmesi ile birlikte modifiye edilen modelin, kabul edilebilir bir uyuma sahip
oldugu bulunmustur, ¥%(44) =53.67, y?/df = 1.22, p = .15, GFI= .95, CFI=.97,
RMSEA = .04.

Model sonuglarinda, aktor etkilerine bakildiginda hem kadinlar hem erkekler
icin temel benlik degerlendirmesi ile duygusal tiikkenme arasinda (B = -.42, CI [-.67,
-.28]) ve temel benlik degerlendirmesi ile aile nezaketsizligine maruz kalma arasinda
(B =-.36, CI [-.50, -.23]) anlaml1 iligki oldugu goriilmiistiir. Ayrica, erkeklerin temel
benlik degerlendirmesi ile ig-aile ¢atigsmasi arasinda anlamli iliski elde edilmistir, B
= -40, CI [-.61, -.16]. Hipotez 5, temel benlik degerlendirmesinin, igyerinde maruz
kalinan nezaketsizlik ile duygusal tilkenme arasindaki iligkiyi diizenleyecegini
onermektedir. Ancak, model sonuglarina gore, temel benlik degerlendirmesinin
diizenleyici etkisi bulunmamis ve Hipotez 5 desteklenmemistir. Ote yandan, bu
model sonuglari, kadinlarin duygusal tikkenmelerinin, kadinlarin igyeri
nezaketsizligine maruz kalma ile erkeklerin aile nezaketsizligine maruz kalma
arasindaki iliskiye aracilik ettigini bulmus (dolayl etki = .06, Cl [.01, .12]), boylece
Hipotez 3’ e destek sunmustur.

Ugiincii APIM (bknz., Sekil 8), psikolojik uzaklagsmanin diizenleyici etkisini
oneren Hipotez 6’i test etmektedir. Ugiincii APIM’in uyum indeksleri, modelin kabul
edilebilir bir uyuma sahip olmadigimi gdstermistir, ¥2(45, N =150) = 109.93, ¢*/df =
2.29, p <.001, GFI = .90, CFI =.75, RMSEA = .09. Modifikasyon indeksleri, hem
kadinlar hem de erkekler i¢in psikolojik uzaklasma ile is-aile gatisma arasinda modele
iliski eklenmesini onermistir. Tamamen simrlandirilmis model (x?(6) = 15.93, p <
.05) ile ortalama degerlerdeki smirlandirilmanim kaldirildigi model (y%(4) = 12.74, p
<.01), erkeklerin ve kadinlarin psikolojik uzaklasma ile is-aile ¢atisma arasindaki
iliskide ayir edilebilir olduklarmi gostermistir. Buna gore, bu iliski kadin ve
erkeklerde ayri olarak modele dahil edilmistir. Onerilen yollarin eklenmesi ile birlikte
modifiye edilen modelin, kabul edilebilir bir uyuma sahip oldugu goriilmektedir
v2(41, N =150) =51.51, y?/df = 1.26, p > .05, GFI= .95, CFI=.95, RMSEA = .04.

Model sonuglarinda, aktor etkilerine bakildiginda, erkeklerin duygusal
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uzaklagmalarinin kendilerinin duygusal tiikenmeleri ile (B = -.13, CI [-.24, -.01]) ve
is-aile catismalar1 ile (B = -.12, ClI [-.24, -.01]), ancak kadinlarin psikolojik
uzaklagsmalarinin sadece kendilerinin is-aile ¢atismalar1 (B = -.22, ClI [-.33, -.12]) ile
anlamli iligkili oldugu bulunmustur. Hipotez 6, psikolojik uzaklasmanin, isyerinde
maruz kalinan nezaketsizlik ile duygusal tiikenme arasindaki iligkiyi diizenleyecegini
onermektedir. Ancak, model sonuglarina gore, psikolojik uzaklasmanin diizenleyici
etkisi bulunmamis ve Hipotez 6 desteklenmemistir (erkek, B = .09, CI [-.07, .25];
kadin, B = .05, CI [-.05, .17]).

Psikqlojik Uzal;la;?l‘r}a* Psikolojik Uzaklasma
Isyeri Nezaketsizligine (Erkek-Z1)
Maruz Kalma (Erkek)

Isyeri Alle
Nezaketsizligine | | DuygusalTikenme | | Is-AileCatismasi | ] Nezaketsizligine
Maruz Kalma (Erkek-Z1) (Erkek-Z2) Maruz Kalma
(Erkek-Z1) (]ir’lfeik-ZE)
Isyeri Aile
Nezaketsizligine Duygusal Titkenme Is-Aile Catgmast | | Nezaketsizligine
Maruz Kalma (Kadin-Z1) (Kadin-Z2) Maruz Kalma
(Kadin-Z1) (Kadin-72)
I_’sikt}_lojik Uzak_las_lir_la* Psikolojik Uzaklasma

Isyeri Nezaketsizligine (Kadin-Z1)
Maruz Kalma (Kadin)

Sekil 8. Ugiincii APIM Testi (Hipotez 6).
Not. Kesik cizgiler partner etkilerini, diiz ¢izgiler aktor etkilerini gostermektedir.
Basitlestirmek amaciyla, hata terimleri ve bagimli degiskenler arasina eklenmis

kovaryanslar gdsterilmemistir. Z1 = Zaman 1, Z2 = Zaman 2.

Doérdiincti APIM (bknz., Sekil 10), 6z-duyarliligin diizenleyici etkisini dneren
Hipotez 7’1 test etmektedir. Dordiincii APIM’in uyum indeksleri, modelin kabul
edilebilir bir uyuma sahip olmadigin1 gdstermistir, x2(47, N =150) = 133.30, y?/df =
2.84,p <.001, GFI = .88, CFI =.68, RMSEA = .11.
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Aile
Nezaketsizligine

. Maruz Kalma
Duygusal Tiilkenme i (Erkek-72)
(Erkek-Z1) \ is-Aile Catismasi L "
(Erkek-72) PR Oz-Duyarhlik
. S / (Erkek-72)
Isyeri Oz-Du; *
e -Duyarlilik
Nezaketsizligine Is-Aile Catismasi
Maruz Kalma (Erkek)
(Erkek-Z1)
—— Oz-Duyarlilik*
Isye_n N FANAS Is-Aile Catismasi
Nezaketsizligine (Kadin)
Maruz Kalma d R VA
(Kadin-Z1) e O A |  Oz-Duyarlihk
Is-Aile Catismasi (Kadin-72)
i (Kadin-72) RV
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Sekil 10. Dordiinctii APIM Testi (Hipotez 7).
Not. Kesik cizgiler partner etkilerini, diiz ¢izgiler aktor etkilerini gostermektedir.
Basitlestirmek amaciyla, hata terimleri ve bagimli degiskenler arasina eklenmis

kovaryanslar gosterilmemistir. Z1 = Zaman 1, Z2 = Zaman 2.

Modifikasyon indekslerine bagli olarak, modele erkeklerin 6z-duyarliligindan
erkeklerin is-aile catismasina, erkeklerin 6z-duyarliliindan erkeklerin aile
nezaketsizligine maruz kalmalarina ve kadinlarin 6z-duyarliligindan kadinlarin is-
aile atismasina yollar eklenmistir. Tamamen smirlandirilmis model (x?(6, N =150)
=30.00, p <.05) ve ortalama degerlerdeki smirlandirilmanin kaldirildigi model (x%(4,
N =150) = 25.44, p <.01), erkeklerin ve kadinlarin 6z duyarlilig: ile is-aile ¢atismasi
arasinda iligkide ayir edilebilir olduklarini géstermistir. Buna gore, bu iligski kadin ve
erkeklerde ayr1 olarak modele dahil edilmistir. Onerilen yollarin eklenmesi ile birlikte
modifiye edilen modelin, kabul edilebilir bir uyuma sahip oldugu goriilmektedir
v2(43, N =150) = 73.01, ¥?/df = 1.70, p < .01, GFI= .93, CFI=.89, RMSEA = .07.
Aktor etkilerine bakildiginda, erkeklerin 6z duyarliliklart ile kendilerinin hem is-
catismalar1 (B =-.33, CI [-.68, -.03]) hem de aile nezaketsizligine maruz kalmalar1 (B
=-.32, Cl [-.48, -.17]) arasinda iliski oldugu, 6te yandan kadinlarin 6z-duyarliligr ile
kendilerinin sadece is-aile ¢atismasi (B = -.45, Cl [-.63, -.28]) arasinda iligki oldugu

goriilmistiir. Ancak, model sonuglarina gore, 6z-duyarliligin diizenleyici etkisi
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bulunmamis ve Hipotez 7 desteklenmemistir (erkek, B = .05, ClI [-.03, .12]; kadin, B
=-.05, CI [-.13, .03]).

Besinci APIM (bknz., Sekil 12), rahatlamanin diizenleyici etkisini 6neren
Hipotez 8’1 test etmektedir. Besinci APIM’in uyum indeksleri, modelin kabul
edilebilir bir uyuma sahip olmadigin1 gostermistir, %(49, N =150) = 98. 99, ¥?/df =
2.02, p<.001, GFI = .91, CFI =.77, RMSEA = .08.

Aile
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" Maruz Kalma
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Sekil 12. Besinci APIM Testi (Hipotez 8).
Not. Kesik cizgiler partner etkilerini, diiz ¢izgiler aktor etkilerini gostermektedir.
Basitlestirmek amaciyla, hata terimleri ve bagimli degiskenler arasina eklenmis

kovaryanslar gosterilmemistir. Z1 = Zaman 1, Z2 = Zaman 2.

Modifikasyon indekslerine bagli olarak, modele kadinlarin rahatlama
degerlendirmeleri ile kadinlarin is-aile c¢atismasi arasinda, erkekleri rahatlama
degerlendirmeleri ile erkeklerin aile nezaketsizligine maruz kalma arasinda ve
kadinlarin rahatlama degerlendirmeleri ile kadinlarin aile nezaketsizligine maruz
kalma arasinda yollar eklenmistir. Tamamen sinirlandiriimis model (3%(6, N =150) =
31.54, p < .05) ve ortalama degerlerdeki smirlandiriimanin kaldirildigi model (%(4,
N =150) = 3.48, p =.48) sonuglarina bagl olarak erkekler ve kadinlar i¢in rahatlama
degiskeni ve aile nezaketsizligine maruz kalma arasindaki iligski ayni olarak modele

eklenmistir. Modifiye edilen bu modelin, kabul edilebilir bir uyuma sahip oldugu
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goriilmektedir y%(46, N =150) =61.35, y%/df = 1.33, p = .06, GFI= .94, CFI=.93,
RMSEA = .05. Aktor etkilerine bakildiginda, rahatlama ve aile nezaketsizligine
maruz kalma arasinda anlamli iliski oldugu (B = -.13, CI [-.22, -.06]), ayrica
kadinlarin rahatlama degerlendirmeleri ile is-aile ¢atigmasi arasinda anlaml ilisgki
oldugu (B = -.18, CI [-.28, -.08]) goriilmiistiir. Ancak, model sonuglarina gore,
rahatlama  degiskeninin  diizenleyici etkisi bulunmamis ve Hipotez 8
desteklenmemistir (B = .03, Cl [-.04, .09]). Ancak, besinci APIM, kadinlarin
duygusal tilkenmelerinin, isyeri nezaketsizligine maruz kalmalar1 ile aile
nezaketsizligi sergileme iliskisindeki araci etkisi anlamli bulunmustur (dolayli etki =
.06, CI [.00, .12]) ve Hipotez 3 desteklenmistir.

Altinct APIM (bknz., Sekil 14), es destegine yonelik arastirma sorularini test
etmektedir. Altinci APIM’in uyum indeksleri, modelin kabul edilebilir bir uyuma
sahip olmadigim gdstermistir, x*(71, N =150) = 175.65, y?/df = 2.47, p < .001, GFI =
.87, CFl =.62, RMSEA = .10. Modifikasyon indeksleri, kadinlarin algiladiklar1 es
desteginden kadinlarin maruz kaldiklar1 aile nezaketsizligine ve erkeklerin
algiladiklar es desteginden erkeklerin maruz kaldiklar1 aile nezaketsizligine yollar
eklenmesini 6nermistir. Tamamen siirlandirilmis model (x%(6, N = 150) = 6.38, p
=.38) ve ortalama degerlerdeki siirlandiriimanin kaldirildigi model (x?(4, N = 150)
= 3.19, p =.53) sonuglarma bagl olarak es destegi ile maruz kalman aile
nezaketsizligi arasindaki iliski kadin ve erkek i¢in ayni olarak modele eklenmistir.
Modifiye edilen model, kabul edilebilir bir uyuma sahiptir, ¥2(67, N = 150) = 75.79,
ledf =1.13, p = .22, GFI = .93, CFI = .97, RMSEA = .03. Model sonuglarina gore,
es destegi, isyerinde maruz kalinan nezaketsizlik ile duygusal tiikenme arasindaki
iliskiyi diizenlememekte (B = .04, CI [-.05, .11]), aym1 zamanda es destegi, is-aile
catismasi ve aile nezaketsizligi sergileme arasindaki iliskiyi diizenlememektedir (B =

01, CI [-.04, .06]).
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Sekil 14. Altinct APIM Testi (Es Destegine Yonelik Aragtirma Sorulart).
Not. Kesik cizgiler partner etkilerini, diiz ¢izgiler aktor etkilerini gostermektedir.
Basitlestirmek amaciyla, hata terimleri ve bagimli degiskenler arasina eklenmis

kovaryanslar gosterilmemistir. Z1 = Zaman 1, Z2 = Zaman 2.

TARTISMA

Bu ¢alismada, iki ayr1 zamanda veri toplanarak isyeri nezaketsizliginin isten
eve tasinmast siireci/mekanizmasi arastirilmistir. Nezaketsizligin isten eve nasil
tasindigina bakildiginda, isyeri nezaketsizliginin duygusal tiikenmedeki artis ile
iliskili oldugu, duygusal tiikenmenin ise is-aile catigmasindaki artis ile iliskili oldugu
bulunmustur. Duygusal tiikkenmenin bu iliskideki aracilik etkisi, kotii muamele
arastirmalarina katki saglamistir. Bireyin is-aile ¢atismasi ile kendisinin sergiledigi
aile nezaketsizligi davraniglar1 arasinda anlamli iligki beklenmesine karsin, arastirma
bulgular1 bireyin is-aile catigsmasi ile esinin sergiledigi aile nezaketsizligi davraniglar
arasinda iliski oldugunu gdstermistir. Bu bulgu, bireyin kendi is-aile ¢catigsmasinin esi
icin stres yaratmasi ile agiklanabilir. Arastirmacilar, bireylerin is-aile catisma
durumlarmin esler i¢in ¢ocuk bakimi ve ev islerini yiiriitiilmesi gibi ek ev yiikleri
yaratabilecegini belirtmektedirler (Ferguson, Carlson, Hunter ve Whitten, 2012).

Mevcut calisma, eslerinin temel benlik degerlendirmeleri ve rahatlama
diizeyleri kontrol edildiginde, kadinlarin isyeri nezaketsizligine maruz kalmalarinin
kendilerinin duygusal tiikkenmelerini arttirdigini, duygusal tiilkenmedeki artisin ise
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kadinlarin eslerine yonelik aile nezaketsizligi sergilemelerini arttirdigini géstermistir.
Bu iliskinin sadece kadinlar i¢in gozlemlenmesi, kadinlarin ev yiiklerinin sadece
kendi deneyimlerine bagli olarak degil, ayn1 zamanda partnerlerinin deneyimleri ile
de artiyor olmasi ile agiklanabilir. Ayrica, erkegin deneyimledigi ig-aile catismasi
sadece is streslerinden etkilenirken, kadinlarin deneyimledikleri ig-aile ¢atigmasi hem
is hem de ev streslerinden etkilenmektedir (Westman ve Etzion, 2005). Tiirkiye’de
geleneksel toplumsal cinsiyet rollerine bagh olarak kadinlarin ev islerinden sorumlu
olmalar1 beklenmekte, eger kadimin bir Kkariyeri olursa da bu kariyeri aile
sorumluklarindan 6diin vermeden yapmasi beklenmektedir (Aycan, 2004). Sonug
olarak, Tiirk kadinlarinin omuzlarinda ¢ocuk biiylitmenin ve ev islerini yiiriitmenin
biiylik bir yiikii bulunmakta, bu da duygusal tiikenmeyle bas etmek icin 6z-
kontroliinii kullanan kadinlar1 eslerine karsi nezaketsiz davranmaya yatkin hale
getirebilmektedir.

Mevcut arastirma, temel benlik degerlendirmesinin duygusal tikenme ile
negatif yondeki iliskisini desteklerken, temel benlik degerlendirmesinin isyeri
nezaketsizligi ile  duygusal tiikenme iliskisindeki diizenleyici  roliini
desteklememistir. Bu bulgu, etkilesim etkisinin duygusal tiilkenmeyi yordamada
temel benlik degerlendirmesinin ana etkisinden o6te ek varyans aciklayamiyor
olmasimma baglanabilir. Bunun yaninda, nezaketsizlige kars1 i3 arkadasi
dayanismasinin yararh etkileri (Itzkovich ve Heilbrunn, 2016), dayanigma gibi sosyal
kaynaklarimizin  temel benlik degerlendirmesi gibi  6z-odakli  bireysel
kaynaklarimizdan daha 6nemli olabilecegini Onerir niteliktedir. Son olarak, bazi
nezaketsizlik davranislarinin onuru tehdit edici dogas1 (Wasti ve Erdas, 2019), temel
benlik degerlendirmesinin nezaketsizlige maruz kalmanin etkilerini diizenlemesini
sinirlandirabilmektedir.

Psikolojik uzaklagmaya yonelik bulgular, bu degiskeninin duygusal tiikkenme
tizerindeki olumsuz etkisini erkekler igin desteklerken, kadinlar icin
desteklememistir. Burada psikolojik uzaklasma erkege kaybolan kaynaklarini
yenileme firsat1 sunarken, kadinin kaynaklarini1 yeniden kazanmasi i¢in uzaklasma
yeterli olmamis olabilir. Ote yandan, hem kadinlar hem de erkekler icin psikolojik

uzaklagmanin isyeri nezaketsizligi ile duygusal tiikkenme iliskisindeki diizenleyici
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etkisi destek gormemistir. Bu bulgu, ¢alisma verilerinin giinliik yontemiyle degil
capraz kesitsel yontem ile toplanmis olmasi ile agiklanabilir. Bunun yaninda, evde is
odakl1 olumlu diisiincenin yansitilmasinin yararina yonelik bulgular (Meier, Cho ve
Dumani, 2016), psikolojik uzaklasmanin salt gerekliliginden Gte, diisiincenin
iceriginin dnemini ortaya koymaktadir.

Oz-duyarliliga yénelik bulgular, bu degiskenin aile nezaketsizligi sergileme
tizerindeki negatif etkisini erkekler i¢in desteklerken, kadinlar i¢in desteklememistir.
Ayrica, hem kadmlar hem de erkekler i¢in 6z duyarliligin, is-aile ¢atismasi ile aile
nezaketsizligi sergileme iliskisindeki diizenleyici etkisi destek gérmemistir. Oz-
duyarliligin kisileraras1 hatalar1 diizeltmede sadece hatalarini diizeltmeye kisilik
Ozelliklerine bagli olarak motive olan erkekler icin faydali oldugu goriilmistiir
(Baker ve  McNulty, 2011). Buna gore, 6z duyarliligin nezaketsiz davranig
sergilemeye egilimi olmayan ofke diizeyi diisik (Meier & Semmer, 2013) ve
uyumluluk diizeyi yiiksek (Taylor & Kluemper, 2012) bireyler i¢in yararli olabilecegi
diistinilmiistiir.

Bireylerin rahatlama degerlendirmelerine yonelik bulgular, kadinlarda ve
erkeklerde rahatlamanin, is-aile c¢atigsmasi ile aile nezaketsizligi sergileme
iliskisindeki diizenleyici etkisini desteklememistir. Rahatlama degiskeninin mevcut
arastirmadaki Ol¢lim yontemi bu bulguya agiklik getirebilmektedir. Mevcut
arastirmada, katilimcilara ne diizeyde rahatlama deneyimledikleri sorulmustur.
Ancak ne tiir ve ne siklikla rahatlama faaliyetleri yiiriitiildiigii daha yordayici
olabilmektedir. Bunun yaninda, rahatlamanin diizenleyici etkisini destekleyemeyen
bir giinlik ¢aligmasin yiiriiten arastirmacilar (Zhang, Mayer ve Hwang, 2018),
basarisizlik diisiincelerinin rahatlamaya eslik ettigi durumlarda, rahatlamanin stres ile
basa ¢ikmaya yardimci olmayabilecegini ve gerginlik ile engellenme hislerine neden
olabilecegini ifade etmislerdir.

Es destegine yonelik bulgular, es destegi almanin 6nerilen her iki iliskide de
diizenleyici etkisi olmadigini gdstermistir. Isyeri nezaketsizligi literatiiriinde, is
kaynakl1 destek faktorlerinin, 6rnegin amir desteginin, isyeri nezaketsizliginin stres
iizerindeki etkisine kars1 koruyucu oldugu ortaya konulmustur (Beattie ve Griffin,

2014a). Ote yandan, aile kaynakli destek faktdrlerinin, drnegin aile desteginin,

144



calisanlar1  igyeri nezaketsizliginin olumsuz etkilerine karsi hassaslastirdigi
bulunmustur (Lim ve Lee, 2011). Bu bulgular, stres kaynagi ile destek kaynagi
arasindaki uyusmazlik ile agiklanabilmektedir. Es destegi is stresinin etkilerini, ancak
ciftler ayn1 kurumda ya da ayni is kolunda ¢alistyorlarsa diizenleyebilmektedir (6rn,
Halbesleben vd., 2010). Eslerin ayni kurumda ya da ayni is kolunda calistyor
olmalarinin, birbirlerinin is yasamlarina yonelik daha agik bir fikre sahip olmalarini
ve birbirlerine yonelik daha empatik ve destekleyici davranabilmelerini

saglayabilecegi diisiiniilmektedir.

Calisma Simirhiiklar: ve Oneriler

Mevcut arastirmanin birka¢ sinirliligi bulunmaktadir. Oncelikle mevcut
arastirma orneklem biiyiikliigii agisindan sinirlidir. Bunun yaninda, mevcut ¢alisma
kiiltiire 6zgii nezaketsiz davraniglara yer vermemistir. Gelecek ¢alismalarda bu tiir
davraniglar1 kapsayan Olceklerin kullanimiyla modelin yeniden test edilmesini
onerilmektedir. Orneklemin biiyiik bir kisminmn egitimli katilimcilardan olusmast,
calismanin genellenebilirligini bu tip 6rneklemlerle sinirlandirmaktadir. Ayni sekilde
orneklemin cift-gelirli eslerden olusmasi, gelecek ¢alismalarda aragtirma modelinin
tek-gelirli eslerde de test edilmesi gerekliligini ortaya koymaktadir.

Mevcut calisma bulgulari, gelecek arastirmalar igin oneriler sunmaktadir. Ilk
olarak, mevcut arastirma duygusal tiikenme ve is-aile ¢atigmasi deneyimlerinin
tiiketici olacagin1 varsaymaktadir. Ancak gelecek ¢alismalarda bu deneyimlerin 6z-
kontrol kapasitelerini azaltip azaltmadiginin ve bu durumun ese yonelik kaba
davraniglar sergilemeye neden olup olmayacaginin olay orneklem yontemi ile
incelenmesi bilgilendirici olabilir. Ikinci olarak, gelecek ¢alismalar uyku kalitesi ya
da psikolojik uzaklagma gibi alternatif aract mekanizmalar1 arastirabilir. Ugiincii
olarak, nezaketsizligin evden ise taginmasinin test edilmesinin 6nemli oldugu
diistinilmektedir. Son olarak, gelecek caligmalarda bireyin kendi toparlanma
deneyimlerinin  partnerinin  toparlanma  deneyimlerini nasil  etkiledigine

odaklanilmast onerilmektedir.
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Calismanin Potansiyel Katkilar1 ve Dogurgular:

Mevcut arastirmanin bir¢ok agidan isyeri nezaketsizligi ile is-aile ¢atismasi
literatiirlerine katki sunma potansiyelinin oldugu diisiiniilmektedir. Oncelikle,
calisma kapsaminda APIM yonteminin kullanimi hem aktér hem de partner
etkilerinin ayr1 ayr test edilmesini saglamistir. Bunun yani sira, ¢alisma bulgulari
isyeri nezaketsizliginin ev ortamina nasil tasindigini gostermistir. Mevcut ¢alisma
bireyin kendi is-aile catismasi ile kendisinin sergiledigi aile nezaketsizligi
davraniglar1 arasinda pozitif iliski beklemesine karsin, ¢alisma bulgulari bireyin kendi
is-aile catismasi ile esinin sergiledigi aile nezaketsizligi davranislart arasinda iligki
oldugunu gostermistir. Ayrica bulgular, duygusal tilkenme ve ailede nezaketsiz
davranislar sergileme arasindaki iligskide cinsiyet farkliliginin 6nemini ortaya
koymustur. Son olarak, ¢aligma bulgulari, diizenleyici faktorlerin is ve aile ¢iktilarini
aciklamada nasil etkili olduklarin1 gostererek literatiire katki sunmustur.

Calisma bulgularmin dogurgularina bakildiginda, orgiitlerin dncelikle isyeri
nezaketsizliginin sergilenmesinin 6niine ge¢mesi, daha sonra da bu tiir davranislarin
is yasami ve ev yasamina olan olumsuz etkilerini ortadan kaldirmak igin yollar
bulmalar1 gerekmektedir. Bu tiir davranislarin bulasiciligi goéz oniine alindiginda,
uygulayicilarin hangi davranislarin nezaketsiz olarak algilandigina ve bu tiir
davraniglarin  ¢alisma  gruplarinda nasil  yayildigina yonelik  farkindalik
kazandirmalar1 gerekmektedir. Bunun yaninda, isyerindeki stres etkenlerinin koti
muamele davranislarina doniismesini dnlemek amaciyla, yoneticiler ve calisanlar
isgiinlerinde yeni seyler 6grenecekleri firsatlar yaratabilir (Zhang vd., 2018) ya da
uyku kalitelerini artirip, egzersiz yapabilirler (Barber vd., 2017). Ayrica, ¢alisma
bulgular1 dogrultusunda, uygulayicilar duygusal tilkenmeyi ve is-aile ¢atigmasini
azaltmaya odaklanmalidirlar. Orgiitler, is-aile ¢atismasini azaltmak amaciyla is-aile
odakli destek sunabilirler (Kossek, Pichler, Bodner, & Hammer, 2011). Duygusal
tiilkenmeyi azaltmak icin ¢alisanlar olumlu is deneyimi yansitma (Clauss vd., 2018)
ve farkindalik egzersizleri (Hiilsheger, Alberts, Feinholdt, & Lang, 2013)

uygulamalarina katilabilirler.
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