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The Moderating Effects of Workplace Incivility 

on the Relationship between Job Stressors and Worker Strain 

by Diane Elizabeth LeBlanc 

Abstract 

A large sample (N=l 124) of healthcare workers participated in a correlational 

study designed to examine the relationships of workplace incivility and worker strain. 

The Workplace Incivility Scale (Cortina et al., 2001) was modified to identify the agent 

of uncivil behaviour. A confirmatory factor analysis indicated the presence of 3 distinct 

facets of uncivil behaviour: supervisor incivility, coworker incivility, and instigated 

incivility. HLM analyses indicated that each of the 3 incivility facets were uniquely 

related to indices of worker strain (i.e., job satisfaction, mental health, and physical 

health). Furthermore, coworker incivility exacerbated the relationship between work 

overload and mental health symptoms, instigated incivility exacerbated the relationship 

between low job control and mental health symptoms, and supervisor incivility 

exacerbated the relationship between work overload and physical health symptoms. 

Future researchers should match investigative questions with the appropriate measure of 

workplace incivility. 

February 16,2011 
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The Moderating of Workplace Incivility 

on the Relationship between Job Stressors and Worker Strain 

Defining the relationship between job stressors and worker strain is a fundamental 

concern of industrial/organizational psychology (Sonnetag & Freese, 2003). 

Organizational stress is prevalent in many industries around the world (Jex & Beehr, 

1991; Sonnetag & Freese, 2003). Moreover, organizational stress relates to a myriad of 

health complaints (Jex & Beehr, 1991; Sonnetag & Freese, 2003). Although there is 

sufficient empirical evidence to suggest that job stressors cause worker strain, more 

research exploring job stressors and moderators of the stress-strain relationship is needed 

(Sonnentag & Frese, 2003; Viswesvaran, Sanchez, & Fisher, 1999). 

One job stressor and possible moderator of the stressor-strain relationship is 

workplace incivility. Workplace incivility has a direct relationship with worker strain 

(Blau & Andersson, 2005; Cortina, Magley, Williams, & Langhout, 2001; Lim, Cortina, 

& Magley, 2008; Pearson & Porath, 2005; Pearson, Andersson, & Porath, 2005; Yamada, 

2000). In addition, workplace incivility may exacerbate the stressor-strain relationship by 

way of reduced social support. Social support is emotional and instrumental help that 

decreases negative feelings and enables workers to complete tasks more efficiently 

(Frese, 1999). Workplace incivility disrupts social support (Goffman, 1967). Moreover, 

social support attenuates the stressor-strain relationship (Viswesvaran et al. 1999). 

Therefore, workplace incivility is likely to exacerbate the stressor-strain relationship. The 

goal of this study is to examine the extent to which workplace incivility predicts worker 

strain and exacerbates the relationship between other job stressors and worker strain. 
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The present study examines workplace incivility within a sample of Canadian 

healthcare workers. In a recent survey, 45% of Canadian healthcare workers perceived 

high work stress as compared to 31% of the general population of Canadian workers 

(Wilkins, 2007). Across all industries, five of the six professions reporting the highest 

stress levels (i.e., nurse supervisors, medical lab technicians, specialist physicians, 

registered nurses, and registered nursing assistants) typically practice their professions in 

hospital settings (Wilkins, 2007). 

Stress in the Workplace 

Much of the research exploring stress in the workplace is founded in the 

transactional model (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). The transactional model suggests that 

distress occurs when workers negatively appraise job stressors as a threat or challenge to 

their well-being (Lazarus, & Folkman, 1984). Distress gives rise to psychological and 

physical strain outcomes when job stressors are severe, relentless, and/or when workers 

lack cognitive or emotional resources to cope (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). Understanding 

moderators of the stressor-strain relationship may assist theorists in accounting for 

unexplained variance in the stressor-strain relationship (Sonnetag & Freese, 2003). 

Workplace Incivility 

Workplace incivility is "low-intensity deviant behaviour with ambiguous intent to 

harm the target, in violation of workplace norms for mutual respect" (Andersson & 

Pearson, 1999, p. 457). Examples of uncivil behaviour include discounting a colleague's 

opinion, excluding colleagues from social or professional events, and yelling at another 

person (Cortina et al., 2001). Since Andersson and Pearson's (1999) seminal propositions 

on workplace incivility, researchers have established workplace incivility as a construct 
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distinct from workplace aggression and employee deviance (Blau & Andersson, 2005; 

Cortina et al., 2001; Martin & Hine, 2005), that is linked to undesirable outcomes 

(Cortina et al., 2001; Estes & Wang, 2008; Lim, Cortina, & Magley, 2008; Pearson, 

Andersson, & Porath, 2000; Yamada, 2000). 

Initial studies exploring workplace incivility prompted respondents to report the 

frequency with which they were the target of uncivil behaviour at work, a construct that 

Blau and Andersson (2005) referred to as 'experienced workplace incivility.' In a 

somewhat divergent approach, the present study specifies three sources of workplace 

incivility: respondents' supervisors, their coworkers, and themselves (instigated 

incivility). A multi-foci approach is found in other areas of research including 

organizational justice (e.g., Rupp & Cropanzano, 2002), and workplace aggression (for a 

review, see Hershcovis & Barling, 2010). However, there is little empirical evidence 

supporting the notion that identifying the source of uncivil behaviour taps into unique 

facets workplace incivility. Haines, Striker, and Duku (2007) reported findings based on 

slightly different subscales (physician, supervisor, and coworker); however, they do not 

report statistical analysis exploring the underlying factor structure. Blau and Anderson 

(2005) reported data from a confirmatory factor analysis indicating that instigated 

incivility items and experienced incivility items uniquely load on separate factors; 

however, this research did not distinguish between the source of experienced workplace 

incivility (i.e. supervisor and coworker were combined). The present study explores 

supervisor incivility, coworker incivility, and instigated incivility at once. I argue that, as 

found in organizational justice and workplace aggression research, workers form 
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different perceptions of workplace incivility based on the source of uncivil behaviours. 

Thus, my first hypothesis is: 

Hypothesis 1: Supervisor incivility, coworker incivility, and instigated 

incivility are distinct factors of workplace incivility. 

Workplace Incivility Predicting Worker Strain 

Workplace incivility is a job stressor. Experienced workplace incivility has been 

linked to psychological health symptoms and negative organizational outcomes, 

including depression and anxiety (Cortina et al., 2001), ruminating and worry (Pearson 

and Porath, 2005), mood swings and feelings of shame and guilt (Yamada, 2000), mental 

health symptoms and job dissatisfaction (Lim et al., 2008), and employee turnover 

(Pearson, Andersson, & Porath, 2000). In addition, experienced incivility is associated 

with physical health symptoms including sleep problems (Yamada, 2000), and general 

physical health problems (Lim et al., 2008). 

Recently, researchers deconstructed experienced workplace incivility to identify 

the agent of uncivil behaviours. Haines et al., (2007) used a multi-foci approach, 

prompting respondents to report physician incivility, supervisor incivility, and coworker 

incivility. The researchers explored the relationship between safety climate and 

workplace incivility with 87 nurses in a surgical operating room setting (Haines et al, 

2007). Results of this study indicated that increased frequency of both physician and 

supervisor incivility (but not coworker incivility) was related to poorer safety climate 

(Haines et al., 2007). 

Other researchers have begun exploring instigated workplace incivility (i.e., being 

the agent of uncivil behaviour at work). Blau and Andersson (2005) investigated 
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instigated workplace incivility in longitudinal design with 142 medical technologists in a 

variety of healthcare settings. Lower job satisfaction and higher work exhaustion, 

measured at Time 1, predicted increased frequency of instigated incivility at Time 2 

(Blau & Andersson, 2005). Cross-sectional results at Time 2 indicated that instigated 

incivility was associated with decreased job satisfaction and increased work exhaustion. 

Taken together, the above studies indicate that various measures of workplace 

incivility relate to negative organizational outcomes and worker strain. What remains 

unclear is the relationship between the specific facets of workplace incivility (i.e., 

supervisor, coworker, and instigated incivility) and worker strain. Because there is little 

evidence to suggest that various facets of workplace incivility differentially relate to 

worker strain, I look to workplace aggression literature to inform specific predictions. 

Workplace incivility is similar to workplace aggression. Both workplace incivility 

and workplace aggression are deviant behaviours that violate workplace norms 

(Andersson & Pearson, 1999). One characteristic that distinguishes the two related 

constructs is the agent's intention underlying these behaviours (Andersson & Pearson, 

1999). With workplace incivility, the agent's underlying intent is ambiguous; with 

workplace aggression, the agent has a clear intention to harm the target. Because the two 

constructs are so closely related, it is relevant to consider workplace aggression findings 

when exploring possible advancements in workplace incivility research. 

Measures that lump supervisor aggression together with coworker aggression may 

lead researchers to miss specific effects (Hershcovis & Barling, 2010). For example, 

supervisor aggression may relate to perceived job insecurity because supervisors have 

power to terminate employment (Frone, 2000). However, because coworkers lack 
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authority over their peers, it is less likely that a similar relationship between coworker 

aggression and job insecurity exists. An aggregated measure of supervisor and coworker 

aggression may gloss over these specific relationships (Hershcovis & Barling, 2010). In 

fact, a recent meta-analysis indicated that several outcomes, including job satisfaction, 

psychological distress, and physical well-being, had statistically different relationships to 

supervisor aggression as compared to coworker aggression (Hershcovis & Barling, 2010). 

Examining supervisor incivility distinctly from coworker incivility is relevant 

when one considers that supervisors and coworkers have different relationships with 

workers. Supervisors have position power or authority over their subordinates. 

Employees with greater power have more ways to exhibit uncivil behaviour than 

employees with lesser power (Pearson & Porath, 2005). For example, supervisors can 

interrupt conversations and meetings, and can speak curtly to their subordinates without 

repercussion (Pearson & Porath, 2005). Furthermore, employees understand that 

supervisors are agents of organizations, placing added import and meaning on social 

support derived from supervisors (Eisenberger, Huntington, Hutchinson, & Sowa, 1986). 

Thus, one would expect the relationship between supervisor incivility and strain is 

stronger than the relationship between coworker incivility and strain. Furthermore, 

although prior research indicates that instigator incivility relates to strain (Blau & 

Andersson, 2005), interpretations based on this single study are limited. Andersson and 

Pearson (1999) suggested that uncivil workplace behaviours are transactions between 

workers. Thus, results may be confounded when analyses relate instigator incivility to 

strain outcomes without accounting for experienced incivility. In summary, empirical 
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evidence that supervisor, coworker, and instigated incivility relate to worker stain is 

limited and in need of clarification. Therefore, my second hypothesis is: 

Hypothesis 2a: Supervisor, coworker, and instigated incivility each uniquely 

predict lower levels of job satisfaction, poorer mental health, and poorer 

physical health. 

Hypothesis 2b: The correlations between supervisor incivility and job 

satisfaction, mental health, and physical health are stronger than the 

correlations between coworker incivility and job satisfaction, mental health, 

and physical health. 

Workplace Incivility as a Moderator of the Stressor-Strain Relationship 

There are no published studies that investigate the possibility that workplace 

incivility moderates the relationship between other job stressors and worker strain. 

Conceptually, there are two mechanisms with which incivility may intensify the stressor-

strain relationship. First, targets of incivility tend to avoid agents in an effort to cope 

(Cortina & Magley, 2009). Avoidant behaviour is related to lower social support (Pettit & 

Joiner, 2006) and social isolation (Zapf & Gross, 2001). Because social support tends to 

attenuate the stressor-strain relationship (Viswesvaran et al., 1999), it follows that 

workplace incivility exacerbates the stressor-strain relationship. 

The second mechanism by which workplace incivility may moderate the stressor-

strain relationship involves the conservation of resources theory (Hobfoll, 1989). 

According to conservation of resources theory, individuals demonstrate heightened 

concern for protecting their access to required resources (Hobfoll, 1989). For employees, 

relevant resources include access to information, supplies, and help from other workers 
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needed to complete job tasks (Hobfoll, 2001). Because accessing such resources in the 

workplace often requires workers to relate with one another, and because incivility 

indicates a toxic quality in worker relations, employees who perceive incivility in the 

workplace may sense a threat to accessing resources. In a threatened state, individuals 

tend to have less ability to cope in with perceived stressors (Hobfoll, 2001). Therefore, 

conservation of resource theory suggests that uncivil behaviour is a threat that 

compounds one's negative appraisal of job stressors. 

Theoretically, workplace incivility disrupts social support and heightens negative 

appraisal of job stressors. Therefore, uncivil behaviour has the potential to exacerbate the 

negative effect of other job stressors. Aggression research suggests that strain outcomes 

vary depending on the source of negative behaviours. Therefore, an exacerbating effect 

may vary depending on the source of workplace incivility. 

Job stressors are any events or characteristics that have the potential to elicit 

worker strain (Sonnetag & Freese, 2003). Researchers have extensively studied several 

job stressors, including role ambiguity, organizational constraints, role conflict, 

workload, and job control (Spector, Chen, & O'Connell, 2000). Although other job 

stressors may be relevant to workplace incivility research, workload and job control are 

two of the most dominant variables explored in the employee stress literature (Spector et 

al., 2000). Because workload and job control have such well-established relationships 

with worker strain (Spector et al., 2000), I chose to begin exploring workplace incivility 

as a potential moderator of the stressor-strain relationship with these two job stressors. 

Workload. Workload is the job characteristic of having too much work, or too 

little time to complete job tasks. Researchers have investigated the relationship between 
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workload and strain for at least three decades (Sonnentag & Frese, 2003). Recent findings 

indicate that workload relates to psychological health symptoms including depression and 

anxiety (Peterson et al., 2008), mental health symptoms (Noor, 1995), frustration 

(Spector et al., 2000), and job dissatisfaction (Newton & Keenan, 1990). In addition, 

workload is associated physical health symptoms (Carayon, 1993; Lambert, Lambert, & 

Ito, 2004; Spector et a l , 2000). 

Job control. A feeling of control over one's work life, or job control, is the 

perceived ability to control the prioritization, scheduling, and procedures used in carrying 

out one's work (Hackman & Oldham, 1976). The study of job control has a long history, 

and the relationship between lack of job control and worker strain is well-established 

(Sonnentag & Frese, 2003). Recent studies indicate that lack of job control relates to 

psychological health symptoms, job dissatisfaction, and negative affect (Spector et al., 

2000). In addition, lack of job control relates to physical health symptoms, including 

psychosomatic complaints (de Jonge, Bosma, Peter, & Siegrist, 2000; de Jonge, Dollard, 

Dormann, LeBlanc, & Houtman, 2000) and health complaints (Bernhard-Oettel, Sverke, 

& de Witte, 2005). 

Because workplace incivility may strengthen the relationship between job 

stressors and worker strain via diminished social support and threatened access to 

resources, I hypothesize that as workplace incivility increases, the relationship between 

job stressors and worker strain will intensify. More specifically: 

Hypothesis 3a: The negative relationship between job stressors and job 

satisfaction will be stronger when individuals experience higher incivility. 
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Hypothesis 3b: The negative relationship between job stressors and mental 

health will be stronger when individuals experience higher incivility. 

Hypothesis 3c: The negative relationship between job stressors and physical 

health will be stronger when individuals experience higher incivility. 

Method 

The present research is part of a larger project designed to examine and improve 

working relationships in hospital settings. The larger project had a research component, 

Enhancing the Quality of Workplace Communities (EQWC), and an intervention 

component, Civility, Respect, and Engagement at Work (CREW). EQWC involved a 

series of pre- and post-intervention surveys conducted with financial support from the 

Canadian Institute of Health Research (Leiter, 2008). CREW involved training hospital 

personnel to present survey results and facilitate activities with the ultimate goal of 

creating a more respectful work environment (Leiter, 2009). CREW activities focused on 

improving nurse leadership and addressing uncivil behaviour among individuals at work 

(Leiter, 2009). 

The present research uses data from the initial (baseline) EQWC survey. The 

initial survey was administered to healthcare work units (e.g., emergency departments, 

intensive care, acute care, operating rooms) within three regional health authorities 

located in Nova Scotia, and two healthcare organizations located in Ontario. The present 

study utilizes a cross-sectional design that explores the stressor-strain relationship of all 

survey participants prior to the CREW intervention. 
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Participants 

The chief of nursing for each participating healthcare institution1 provided a list of 

acute and long-term care units for the research team to consider including in EQWC. All 

units volunteered for EQWC because they were interested in improving their work 

environments. The research team collaborated with on-site personnel and selected 8 to 10 

units (300 - 500 healthcare workers) per healthcare institution from the list provided by 

the nursing chiefs. The research team selected units that had proportional representation 

of the many occupations found in hospital settings. 

Researchers and administrators invited all employees and physicians in selected 

work units to complete the pre-intervention survey. As an incentive for survey 

completion, all participants were eligible to win a prize package valued at $200.00. 

Researchers received completed questionnaires from 1169 participants representing 42 

different units located in 5 different institutions (overall response rate of 38.7%). 

Participants ages ranged from 20 to 66, with a mean age of 42.5 (SD = 10.11), and 

median age of 43 (51 participants did not report their age). Over all of the units, 90.7% of 

the participants identified as Caucasian, and 86.0% were female. Most of the participants 

were full-time employees (65.0%), and the remaining participants were either part-time 

(25.4%), casual/temporary (5.9%), or did not report their employment status (3.7%). 

Organizational tenure ranged from less than 6 months to more than 30 years; mean 

1 Healthcare institutions are organizations that are typically located within multiple campuses or sites. 

2 Units are intact workgroups, such as palliative care and operating rooms, that represent functional areas 

within an institution. 
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organizational tenure was 4.8 years (SD = 3.4; 110 participants did not report their 

organizational tenure). Tenure in the particular unit ranged from less than 6 months to 

more than 30 years with a mean of 5 years (SD = 9.4; 418 participants did not report their 

unit tenure). 

Participants represented more than 46 professions. The most represented groups 

were Registered Nurses (RNs; 51.7%), Registered Practical Nurses (RPNs; 6.3%), ward 

clerks (4.4%), physicians (3.9%), Licensed Practical Nurses (LPNs; 3.6%), and unit 

clerks (2.5%). Administrative assistants, pharmacists, physiotherapists, nurse managers, 

social workers, unit aides, and patient service associates represented another 6.8% of the 

sample. The remaining 17.1% represented various other healthcare workers (e.g., 

dieticians, clinical educators, occupational therapists) and 3.7% of participants did not 

report their profession. The majority (83.7%) of the participants had completed post-

secondary education (college = 43.1%; bachelors = 33.7%; masters 5.0%, doctorate 

2.0%) and 3.3% did not report their education level. The majority of participants worked 

the day shift (70.3%), while others worked the afternoon shift (8.6%) or the night shift 

(17.9%) and 3.2% did not report their shift worked. 

Measures3 

The present study utilizes a subset of the measures included in the EQWC 

baseline survey. Appendix A contains a list of all measures in the order they were 

presented. 

3 Participants also completed other scales that are not used in the present study. 
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Workload. Workload was measured using 3 of the 6 items within the workload 

subscale of the Areas of Worklife Scale (AWS; Leiter & Maslach, 2004). Respondents 

indicated their level of agreement to these items (e.g., I work intensely for long periods of 

time) using a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree), through 3 (hard to 

decide), to 5 (strongly agree). Higher scores indicate heavier perceived workloads. In this 

study, the Cronbach alpha reliability coefficient was low, a = .47, an indication that the 

scale lacks internal consistency. Inter-item correlations were r = .40 (workload 1, 

workload2); r = .08 (workloadl, workload3); and, r = .22 (workload2, workload3). Close 

examination of the items revealed that the final item, Heave my work behind when I go 

home at the end of the day, may tap into work-life conflict. Therefore, I removed the final 

item and present results based on a two-item workload scale (r2 = .40)4. 

Job control. Job control was measured using the 5-item job control subscale of 

the AWS; (Leiter & Maslach, 2004). Respondents indicated their level of agreement to 

these items (e.g., I have control over how I do my work (R)) using a 5-point Likert scale 

ranging from 1 (strongly disagree), through 3 (hard to decide), to 5 (strongly agree). 

Higher scores indicate decreased control over one's job. In this study, the Cronbach alpha 

reliability coefficient was a = .81. Item-total correlations ranged from r = .30 to r = .56. 

Workplace incivility. Workplace incivility was measured using 5 of the 7 items 

within the Workplace Incivility Scale (WIS; Cortina et al., 2001). In its original form, 

4 Predictor and moderation analyses using the three-item workload scale were completed. These 

results are not presented here because using the three-item workload scale did not yield statistically 

different direct or indirect results. 
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WIS items prompt respondents to report the uncivil behaviours of their supervisors and 

coworkers (Cortina et al, 2001). In the present study, lead-in statements prompted 

participants to separately consider and report uncivil behaviour from coworkers, 

supervisors, and themselves. Thus, three workplace incivility scales were created: 

supervisor incivility, coworker incivility, and instigated incivility. Respondents indicated 

the frequency of these behaviours (e.g., paid little attention to another person's statement 

or showed little interest in their opinion) using a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (never), 

through 4 (regularly), to 7 (daily). Thus, higher scores indicate increased frequency of 

uncivil events. In this study, the Cronbach alpha reliability coefficients were high to 

moderate for supervisor (a = .84), coworker (a = .85) and instigated (a = .74) incivility. 

Item-total correlations ranged from r = .38 to r = .67 for supervisor incivility; from r -

.42 to r = .66 for coworker incivility; and from r = .28 to r = .52 for instigated incivility. 

Job satisfaction. Job satisfaction was measured using a 5-item scale developed 

for the present study. Researchers derived this scale from other measures that have 

demonstrated reliability in measuring various components of job satisfaction (Hackman 

& Oldham, 1975; Tsui, Egan & O'Reilly, 1992). Respondents indicated their agreement 

with these items (e.g., how satisfied you are with the feeling of accomplishment you get 

from doing your job?) using a 7-point Likert scale from 1 (very dissatisfied), through 4 

(neither satisfied nor dissatisfied), to 7 (very satisfied). Higher scores indicate greater 

levels of job satisfaction. In the present study, the Cronbach alpha reliability coefficient 

for job satisfaction was moderate (a = .71). Item-total correlations ranged from r = .14 to 

r = .76. 



Stress, Strain, and Incivility 23 

Mental health. Mental health was measured using Ware and Sherbourn's (1992) 

mental health index (MHI-5). The instrument taps into negative mood, loss of 

behavioural or emotional control, and positive affect (McHorney & Ware, 1995). 

Respondents indicated the frequency of these items (e.g., I have been a nervous person 

(R)) using a 5-point scale from 1 (none of the time), through 3 (some of the time) to 5 (all 

of the time). Higher MHI scale scores indicate better mental health. In the present study, 

the Cronbach alpha reliability coefficient was moderate (a = .84). Item-total correlations 

ranged from r = .41 to r = .68. 

Physical health. Physical health was measured with the physical symptoms 

subscale of the Personal Risk Scale (Leiter, 2005). Respondents indicated the frequency 

of these items (e.g., back strain) using a 7-point scale from 1 (never), through 4 

(regularly), to 7 (daily). For the present study, the scale values are reflected; higher scores 

indicate better physical health. The Cronbach alpha reliability coefficient was a = .77. 

Item-total correlations ranged from r = .27 to r = .60. 

Procedure 

The design was cross-sectional and all measures were self-report. Research 

coordinators worked with hospital administrators to distribute the paper-based surveys to 

the selected work units. Participants completed an informed consent form before 

completing the survey. Participants returned the completed survey booklet directly to the 

research team using external mail service to assure privacy and confidentiality. See 

Appendix B for the complete questionnaire. 
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Results 

Initial screening and analyses were conducted using SPSS Statistics Version 18.1 

omitted cases from scale calculations if one-third or more responses were missing within 

any scale, and cases that were missing scale values were deleted listwise during analyses. 

All three incivility subscales were severely and positively skewed. None of the 

transformations (square root, log, inverse, reflected inverse) recommended by 

Tabachnick and Fidell (2007) and Howell (2007), altered the pattern of distribution to 

approximate normal. Therefore, and in keeping with other researchers (e.g., Lim et al. 

2008), analyses were conducted using untransformed workplace incivility data. Bivariate 

scatter plots depicting each predictor variable with each criterion variable supported the 

assumption of linearity between all pairs of these variables. There were no more than 10 

(< .01%) univariate outliers (absolute residual values greater than 3.29) in any particular 

scale. To scan for multivariate outliers, multiple regression analysis using the procedures 

recommended by Tabachnick and Fidell (2007). I entered all of the predictor and 

moderator variables (workload, control, supervisor incivility, coworker incivility, and 

instigator incivility) with a dummy dependent variable (Participant ID). Next, I examined 

Mahalanobis distance, a x2 test with values greater than 20.515 indicate that the case is a 

possible outlier. I identified 44 (< 4%) multivariate outliers. Tabachnick and Fidell 

(2007) suggested that a small number of outliers are likely with large sample sizes; 

therefore, I did not remove any outliers from the dataset. 

Factor Structure of the Workplace Incivility Scales. 

Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) using EQS Version 6.1 was conducted to 

test Hypothesis 1, that supervisor, coworker, and instigated incivility items represent 
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distinct facets of workplace incivility (see Table l)5. The data indicate kurtosis (Mardia's 

Coefficient = 226.25); therefore, I report robust statistics. Chi-square tests the null 

hypothesis that model is a good fit for the data, therefore, a nonsignificant result is ideal 

(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). However, the chi-square test is sensitive to the large sample 

size; a significant finding does not eliminate the model as a possible good fit with the 

data. Therefore, I report Comparative Fit Index (CFI) and Root Mean Squared Error of 

Approximation (RMSEA) as recommended by Tabachnick and Fidell (2007). A CFI 

above .95 and an RMSEA below .06 (Hu & Bentler, 1999) indicate that the model is a 

good fit for the data. Because the models that follow are nested, I also report Chi-square 

difference tests (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). 

Model 1 had 15 workplace incivility items loading on a single factor. The chi-

square test was significant: Xmdep (92, N- 1126) = 1291.69,/? < .01. In addition, CFI and 

RMSEA results indicated that Model 1 was not a good fit for the sample data (CFI = .55, 

RMSEA = .11). 

Model 2 was a 2-factor solution with experienced incivility items (5 supervisor 

incivility items and 5 coworker incivility items) loaded on factor 1 and instigated 

incivility items loaded on factor 2. Chi-square difference tests indicated that Model 2 was 

5 In the data presented here, observations are nested within intact working groups. When data are 

nested, it is possible that measurement models vary among groups (Byrne, 2002). Methods to assess for 

invariance among groups are available (see Byrne, 2002). In the data presented here, interclass correlations 

(ICC) calculated to estimate variance between work units indicated that the vast majority of variance was 

between individuals. Specifically, between group ICC values were: job satisfaction = 6%, mental health = 

1%, physical health = 5%. Therefore, invariance analysis was not conducted. 
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significantly better than Model 1 ( / V ( l , N = 1169) = 38.77,/? < .01). However, fit 

indices (CFI = .67, RMSEA = .09) did not meet the suggested standard of a CFI value 

greater than .95 and an RMSEA value of .06 or less (Hu & Bentler, 1999). 

In Model 3, a three factor solution, supervisor incivility items were loaded on 

factor 1, coworker incivility items were loaded on factor 2, and instigated incivility items 

were loaded on factor 3. There was a statistically significant improvement in the data fit 

to the model with 3 factors as compared the model with 2 factors (x2diff(},N = 1169) = 

681.85,/? < .01). However, fit indices indicate that that the model is not a good fit for 

these data (CFI = .67, RMSEA = .09). 

In Model 4, all three workplace incivility factors were allowed to correlate. 

Allowing the factors to correlate is reasonable for two reasons. First, each reported 

uncivil event represents an interaction between two or more people that may be a 

reference event for the other incivility scales. For example, a participant may report an 

uncivil exchange involving a coworker, their supervisor, and him or herself as coworker 

incivility, supervisor incivility, and/or instigated incivility. Second, individual differences 

such as high negative affect and low relationship development skills predict workplace 

incivility (Reio & Ghosh, 2009). Thus, an individual with high negative affect is more 

likely to report workplace incivility in any of the three facets measured in the present 

study. Moreover, the inter-factor correlations were statistically significant: Supervisor 

Incivility and Coworker Incivility r = .44, p < .05; Supervisor Incivility and Instigated 

Incivility r = .34, p < .05; Coworker Incivility and Instigated Incivility r = .38, p < .05. 

Model 4 was a significant improvement over Model 3 CfW(3> N= 1169) = 

337.54,/? < .01). Model 4 approached the standard of good fit for a measurement model. 
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For this model fit, the CFI = .90, and does not meet the .95 standard. However, the 

RMSEA = .05, and does meet the standard of .06 or less, indicating a good fit (Hu & 

Bentler, 1999). 

Generally, factor analysis parses out common item variance as a measure of an 

underlying construct, and unique variance as a measure of error (Green & Hershberger, 

2000). Whereas unique variance is usually considered random measurement error, the 

expected correlation among error terms is zero (Byrne, 2006). Therefore, allowing item 

error terms to correlate is usually not recommended (Smolkowski, 2007). However, the 

phrasing for each of five workplace incivility items is almost identical. When item 

phrasing is similar, measurement error may tap into unspecified factors (Smolkowski, 

2007). For example, in the present study, individuals who reported being left out of 

professional camaraderie by coworkers may also have reported being left out of 

professional camaraderie by supervisors because they are sensitive to such transgressions. 

Allowing items to correlate is generally acceptable if the correlations are low and 

theoretically justified (Smolkowski, 2007). Therefore, for sake of comparison and to be 

thorough, error terms for the nearly identical items were set to freely estimate in Model 5. 

Item error correlations ranged from .01 to .12. 

Model 5 fit the data significantly better than Model 4 (x2dtffO-,N= 1169) = 

190.34,/? < .01). Model 5 was a good fit for the sample data; CFI = .97 was better than 

the .95 standard and RMSEA = .03, was better than the .06 standard (Hu & Bentler, 

1999). Model 4 and Model 5 provide evidence that Hypothesis 1, that is, supervisor, 

coworker, and instigated workplace incivility are distinct facets of workplace incivility, 

was supported by the sample data. For the sake of parsimony, and because Model 4 
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approximated a good fit, Model 4 is depicted in Figure 1. Table 2 contains standard 

deviations, Cronbach's alpha coefficients, and Pearson correlations for all scales. 

Incivility Predicting Strain. 

The observations within this dataset are nested; they represent employees within 

intact work units. When individual observations are nested within groups, higher within-

group correlations (intraclass correlations) lead to reduced standard errors and increase 

the likelihood of Type 1 errors in linear multiple regression hypotheses tests (Hox, 2002). 

Hierarchical Linear Modeling (HLM) fits a regression equation to individual level data 

while allowing parameters of the regression equation intercepts (means) and slopes 

(associations between IVs and DVs) to vary between groups (Tabachnick & Fidell, 

2007). Thus, HLM analysis is not sensitive to intraclass correlations and does not inflate 

the likelihood of Type 1 errors when data are nested (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Thus, 

HLM Version 6.0 was used to test Hypothesis 2a, that Supervisor, Coworker and 

Instigated Incivility each uniquely predict lower levels of job satisfaction, poorer mental 

health, and poorer physical health. 

Four participants did not identify their work unit and an additional 41 cases were 

missing data for one or more scales. Because HLM is sensitive to missing data, the 46 

cases with missing data were omitted from analysis (N= 1124). Level 1 variables 

included the three facets of workplace incivility, job satisfaction, mental health, and 

physical health. Level 2 variables were supervisor, coworker, and instigated incivility. 

Level 2 variables are required for HLM, however, only single-level analyses were 

conducted to test Hypothesis 2a. In each analysis, I entered the particular DV (job 

satisfaction, mental health, physical health) as the outcome variable, and then added all 
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three facets of workplace incivility as uncentered predictor variables. Table 4 displays 

coefficients, standard errors, T-ratios, and R values for the HLM analyses. 

Results supported Hypothesis 2a, that individual level supervisor, coworker, and 

instigated incivility uniquely and significantly predict worker strain (i.e., job satisfaction, 

mental health, and physical health). All slopes were in the expected direction; as the 

frequency of supervisor, coworker, or incivility increased, participants reported lower 

levels of job satisfaction, poorer mental health, and poorer physical health (see Table 3). 

Because there are no available methods for calculating unique contribution of R2 for each 

predictor in HLM, SPSS estimates are presented6. The effect sizes indicated that the 

relationships between measures of incivility and strain were weak to moderate (ranges 

from R2= .21 to R2= .45). The unique contributions were small, ranging from R2< .01 to 

R2=A0. 

Hypothesis 2b posited that the relationship between supervisor incivility and 

strain would be stronger than the relationship between coworker incivility and strain. 

Again, SPSS was used to calculate correlations. To assess whether or not differences in 

correlations were statistically significant, Fisher's Z-test and methods recommended by 

Howell (2007) were used. As predicted, the relationship between supervisor incivility and 

job satisfaction (R2 - .45) was significantly stronger than the relationship between 

coworker incivility and job satisfaction (R = .35); z(\ 124) = -3.33,/? < .01. 

6SPSS R2 calculations are presented because the vast majority of variance was between individuals 

and not between groups. The between group intraclass correlations calculated using HLM were: job 

satisfaction = 94%, mental health = 99%, physical health = 95%. 
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Table 1 

Fit Indices for Workplace Incivility Nested Factor Models. 

Model Satorra-Bentler x2 NFI NNFI CFI RMSEA xfdiff 

1. One factor 1291.69* 

2. Two factors: experienced & instigated incivility 1252.92* 

Difference between Model 2 & Model 1 

3. Three factors: supervisor, coworker & instigated incivility 671.07* 

Difference between Model 3 & Model 2 

4. Three factors, correlated 333.50* 

Difference between Model 4 & Model 3 

5. Three factors, correlated, errors for same items correlated 143.16 

Difference between Model 5 & Model 4 

.53 .48 .55 .11 

.67 .64 .69 

.95 .96 .97 

.09 

.77 .76 .80 .07 

.88 .88 .90 .05 

.03 

38.77 

681.85 

337.54 

190.34 

Note: Satorra- Bentler % = chi-square; CFI = comparative fit index; NFI = normed fit index; NNFI = non-normed fit index; RMSEA = root mean 

square error of approximation, x2diff= chi-square difference. 

*p<.0l 
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Figure I: Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) of Incivility Subscales for Model 4: 5 

Items Loading on 3 Factors with no Correlated Errors. 
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Own Inc 3 
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Note. All factor loadings and correlations are significant at/? < .05. 
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Table 2: 

Means, Standard Deviations, Reliabilities, and Correlations for Study Variables 

Scale Mean S.D. 

1. Workload 3.35 0.87 (.40)a 

2. Job Control 2.78 0.77 .19 (.81) 

3. Supervisor Incivility 1.61 0.88 .24 .32 (.84) 

4. Coworker Incivility 1.79 0.84 .10 .18 .36 (.85) 

5. Instigated Incivility 1.53 0.53 .09 .16 .36 .52 (.74) 

6. Job Satisfaction 5.27 1.0 -.21 -.48 -.45 -.35 -.31 (.71) 

7. Mental Health 4.03 0.64 -.28 -.26 -.29 -.35 -.31 .41 (.84) 

8. Physical Health 3.88 1.29 -.30 -.27 -.28 -.29 -.21 .37 .52 (.77) 

Note. All correlations are significant at/? < .001. N = 1126. Missing data are deleted listwise. Alpha coefficients are shown in parentheses, except for the 

workload scale. 

a R2 value presented for 2-item workload scale. 
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Contrary to Hypothesis 2b, the relationship between supervisor incivility and mental 

health (R = .29) was weaker than the relationship between coworker incivility and 

mental health (R2= .35); z(l 121) = 1.91,/? < .01. The relationship between supervisor 

incivility and physical health (R = .28) was not significantly different from the 

relationship between coworker incivility and physical health (R = .29; z(\ 124) = 0.31,/? 

> .05). In summary, results regarding job satisfaction supported, results regarding mental 

health contradicted, and results regarding physical health did not support Hypothesis 2b. 

Incivility as a Moderator of the Relationship between Stressors and Strain. 

HLM calculates the proportions of variance that are within- and between-groups 

as an estimate of the individual and group level effect sizes (Roesch, 2010). A high 

proportion of between-group variance indicates the presence of group effects and the 

need to use HLM to accurately conduct hypothesis tests (Roesch, 2010). To calculate 

between-group variance, the formula: o2(intercept only) - o2 (random-coefficients) / 

a2(intercept only) was used (Roesch, 2010). HLM models revealed between-group 

variance of .06, .05, and .01 for job satisfaction, mental health, and physical health, 

respectively. Thus 94% of the variation in job satisfaction, 95% of the variation in mental 

health, and 99% of the variation in physical health is at the level of individual workers 

(Level 1). Furthermore, HLM analysis using the three facets of workplace incivility as 

group level (Level 2) variables revealed no statistically significant results. Therefore, 

only individual level (Level 1) moderation results are reported. 

To test Hypothesis 3, that workplace incivility (supervisor, coworker, and 

instigated) moderates the relationships between job stressors (workload and job control) 

and worker strain (job satisfaction, mental health, and physical health); I conducted a 
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series of 18 moderator analyses (see Table 4 for a list of moderator analyses) using 

methods recommended by Aiken and West (1991). SPSS was used to prepare the data for 

analyses. I standardized all predictor and moderator variable scores, and then computed a 

cross-product of each predictor with each moderator (adding 6 new variables to the 

dataset). Because the observations in this dataset are nested within intact working units, 

HLM was used to conduct moderator analyses. 

Following the instructions provided by Hox (2002), in each of the analyses, in 

turn, job satisfaction, mental health, and physical health variables were entered as the 

dependent variable in an intercepts-only model. The standardized predictor variable, the 

standardized moderator variable, and the cross-product of the standardized relevant 

predictor and standardized moderator variables were then entered in each of the 18 

moderator analyses. Statistically significant results are reported in Table 5. 

Analyses testing Hypothesis 3 indicated mixed findings. There was no evidence to 

suggest that supervisor incivility, coworker incivility, or instigated incivility moderated 

the relationship between either workload or job control and job satisfaction. Thus, 

Hypothesis 3a was not supported. Hypothesis 3b, that workplace incivility moderates the 

relationship between job stressors and mental health, was only partially supported. 

Specifically, coworker incivility moderated the relationship between workload and 

mental health symptoms (fi = .05, Ai?2< .01 r(40) = 2.63,p < .01). In addition, instigated 

incivility moderated the relationship between job control and mental health symptoms (J3 

= .04, AR2< .01 r(40) = 2.00,/? < .01). Regarding Hypothesis 3c, that workplace 

incivility moderates the relationship between job stressors and physical health, only one 

of six analyses was statistically significant. 



Stress, Strain, and Incivility 35 

Table 3: 

Summary of HLM Robust Results for Supervisor, Coworker, and Instigated Incivility 

Predicting Job Satisfaction, Mental Health, and Physical Health. 

Job Satisfaction 

Fixed Effects 

Effect B 

HLM Robust Statistics 

SEB T-ratio /? R2 

SPSS 

Statistics 

AR2A 

Intercept 6.53 0.09 72.83 .000 

Supervisor Incivility -0.38 0.03 -13.21 .000 .20 .10 

Coworker Incivility -0.19 0.04 -4.12 .000 .12 .03 

Instigated Incivility -0.20 0.07 -2.91 .006 .10 .001 

Mental Health 

Fixed Effects 

Effect B 

HLM Robust Statistics 

SEB T-ratio /? R2 

SPSS 

Statistics 

M 2 A 

Intercept 4.78 0.07 72.88 .000 

Supervisor Incivility -0.13 0.03 -4.91 .000 .08 .02 

Coworker Incivility -0.13 0.03 -3.86 .001 .12 .04 

Instigated Incivility -0.20 0.05 -4.33 .000 .10 .01 
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Physical Health 

Fixed Effects 

Intercept 

Supervisor Incivility 

Coworker Incivility 

Instigated Incivility 

B 

5.08 

-0.31 

-0.29 

-0.13 

HLM Robust Statistics 

SEB 

0.12 

0.05 

0.05 

0.07 

T-ratio 

43.79 

-5.84 

-5.33 

-1.94 

P 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.060 

R2 

.08 

.08 

.04 

SPSS 

Statistics 

AR2A 

.03 

.03 

.001 

Note. df. = 40 

A Because there is no available method for calculating AR2 for each predictor in HLM, SPSS multiple 

regression statistics are presented 
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Table 4: 

List of Moderator Analyses 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

Independent Variable 

Workload 

Workload 

Workload 

Job Control 

Job Control 

Job Control 

Workload 

Workload 

Workload 

Job Control 

Job Control 

Job Control 

Workload 

Workload 

Workload 

Job Control 

Job Control 

Job Control 

Moderator Variable 

Supervisor Incivility 

Coworker Incivility 

Instigated Incivility 

Supervisor Incivility 

Coworker Incivility 

Instigated Incivility 

Supervisor Incivility 

Coworker Incivility 

Instigated Incivility 

Supervisor Incivility 

Coworker Incivility 

Instigated Incivility 

Supervisor Incivility 

Coworker Incivility 

Instigated Incivility 

Supervisor Incivility 

Coworker Incivility 

Instigated Incivility 

Dependent Variable 

Job Satisfaction 

Job Satisfaction 

Job Satisfaction 

Job Satisfaction 

Job Satisfaction 

Job Satisfaction 

Mental Health 

Mental Health 

Mental Health 

Mental Health 

Mental Health 

Mental Health 

Physical Health 

Physical Health 

Physical Health 

Physical Health 

Physical Health 

Physical Health 
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Table 5: 

Robust HLM Results for Incivility Moderating the Stressor-Strain Relationship. 

Intercept 

Slopes 

Control 

Coworker Incivility 

Control x 

Intercept 

Slopes 

Control 

Hypothesis 

: Coworker Incivility 

Instigated Incivility 

Control x : Instigated Incivility 

3b: DV • 

B 

4.0 

.13 

-.18 

.05 

4.03 

.14 

-.18 

.04 

- Mental Health 

HLM Statistics 

SE 

.02 

.02 

.02 

.02 

.02 

.02 

.02 

.02 

T-ratio 

181.38 a 

5.67 a 

-9.04a 

2.63 a 

189.11a 

6.11* 

-7.82 a 

2.00a 

df 

40 

40 

40 

40 

40 

40 

40 

40 

SPSS 

Statistics 

AR2 

.003" 

.003" 
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Hypothesis 3c: DV - Physical Health 

SPSS 

HLM Statistics Statistics 

Intercept 

Slopes 

Workload 

Supervisor Incivility 

Workload x Supervisor 
Incivility 

> < .05 

b Because there is no available method for calculating AR2 in HLM, SPSS estimates are presented. 

B SE T-ratio df AR2 

3.89 .05 71.28a 40 

.32 .03 11.63a 40 

-.27 .04 -7.42a 40 

.09 .03 2.78a 40 .005" 
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Supervisor incivility moderated the relationship between workload and physical health 

symptoms (B = -.09, AR2< .01 t(40) = 2.1%,p < .01). In summary, 3 of 18 moderator 

analyses were statistically significant, indicating weak support for the hypotheses that 

workplace incivility moderates the relationships between job stressors and measures of 

worker strain (see Table 5). 

To assess whether or not the manner with which incivility moderates the 

relationship between stressors and strain was as hypothesized, the three statistically 

significant moderations were estimated and charted in Microsoft Excel 2007 The 

equation: Z = B0 + BjX + B2Y + B3XY, where B0 is the intercept, Bj is the slope of the 

predictor X (stressor), B2 is the slope of the moderator Y (incivility), /?i is the slope of the 

predictor (stressor) and moderator (incivility) cross product XY was used (Aiken & West, 

1991). Because participants reported incivility infrequently, the distribution of incivility 

scale scores was strongly positively skewed. The data presented here included a floor 

effect that was so powerful that there were no observed values lower than 1 standard 

deviation from the mean in any of the incivility scales. Therefore, rather than inspecting 

three groups: low (-1 SD), moderate (mean) and high (+ 1 SD) levels of the moderator, as 

is customary and recommended by Aiken and West (1991), an alternative method was 

used. Regression lines were estimated using the differential prediction of mental and 

physical health from workload and control for two meaningful values of incivility as 

suggested by Preacher, Curran, and Bauer (2006): never (Likert score =1) and often 

(Likert score = 5). 

Examination of the three statistically significant moderator analyses indicated that 

the moderating effects of incivility on the stressor-strain relationships are as expected. In 
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all cases, the stressor-strain relationship intensified when incivility often occurred as 

compared to when incivility never occurred. Figure 2 indicates that when participants 

perceived higher levels of uncivil behaviour, low job control was more strongly 

associated with poorer mental health. Figure 3 illustrates a similar moderating effect. As 

instigated incivility became more frequent, low job control more strongly predicted 

poorer mental health. Finally, Figure 4 indicates that as supervisor incivility increased, 

work overload was more strongly associated with poorer physical health. In summary, for 

all three statistically significant findings, when workplace incivility was present the 

stressor-strain relationship was exacerbated. 

Discussion 

The present study provides evidence that supervisor, coworker, and instigated 

incivility are distinct facets of workplace incivility that differentially predict worker 

strain. Further, the results provide some indication that particular facets of workplace 

incivility may moderate specific stressor-strain relationships. Although most of the 

moderator analyses yielded no significant results, several found significant moderation in 

the direction expected, such that incivility exacerbated the stressor-strain connection. The 

present findings indicate that identifying the agent group of workplace incivility may be 

relevant when examining workplace incivility as a moderator of the stressor-strain 

relationship. 
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Figure 2: Coworker Incivility as a Moderator of the Relationship between Job 

Control and Mental Health. 
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Figure 3: Instigated Incivility as a Moderator of the Relationship between Job Control 

and Mental Health. 
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Figure 4: Supervisor Incivility as a Moderator of the Relationship between Workload and 

Physical Health. 
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Supervisor, Coworker, and Instigated Incivility: Distinct Facets. 

Although one prior study indicated that experienced incivility is distinct from instigated 

incivility (Blau & Anderrson, 2005), evidence that supervisor, coworker, and instigated 

incivility are distinct facets was lacking. The CFA analyses provide evidence that a three-

factor solution is a better fit than either a one- or a two-factor solution. Thus, the three 

sources of uncivil behaviour form distinct facets of workplace incivility. One possible 

explanation for finding that the three workplace incivility facets are correlated is that 

supervisor, coworker, and instigated incivility covary, an indication that individuals 

engage in uncivil exchanges in the workplace. This interpretation supports Andersson and 

Pearson's (1999) proposition of a spiral of incivility - one uncivil act relates to another 

uncivil act in the workplace. However, other explanations are equally plausible. 

Individual differences may increase the likelihood that workers who report uncivil 

behaviour arising from one source are more likely to report similar behaviour arising 

from a second or third source. Indeed, prior research suggests that negative affect and 

lack of relationship development skills predict workplace incivility (Reio & Ghosh, 

2009). 

Supervisor, Coworker, and Instigator Incivility Predicting Worker Strain. 

Prior studies indicate that workplace incivility is a job stressor. Results of the 

present study provide further evidence that workplace incivility is a powerful predictor of 

worker strain. In addition, the results of the present study extend the stress literature. The 

present findings indicate that supervisor, coworker, and instigated incivility each 

uniquely predict worker strain. Identifying the source of the uncivil behaviour enabled 

examination of specific and statistically significant stressor-strain relationships. 
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Admittedly, many of these relationships are very weak and may not be practically 

significant. 

Examining the patterns of the unique relationships between supervisor, coworker 

and instigated incivility and strain may indicate that there are two distinct and interrelated 

constructs: experienced and instigated incivility. The present findings indicate that both 

supervisor and coworker incivility (experienced incivility) have stronger unique 

relationships with all three measures of strain (r = .02 to .10) when compared with 

instigated incivility (r2 = .01 to .001). Recall that uncivil workplace behaviour is an 

interaction between workers; a single event could be reported as both experienced and 

instigated incivility. Thus, studies that examine instigated incivility without controlling 

for experienced incivility may overstate relationships. One such study reported strong 

relationships between instigated incivility and strain outcomes (i.e., job satisfaction 

r = -.47, work exhaustion r = .49; Blau & Andersson, 2005). The present study diverges 

from these findings and suggests that more research is needed to fully understand the 

instigated incivility-strain relationship. 

Interestingly, results comparing supervisor incivility and coworker incivility with 

worker strain were mixed. First, supervisor incivility was stronger than coworker 

incivility in predicting job satisfaction. Although supervisors' power over subordinates 

places them in a position of having more ways to express uncivil behaviour (Pearson & 

Porath, 2005), supervisor incivility (M = 1.61, SD = .88) occurred less frequently than 

coworker incivility (M = 1.79, SD = .84). The difference in frequency may relate to the 

frequency of personal interactions, as coworkers likely have more frequent contact with 

one another than with their supervisors. Nonetheless, job satisfaction is a key predictor in 
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employee engagement and organizational functioning (Spector, 1997) and a fundamental 

goal of employee supervision (Buckingham & Coffman, 1999). That uncivil supervisors 

seemingly undermine their own goal of improving workers' job satisfaction should be of 

concern to employers and of interest to researchers. 

The finding that supervisor incivility is weaker than coworker incivility in 

predicting mental health is contrary to prior research and Hypothesis 3b. In the present 

study, supervisor incivility was strongly related to lower job satisfaction and weakly 

related to mental health symptoms. That the strength of supervisor incivility predicting 

job satisfaction does not carry over to mental health is surprising given that job 

satisfaction is an attitudinal response to work that precedes mental health (Sonnetag & 

Freese, 2003). I speculate that because supervisors are organizational agents, workers 

assess supervisors' incivility as 'part of the job.' In attributing supervisor incivility to the 

job, workers effectively cope with the job stressor, diminishing the potential strain. 

Conversely, coworkers are not agents of the organization; they are part of workers' own 

peer group. Incivility arising from within one's own group may give rise to negative 

reactions that workers cannot dismiss as part of the job. 

It is also possible that supervisor incivility might have a more detrimental effect 

on mental health if there are higher levels of supervisor incivility in the workplace. 

Within this sample, supervisor incivility was infrequent: 38% of participants reported that 

supervisor incivility never occurs and additional 44% reported that supervisor incivility 

occurs only sporadically. In workplaces where subordinates are the daily target of 

supervisor incivility, subordinates may have insufficient time to recover and may feel 

trapped in an untenable situation. Thus, when supervisor incivility is frequent, 
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subordinates negative reactions may overwhelm their ability to cope. Further studies are 

needed to clarify the exact nature of supervisor and coworker incivility as they relate to 

worker strain. 

Workplace Incivility as a Moderator of the Relationship Between Stressors and 

Strain. 

The results of the present study indicate that facets of workplace incivility 

moderate the relationship between some job stressors and aspects of worker strain. The 

three significant findings indicate that: (1) coworker incivility exacerbates the 

relationship between low job control and poorer mental health; (2) instigated incivility 

exacerbates the relationship between low job control and poorer mental health; and (3) 

supervisor incivility exacerbates the relationship between work overload and poorer 

physical health. Previous research indicates that heavy workloads and lack of job control, 

two well researched job stressors, cause worker strain (Sonnentag & Frese, 2003; 

Viswesvaran et al., 1999). The present study adds to understanding this relationship by 

providing evidence that incivility, a less intense form of aggression (Andersson & 

Pearson, 1999), may exacerbate the effects of two job stressors in predicting mental and 

physical health symptoms. 

Coworker relations are particularly important in the healthcare industry. In 

healthcare settings, multiple professions hold proprietary knowledge that must be pieced 

together to develop care plans and deliver quality patient care. The collaborative practice 

among healthcare workers is a critical and dominating feature of providing quality patient 

care (Gaboury, Bujold, Boon, & Moher 2009). In the terms of conservation of resource 

theory, collaboration is a resource from which healthcare workers draw support needed 
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to fulfill their job duties (Hobfoll, 1989). Conservation of resources theory suggests that 

strain increases when access to resources are threatened or blocked (Hobfoll, 1989). 

When coworkers are uncivil, workers may be less able to tap into collaboration resources. 

Furthermore, workers may worry about the effect that lack of collaboration has on the 

quality of patient care. The results of this study indicate that coworker incivility 

intensifies the relationship between job control and mental health but not workload and 

mental health. Therefore, support for conservation of resources theory seems to be 

specific to the job stressor. More research exploring specific relationship and moderating 

effects is needed to support or falsify the conservation of resources theory. 

The finding that instigated incivility exacerbates the relationship between job 

control and one's own mental health is as predicted. Job control theorists suggest that 

workers attempt to manipulate their environments as part of an innate need to gain 

personal control (Greenberger & Strasser, 1986). It is possible that workers experiencing 

low levels of job control use uncivil behaviour in an attempt to manipulate their 

environment and increase perceived control. However, because incivility induces 

negative emotions and cognitions that are unpleasant and potentially upsetting to the 

instigator (Baron & Neuman, 1996), such attempts at control may relate to increased 

mental strain. 

The finding that supervisor incivility exacerbates the relationship between 

workload and physical health is intriguing. One possible explanation is that, in this 

healthcare setting, workers rely on their supervisors' instrumental support for physically 

demanding tasks (e.g. lifting patients). The presence of supervisor incivility may strain 

the relationship between workers and their supervisor and interfere with instrumental 
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help within these relationships. That is, workers may become reluctant to ask for their 

supervisor's help as a way of avoiding rudeness. 

Two-thirds of the moderation models were not significant. One possible 

explanation for these results concerns the frequency of reported incivility. Participants 

rated the frequency of incivility from 1 (never) to 7 (daily). The mean scores for 

supervisor, coworker, and instigated incivility (1.61, 1.79, & 1.53) indicate participants 

infrequently report being the target or agent of workplace incivility. The data derived 

from the incivility scales have a powerful floor effect that may increase the likelihood of 

Type 2 error. On the other hand, the statistically significant moderation effects presented 

here were small (AR < .01) and future studies replicating these findings are needed 

before ruling out Type 1 errors. 

Limitations and Future Research 

The data were derived from single source, self-report measures. Self-report 

measures tend to overstate the relationships among constructs as a result of common 

method variance bias (Spector & Brannick, 2009). Therefore, future research should 

measure uncivil behaviour using other methods such as direct observation. Although 

workers may be inclined to stifle unseemly behaviour under direct observation in the 

field, there are two characteristics of workplace incivility that lend it to direct 

observation. First, workplace norms partially govern uncivil behaviour. Thus, workers 

may relax into their normative interactions even when a researcher is observing their 

behaviour. Second, by definition, workplace incivility is of ambiguous intent. Therefore, 

workers may be unaware that others perceive their behaviour as uncivil. Lack of 

awareness is likely to curb observation effects. 
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The findings of this study are derived from cross-sectional data; therefore, 

interpretations that depend on directionality of the relationships between job stressors and 

worker strain are unfounded. Whereas it is reasonable to conclude that job stressors are 

precursors to employee strain, it is also reasonable to conclude that employee strain 

predisposes workers be hyper-alert to job stressors. Although longitudinal studies are 

typically offered to resolve issues of directionality, a recent review of the literature 

suggests that the levels of job stressors and worker strain increase and decrease 

concurrently (Sonnentag & Frese, 2003). A possible alternative is to assess uncivil events 

and strain symptoms at a micro level, perhaps with a daily diary study, to clarify the 

direction of these relationships. 

The large sample size (N = 1124) provides powerful statistical tests making even 

very small effect sizes statistically significant. Some of the reported predictor and 

moderator effect sizes were weak. Yet, these effects may have practical significance 

when one considers that incivility is a 'mild' form of aggression that precedes verbal 

aggression and violence (Andersson & Pearson, 1999). Thus, identifying and addressing 

incivility may decrease workplace aggression and prevent further deterioration of 

workplace behaviour norms. 

Previously, researchers reported demographic differences that are also relevant to 

the present research. Cortina et al. (2001) reported that women were more likely than 

men to report workplace incivility and that gender differences accounted for 1% of the 

variation in workplace incivility. Adding participants' job position as a predictor 

accounted for an additional 7% of the variation in workplace incivility (Cortina et al., 

2001). The researchers report that ethnicity and age were not significant after accounting 
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for gender and job position (Cortina et al., 2001). In the present study, analysis exploring 

demographic differences based on gender, job position, ethnicity and age indicated that 

only age significantly predicted supervisor incivility (t (1032) = -2.14,/? = .03, R2 = 

.003); coworker incivility (t (1040) = -3.45,p < .01, R2 = .01), and instigated incivility (t 

(1042) = -2.08, p = .04, R - .004). These results indicate that as workers age, they 

experience and instigate slightly less workplace incivility. 

Thus, the present findings examining demographic differences diverge from past 

research. Specifically, Cortina et al. (2001) reported that gender predicted differences in 

incivility among employees in the United States legal system whereas the present 

findings indicate that age predicts differences among employees in the Canadian 

healthcare system. It is possible that workplace norms vary in different settings. Future 

studies should examine demographic variables as they relate to workplace incivility in 

various research settings.7 

Although there is no absolute cut-off for determining whether or not a scale is 

reliable, a coefficient alpha of .70 is usually often cited as adequate (Schmitt, 1996). The 

coefficient alpha for the three-item workload scale (a = .47) indicated that the reliability 

of this scale is low. After examining the inter-item correlations and carefully considering 

item phrasing, I concluded that this scale may not be unidimensional and I removed the 

final item. However, the inter-item correlation between the two remaining items was also 

7 Controlling for age in analysis of workplace incivility predicting strain did not alter the 

significance or direction of results and effect sizes were within r2 = .02. Similarly, controlling for age did 

not alter significance or direction of moderator results. 
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low (r = .40), an indication that the two-item scale is an inadequate measure of the true 

workload levels in this sample. In applied workplace settings, researchers strive to reduce 

the length of surveys in sincere respect for workers' time. It appears that, in this survey, 

reducing the number of items in the workload scale for the sake of brevity resulted in a 

low reliability of this scale. Low reliability attenuates the relationship among constructs 

(Schmitt, 1996), increasing the likelihood of Type 2 errors. Therefore, future researchers 

interested in exploring the interaction between workload and workplace incivility in 

predicting strain should not be dissuaded by the null findings reported here and should 

consider a more robust measure of workload. 

Improvements to the measure of workplace incivility may help future researchers 

seeking to clarify the effect of uncivil behaviour on worker strain. Although it is possible 

that uncivil behaviour is an infrequent event, it is also possible that workers are reluctant 

to 'tell on' their supervisors and coworkers in a form of leniency bias. In addition, social 

desirability bias suggests that workers will be reluctant to admit their own uncivil 

behaviour. Data from the present study suggest that social desirability bias may be 

present as instigated incivility (M = 1.53, SD = .53) was less frequently reported than 

either coworker incivility (M = 1.79, SD = .84) or supervisor incivility (m = 1.61, SD = 

.88). One tactic to solve this potential problem is to add a lead-in statement (e.g., many 

people report uncivil behaviour at work...) that normalizes negative behaviours under the 

focus of investigation. Alternatively, a measure of civility (rather than incivility) may 

yield results that more adequately approximate normal distribution because asking 

workers to report perceptions of positive behaviours does not strongly evoke social 

desirability and leniency that may bias responses. 
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Future investigators should carefully consider their research questions and include 

appropriate measures of workplace incivility. If researchers wish to examine whether or 

not uncivil behaviour arising from particular agent groups have differential effects on 

strain or other outcomes of interest, then identifying the source of uncivil behaviour is 

reasonable. If the research question is more general, it is more parsimonious to include a 

measure of experienced incivility (not specifying the agent). Investigators probing the 

effects of instigated incivility on agents are cautioned against using self-report survey 

design as the low frequency reported here suggests that agents are either unaware or 

unwilling to report of their own uncivil behaviour. 

The low response rate to the present survey poses a threat to the external validity 

of the reported findings. Low response rate poses the greatest threat when the 

nonresponse distorts the effect of interest (Schlam & Kelloway, 2001). Schlam and 

Kelloway (2001) suggest that surveys attract those participants who are most interested in 

the research topic area and oversample individuals with extreme perceptions and 

opinions. This sampling bias would increase the likelihood of Type I error (Schlam & 

Kelloway, 2001). For the present study, an oversampling of extremes would result in 

overrepresentation of workers with higher workloads, lower job control, more frequent 

uncivil interactions, and greater strain. If this is the case, the correlations and effect sizes 

reported here are inflated and significant hypotheses tests may be erroneous. However, it 

is also possible that workers with extreme perceptions and opinions are underrepresented 

in this sample. For example, workers with higher workloads may not complete surveys 

because they are simply too busy; workers who are frequent targets of uncivil behaviour 

may not volunteer to complete surveys as a way of avoiding uncivil agents, and workers 
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experiencing high levels of mental and physical health symptoms may be absent from the 

workplace. If this is the case, the effect sizes reported here are deflated and Type II errors 

limit statistical power for finding direct and/or indirect effects. Unfortunately, it is 

impossible to know from the present data which, if any, of these possibilities are at play. 

In either case, the low response rate poses a challenge when inferring sample results to 

the broader population of workers. 

To investigate the possibility that non-response biases are present, future 

researchers could examine the participation rates and effect sizes within a large nested 

sample such as the one reported here. In the present study, response rates among units 

ranged from 6.8% to 61.5%. Analysis regressing variables of interest on response rates 

may provide empirical evidence of potential non-response bias. However, even if low 

response rates do not pose a threat to external validity, there are practical reasons to find 

ways of improving participation in research projects. 

Researchers should explore ways of increasing participation in applied research 

because research projects have the potential to improve the working environment. In 

Enhancing the Quality of Working Communities, facilitators presented survey results to 

workers on the unit as a way of increasing working groups' and individuals' self-

awareness of the detrimental effects of workplace incivility. Participating in this survey 

was one way for workers to see themselves as part of the problem, creating a compelling 

case for behaviour change. Roth and DeVier (1998) and more recently Anseel (2010) 

provide empirical evidence and practical suggestions for improving response rates. 

The present study focused on the relationships among workplace incivility, job 

stressors, and worker strain. A suggestion for future research is to investigate workplace 
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incivility as it relates to negative appraisal. For example, instigated incivility may relate 

to worker's mental health by way of negative emotion. It may be helpful to directly 

assess negative emotions or state negative affect arising from instigated incivility as a 

more proximal measure of strain. 

Future research should explore the direction of paths among facets of workplace 

incivility and strain outcomes. Prior research suggests that strain is a precursor to 

instigated incivility (Blau and Andersson, 2005). Specifically, lower levels of job 

satisfaction and higher levels of work exhaustion predicted increased frequency of 

instigated incivility three years later (Blau & Andersson, 2005). The results presented 

here indicate that both supervisor incivility and coworker incivility are stronger than 

instigator incivility in predicting strain. Thus, it is possible that experiencing incivility 

results in strain that, in turn, increases instigator incivility. On the other hand, the spiral 

of workplace incivility suggests a circular pattern of uncivil behaviour - one worker 

behaves uncivilly, a coworker responds in kind, and bystanders model observed 

behaviours (Andersson & Pearson, 1999). Structured equation modeling with cross-

sectional data and/or short duration (one to two weeks) longitudinal designs that prompt 

agent and target dyads to report daily perceptions of incivility and aggression may help 

flesh out patterns of uncivil and aggressive behaviour. 

Practical Implications of the Present Study 

Although only 3 of a possible 18 stressor-strain relationships were moderated by 

workplace incivility, these results are important. The current work environment is 

becoming more complex, and complex work environments give rise to uncivil behaviour 

(Andersson & Pearson, 1999). Although there is little that coworkers and supervisors can 
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do to make the work environment less complex, people can take care to monitor their 

own behaviour and supervisors can take steps to enforce workplace civility norms. 

Respecting civility norms may allow social support to thrive, buffering the effect of job 

stressors on worker strain. 

In summary, the results of the present study support or extend the current 

literature in three ways. First, supporting current literature, the presented findings indicate 

that being the target of workplace incivility relates to worker strain. Second, the present 

study provides evidence that one's own uncivil behaviour predicts strain even after 

accounting for supervisor and coworker incivility. Third, the present study provides some 

evidence that facets of workplace incivility moderate the relationship between two job 

stressors and worker's mental health and physical health. These moderating effects vary 

depending on the source of workplace incivility (supervisor, coworker, or oneself). Taken 

together, these results help clarify the role of workplace incivility as a job stressor and 

workplace characteristic that intensifies the stressor-strain relationship. 



Stress, Strain, and Incivility 58 

References 

Aiken, L. S., & West, S. G. (1991). Multiple regression: Testing and interpreting 

interactions. Newbury Park, CA: Sage. 

Andersson, L. M., & Pearson, C. M. (1999). Tit for tat? The spiraling effect of incivility 

in the workplace. Academy of Management Review, 24, 452-471. 

doi:10.2307/259136. 

Baron, R. A., & Neuman, J. H. (1996). Workplace violence and workplace aggression: 

Evidence on their relative frequency and potential causes. Aggressive Behaviour, 

22, 161-173. doi: 10.1177/014920639802400305. 

Bernhard-Oettel, C , Sverke, M., & de Witte, H. (2005). Comparing three alternative 

types of employment with permanent full-time work: How do employment 

contract and perceived job conditions relate to health complaints? Work & Stress, 

19, 301-318. doi: 10.1080/02678370500408723 

Blau, G., & Andersson, L. (2005). Testing a measure of instigated workplace incivility. 

Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 78, 595-614. doi: 

10.1037//1076-8998.6.1.64. 

Buckingham, M., & Coffman, C. (1999). First Break All the Rules: What the World's 

Greatest Managers Do Differently. New York, NY: Simon & Schuster. 

Carayon, P. (1993). A longitudinal test of Karasek's job strain model among office 

workers. Work and Stress, 7, 299-314. doi: 10.1007/s 12529-010-9081-1. 

Cortina. L. M., Magley, V. J., Williams, J. H., & Langhout, R. D. (2001). Incivility in the 

workplace: Incidence and impact. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 6, 

64 -80 . doi:10.1037/1076-8998.6.1.64. 



Stress, Strain, and Incivility 59 

de Jonge, J., Bosma, H., Peter, R., & Siegrist, J. (2000). Twee werkstress-modellen en 

psychische gezondheid. Het Job Demand-Control Model en het Effort-Reward 

Imbalance Model. Gedrag & Gezondheid: Tijdschrift voor Psychologie en 

Gezondheid, 28, 106-122. 

de Jonge, J., DoUard, M. F., Dormann, C , Le Blanc, P. M., & Houtman, I. L. (2000). The 

Demand-Control Model: Specific demands, specific control, and well-defined 

groups. International Journal of Stress Management, 7, 269-287. doi: 

10.1023/A:1009541929536 

Estes, B., & Wang, J. (2008). Workplace incivility: Impacts on individual and 

organizational performance. Human Resource Development Review, 7, 218-240. 

doi: 10.1177/1534484308315565 

Gaboury, I., Bujold, M., Boon, H., & Moher, D. (2009). Interprofessional collaboration 

within Canadian integrative healthcare clinics: Key components. Social Science 

and Medicine, 69, 707-715. 

Goffman, E. (1967). Interaction Ritual. New York: Pantheon. 

Green, S. B., & Hershberger, S. L. (2000) Correlated errors in true score models and their 

effect on coefficient alpha. Structural Equation Modeling, 7, 251-270. 

Greenberger, D. B., Strasser, S. (1986). Development and application of a model of 

personal control in organizations. Academy of Management Review, 11,164-177. 

Hackman, J. R., & Oldham, G. R. (1976). Motivation through the design of work: test of 

a theory. Organizational Behaviour and Human Performance, 16, 250-279. doi: 

10.1016/0030-5073(76)90016-7. 



Stress, Strain, and Incivility 60 

Hackman, J. R., & Oldham, G. R. (1975). Development of the Job Diagnostic Survey. 

Journal of Applied Psychology, 60, 159-170. doi: 10.1037/h0076546. 

Haines, T., Stringer, B., & Duku, E. (2007). Workplace safety climate and incivility 

among British Columbia and Ontario Operating Room Nurses: A preliminary 

investigation. Canadian Journal of Community and Mental Health, 6, 141-152. 

Hobfoll, S. E. (1989). Conservation of resources: a new attempt at conceptualizing stress. 

American Psychologist, 44, 513-524. doi: 10.1037/0003-066X.44.3.513. 

Hobfoll, S. E. (2001). The influence of culture, community, and the nested-self in the 

stress process: advancing conservation of resources theory. Applied Psychology: 

An International Review, 50, 337-421. doi: 10.1111/1464-0597.00062. 

Howell, D. C. (2007). Statistical Methods for Psychology. Belmont, CA: Thomson 

Wadsworth. 

Hox, J. (2002). Multilevel Analysis: Techniques and Applications. New York, NY: Taylor 

& Francis. 

Hu, L., & Bentler, P. M. (1999). Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance structure 

analysis: conventional criteria versus new alternatives. Structural Equation 

Modeling, 6, 1-55. doi: 10.1080/10705519909540118. 

Jex, S. M., & Beehr, T. A. (1991). Emerging theoretical and methodological issues in the 

study of work-related stress. Research in Personnel and Human Resources 

Management, 9, 311-365. 

Kanter, R. M. (1993). Men and women of the corporation. New York. Wiley. 

Lambert, V. A., Lambert, C. E., & Ito, M. (2004). Workplace stressors, ways of coping 

and demographic characteristics as predictors of physical and mental health of 



Stress, Strain, and Incivility 61 

Japanese hospital nurses. International Journal of Nursing Studies, 41, 85-97. doi: 

10.1016/S0020-7489(03)00080-4. 

Lazarus, R. S. & Folkman, S. (1984). Stress, appraisal, & coping. New York: Springer 

Publishing Co. 

Leiter, M. P. (2005). Perception of risk: an organizational model of occupational risk, 

burnout, and physical symptoms. Anxiety, Stress, and Coping. 18, 131-144. doi: 

10.1080/10615800500082473. 

Leiter, M. P. (2008). Enhancing the Quality of Workplace Communities: Assessing 

Predictors and Testing Interventions. Wolfville, NS: Centre for Organizational 

Research & Development. 

Leiter, M. P. (2009). Social rationales, incivility, burnout, and engagement: a coping 

strategy with a downside. In M. P. Leiter (Chair), The Contribution Of Civility To 

A Model Of Burnout And Engagement. Symposium conducted at the meeting of 

the European Association of Work and Organizational Psychology, Santiago, 

Spain. 

Leiter, M. P., & Maslach, C. (2004). Areas ofWorklife Scale Manual, (4th Edition). 

Wolfville, Nova Scotia: Centre for Organizational Research & Development, 

Acadia University. 

Lim, S., Cortina, L. M., & Magley, V. J. (2008). Personal and workgroup incivility: 

impact on work and health outcomes. Journal of Applied Psychology, 93, 95-107. 

doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.93.1.95. 



Stress, Strain, and Incivility 62 

Martin, R. J., & Hine, D. W. (2005). Development and validation of the Uncivil 

Workplace Behavior Questionnaire. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 

10, 477-490. doi: 10.1037/1076-8998.10.4.477 

McHorney, C. A., & Ware, J. E. (1995). Construction and validation of an alternative 

from general mental health scale for the medical outcomes study short-form 36-

item health survey. Medical Care, 15-28. doi: 10.1097/00005650-199501000-

00002. 

Newton, T. J., & Keenan, A. (1990). The moderating effect of the Type A behaviour 

pattern and locus of control upon the relationship between change in job demands 

and change in psychological strain. Human Relations, 43, 1229-1255. doi: 

10.1177/001872679004301204 

Noor, N. M. (1995). Work and family roles in relation to women's well-being: A 

longitudinal study. British Journal of Social Psychology, 86, 87-106. doi: 

10.1016/S0191-8869(97)00047-0 

Pearson, C. M., & Porath, C. L. (2005). On the nature of consequences, and remedies of 

workplace incivility: no time for "nice"? Think again. Academy of Management 

Executive, 19, 7-25. 

Pearson, C. M., Andersson, L. M., & Porath, C. L. (2000). Assessing and attacking 

workplace incivility. Organizational Dynamics, 29, 123-137. 

Peterson, U., Demerouti, E., Bergstrom, G., Samuelsson, M., Asberg, M., & Nygren, A. 

(2008). Burnout and physical and mental health among Swedish healthcare 

workers. Journal of Advanced Nursing, 62, 84-95. 



Stress, Strain, and Incivility 63 

Pettit, J. W., & Joiner, T. E. (2006). Interpersonal Conflict Avoidance. In J. W. Joiner 

(Ed) Chronic depression: Interpersonal sources, therapeutic solutions, (pp. 73-

84). Washington, DC: American Psychological Association, doi: 10.1037/11291-

006. 

Preacher, K. J., Curran, P. J., & Bauer, D. J. (2006). Computational tools for probing 

interactions in multiple linear regression, multilevel modeling, and latent curve 

analysis. Journal of Educational and Behavioral Statistics, 31, 437-448. 

Reio, T. G., & Ghosh, R. (2009). Antecedents and outcomes of workplace incivility: 

Implications for human resource development research and practice. Human 

Resource Development Quarterly, 20, 237-264. doi: 10.1002/hrdq.20020. 

Roesch, S. C. (2010). Hierarchical Linear Modeling (HLM) lab: Psy 775. Retrieved June 

2010 from San Diego University Department of Psychology Web site: 

http://www.psychology.sdsu.edu/new-web/FacultyLabs/Roesch/HLM_lab.doc. 

Rupp, D. E., & Cropanzano, R. E. (2002). The mediating effects of social exchange 

relationships in predicting workplace outcomes from multifoci organizational 

justice. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 89, 925-946. 

Schmitt, N. (1996). Uses and abuses of coefficient alpha. Psychological Assessment, 4, 

350 - 353. doi: 10.1037/1040-3590.8.4.350. 

Smolkowski, K. (2007). Correlated errors in CFA and SEM models. Retrieved Jan, 2011 

from: http://www.ori.org/~keiths/Files/Tips/Stats_SEMErrorCorrs.html. 

Sonnentag, S., & Frese, M. (2003). Stress in organizations. In W. C. Borman, D. R. Ilgen, 

& R. J. Klimoski, Handbook of Psychology, vol. 12: Industrial Organizational 

Psychology, (pp. 453-491). New Jersey: John Wiley & Sons. 

http://www.psychology.sdsu.edu/new-web/FacultyLabs/Roesch/HLM_lab.doc
http://www.ori.org/~keiths/Files/Tips/Stats_SEMErrorCorrs.html


Stress, Strain, and Incivility 64 

Spector, P. E. (1997). Job satisfaction: Application, Assessment, Causes, and 

Consequences. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

Spector, P. E. & Brannick, M. T. (2009). Common method variance or measurement 

bias? The problem and possible solutions. In: D. A. Buchanan & A. Bryman, The 

Sage Handbook of Organizational Research Methods. California: Thousand Oaks. 

Spector, P. E., Chen, P. Y., & O'Connell, B. J. (2000). A longitudinal study of relations 

between job stressors and job strains while controlling for prior negative 

affectivity and strains. Journal of Applied Psychology, 85, 211-218. doi: 

10.1037/0021-9010.85.2.211. 

Tabachnick, B. G., & Fidell, L. S. (2007). Using Multivariate Statistics 5th Edition. 

Boston MA: Pearson. 

Tsui, A. S., Egan, T. D., & O'Reilly, C. A., III. (1992). Being different: relational 

demography and organizational attachment. Administrative Science Quarterly, 37, 

549-580. 

Viswesvaran, C , Sanchez, J. I., & Fisher, J. (1999). The role of social support in the 

process of work stress: A meta-analysis. Journal of Vocational Behaviour, 54, 

314-334. doi: 10.1006/jvbe. 1998.1661. 

Ware, J. E., & Sherbourn, C. D. (1992). The MOS 36-item short-form health survey (SF-

36) 1. Conceptual Framework and Item Selection. Medical Care, 30, 473-483. 

doi: 10.1097/00005650-199206000-00002. 

Wilkins, K. (2007, November). Work stress among health care providers. Health Reports. 

Statistics Canada. 



Stress, Strain, and Incivility 65 

Yamada, D. C. (2000). The phenomenon of "workplace bullying" and the need for status-

blind hostile work environment protection. Georgetown Law Journal, 88, 475-

537. 

Zapf, D., & Gross, C. (2001). Conflict escalation and coping with workplace bullying: A 

replication and extension. European Journal of Work and Organizational 

Psychology, 10, 497-522. doi: 10.1080/13594320143000834. 



Stress, Strain, and Incivility 66 

Appendix A 

Measures Presented in Order of Appearance in the Survey 

# 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 
10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 
16. 
17. 
18. 
19. 
20. 
21. 

Measure 
Demographics and Participation Preferences 
* Areas of Worklife 
Turnover Intention 
Respect 
Supervisor Satisfaction 
Organizational Citizenship Behaviours 
Conditions of Work Effectiveness 
Trust 
* Job Satisfaction 
Burnout 
Engagement 
Rudeness Rationales 
* Physical Illness 
Supervisor Events 
Co-worker Events 
Patient Events 
* Mental Health Index 
* Supervisor Incivility 
* Co-worker Incivility 
* Participant Incivility 
Civility and Respect in the Workplace 

# of Items 
14 
20 
5 
3 
3 

24 
12 
12 
5 
16 
4 
8 
6 
4 
4 
4 
5 
5 
5 
5 
8 

* included in the present study 
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Appendix B 

Participant Survey 

Demographics 

Age: Ethnicity: 

Gender: O Male 

O Female 

Highest Educational Credential: 

O High School 

O College Diploma 

O Bachelor's Degree 

O Master's Degree 

O Doctorate 

O Other: 

Employment Status: 

O Full Time 

O Part Time 

O Casual 

O Temporary 

Preferred Employment Status: 

O Full Time 

O Part Time 

O Casual 

O Temporary 

O Arab 

O Black 

O Caucasian 

O Chinese 

O Filipino 

O Japanese 

O Korean 

O Latin American 

O North American Aboriginal 

(e.g. Innu, Mik'maq, Maliseet) 

O South Asian 

(e.g. Indian, Sri Lankan) 

O Southeast Asian 

(e.g. Indonesian, Vietnamese) 

O West Asian 

(e.g. Afghan, Iranian) 

O Other (please specify below) 

O Unknown 

O Decline to answer 
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Are you a member of a council that considers professional issues in healthcare? 

O Yes O No 

What is your occupation? 

O Administrative Assistant 
O Clinical Therapist 
O Counselor 
O Dental Hygienist 
O Dietetic Technician/Assistant 
O Environmental Services 
O Licensed Practical Nurse 
O Nursing Aide/Orderly 
O Paramedic 
O Physician 
O Porter 
O Recreation Therapist 
O Respiratory Therapist 
O RN - Nurse Manager 
O RN - Staff Nurse 
O Speech Language Pathologist 
O Other (please specify) 

O 
O 
O 
O 
O 
O 
O 
O 
O 
O 
O 
O 
O 
O 
O 
O 

Audiologist 
Continuing Care Assistant 
Dental Assistant 
Dentist 
Dietician 
Health Manager 
Massage Therapist 
Occupational Therapist 
Pharmacist 
Physiotherapist 
Psychologist 
Rehabilitation Assistants (OT/PT) 
RN - Clinical Nurse Specialist 
RN - Nurse Practitioner 
Social Worker 
Ward Clerk 

How long have you worked... ? 
- in your current organizational setting: 

O Less than 6 months 
O 6 months -1 year 
O 2-5 years 
O 6-10 years 
O 11-15 years 
O 16-20 years 
O 21-30 years 
O Over 30 years 

- in your unit: 

O Less than 6 months 
(\ mr»ntli<! - 1 v p a r o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

6 months 
2-5 years 
6-10 years 
11-15 years 
16-20 years 
21-30 years 

1 year 

O Over 30 years 

What shifts do you usually work? 
O Day O Afternoon O Night 

How many hours do you work...? (not including overtime hours) 

- in a normal work week: - in the past week: 

How many overtime hours did you work in your last week? 
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In the past month, on how many occasions have you missed work due to illness or 

disability? 

Personal Profile 

You can request a personal profile of your survey responses by providing your email 
address. Only you will know your individual responses. You will obtain personal 
information about your responses, how they compare to people in general, and 
customized advice on improving your own worklife. 
Do you wish to receive a personal profile? 

O Yes O No 

Email Address for personal profile: 

Interview 

As part of the project, we will be conducting 20 in-depth interviews 
regarding civility in the workplace. 

Would you be willing to participate in an interview? 

O Yes Name: 

O No 

Best way to contact for interview: 

Email: 

Phone: 

Final Report 

Would you like a copy of the final report when it is released at the end of 

the project? 

O Yes O No 

Turn the page when you are ready to begin the survey. 
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Section I: Organizational Environment 

Self-Evaluation 

o X go 
OQ g O* . g 
>5* t» S" ,cr era 

Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the 2 3 ^ $ ;> 
following statements: | rt j _ 1 

o fl> (D 
ft 

Workload (3 items) 
I work intensely for prolonged periods of time. O O O O O 
I have so much work to do on the job that it takes me away O O O O O 
from my personal interests. 
I leave my work behind when I go home at the end of the O O O O O 
workday. 
Job Control (5 items) 
I have control over how I do my work. 
I can influence management to obtain the equipment and 
space I need for my work. 
I have professional autonomy/independence in my work. 
I have influence in the decisions affecting my work. 
I have input into policies and procedures in my work unit. 

I receive recognition from others for my work. 
My work is appreciated. 
My efforts usually go unnoticed. 
I am a member of a supportive network of colleagues. 
My colleagues cooperate with one another. 
I don't feel close to my colleagues. 
Resources are allocated fairly here. 
Opportunities are decided solely on merit. 
There are effective appeal procedures available when I 
question the fairness of a decision. 
My values and the organization's values are alike. 
The organization's goals influence my day to day work 
activities. 
My personal career goals are consistent with the O O O O O 
opportunities in the organization. 
I plan on leaving my job within the next year. O O O O O 
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Self-Evaluation, continued: 

Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the 
following statements: 

t/3 

3 
C f _ 
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I have been actively looking for other jobs. 
I want to remain in my job. 
I do not feel like a part of the family at my organization. 
This organization has a great deal of personal meaning for 
me. 
Overall, I receive the respect I deserve in this organization. O O O O O 
I receive the respect I deserve from my superiors. O O O O O 
I receive the respect I deserve from my colleagues. O O O O O 

From my point of view, my immediate supervisor: 
c« 

S £5 

Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the 
following statements: 

o 
S3 
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Delegates appropriate authority to employees. O O O O O 
Encourages innovative/creative thinking about improving O O O O O 
quality. 
Consults widely with people working in the unit. O O O O O 

Relationships with Others 
CO 

o ffi se 

your approach to work: 

>-s _ D a > I 
C5T v s >f w 
~ p O OQ ^ 

Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the 2 ^ O 2 s . 
Jo gj • fD fD fO i> 

following statements describing OQ " S 

OQ 

- £* 3 
fD fD fD 
fD 

I help others who have heavy workloads. O O O O O 
I am always ready to lend a helping hand to those around me. O O O O O 
I help others who have been absent. O O O O O 
I willingly help others who have work-related problems. O O O O O 
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Relationships with Others, continued 

Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the 
following statements describing 

your approach to work: 

CO 

I help orient new people even though it is not required. 
I am one of the most conscientious employees. 
I believe in giving an honest day's work for an honest day's 
pay-
My attendance at work is above the norm. 
I do not take extra breaks. 
I follow organization rules and regulations even when no one 
is watching. 
I am the classic "squeaky wheel" that always needs greasing. 
I consume a lot of time complaining about trivial matters. 
I tend to make "mountains out of molehills". 
I always focus on what's wrong, rather than the positive side. 
I always find fault with what the organization is doing. 
I try to avoid creating problems for co-workers. 
I consider the impact of my actions on co-workers. 
I do not abuse the rights of others. 
I take steps to try to prevent problems with other employees. 
I am mindful of how my behaviour affects other people's 
jobs. 
I keep abreast of changes in the organization. 
I attend meetings that are not mandatory, but are considered 
important. 
I attend functions that are not required, but help the O O O O O 
organization image. 
I read and keep up with organization announcements, O O O O O 
memos, and so on. 
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How much of each kind of opportunity do you have in your 

present job? 

Please indicate the extent to which the following 
opportunities exist in your work place: 
Challenging work. 
The chance to gain new skills and knowledge on the job. 
Tasks that use all of your own skills and knowledge. 

How much access to information do you have in your 
present job? 

Please indicate the availability of the following information 
in your work place: 
The current state of the hospital. 
The values of top management. 
The goals of top management. 

How much access to support do you have in your present 
job? 

Please indicate the availability of each type of support in 
your work place: 
Specific information about things you do well. 
Specific comments about things you could improve. 
Helpful hints or problem solving advice. 

How much access to resources do you have in your 
present job? 

Please indicate the availability of the following resources in 
your work place: 
Time available to do necessary paperwork. 
Time available to accomplish job requirements. 
Acquiring temporary help when needed. 
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The following statements express opinions that people might 
hold about the confidence and trust that can be placed in co 
one's coworkers and management. 

> 
OQ 

Please indicate the extent to which you agree 9% K. 3 
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with the following statements: 

CO 
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Management at my organization is sincere in its attempts to O O O O O 
meet the workers' point of view. 
Our organization has a poor future unless it can attract better O O O O O 
managers. 
If I got into difficulties at work I know my workmates would 
try and help me out. 
Management can be trusted to make sensible decisions for 
the organization's future. 
I can trust the people I work with to lend me a hand if I 
needed it. 
Management at work seems to do an efficient job. 

I feel quite confident that the organization will always try to 
treat me fairly. 
Mostofmy workmates can be relied upon to do as they say O O O O O 
they will do. 
I have full confidence in the skills of my workmates. O O O O O 

Most of my fellow workers would get on with their work O O O O O 
even if supervisors were not around. 
I can rely on other workers not to make my job more difficult O O O O O 
by careless work. 
Our management would be quite prepared to gain advantage O O O O O 
by deceiving the workers. 
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You have now completed 50% of the survey. 
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Please indicate how satisfied you are with: 
- your coworkers? 

- your supervisors? 

- your pay and benefits? 

-the feeling of accomplishment you get 
from doing your job? 
- your job overall? 

< 
fD 

•3 
o 
en' 
CO 

St. 
co sti 
fD 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 

D 
i — » . 

CO 
CO 

£-. 
CO 

St) 
fD P* 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 

CO 
ST: 

OQ 

o 
en' 
CO 

00 

St) 
fD 
M -

O 

o 
o 
o 

o 

2 
fD 

D fD r Satisfie 
issatisfie 

P . &. 

o 
>-! 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 

£2 
1 — . 

OQ 

5" 
GO 

It. 
en 
Cft 
fD 

p . 

O 

O 

O 

O 

o 

CO 

g, 
en 
St! 
fD 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 

< 
fD 

CO 

§-. 
CO 
St) 
fD 

a. 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 

OQ O ^ Section II: Relationships with Work gL 5 e a> ^ 
3 §' S a s 8 
fD S-. i-J CT • • fD 

< !=S > f t > _ . S3 L. O fD K> CTJ 
fD „ _K8 Og. fD5 CT *" 

_ r ^ M SJ ^ s! P» 
o 

fD 
P «> 

P 

S3". P S3 

Please indicate how often, if ever, you have 3 3 g *-
experienced these work related feelings. ™ §. ^ 

I feel emotionally drained from my work. O O O O O O O 

I feel used up at the end of the workday. O O O O O O O 

I feel tired when I get up in the morning and O O O O O O O 
have to face another day on the job. 
Working all day is really a strain for me. O O O O O O O 

I can effectively solve the problems that arise in O O O O O O O 
my work. 
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Relationships with Work, cont'd co 
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Please indicate how often, if ever, you have 
experienced these work related feelings. 
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I feel burned out from my work. 
I feel I'm making an effective contribution to 
what this organization does. 
I have become less interested in my work since I 
started this job. 
I have become less enthusiastic about my work. 

In my opinion, I am good at my job. 

I feel exhilarated when I accomplish something 
at work. 
I have accomplished many worthwhile things in 
this job. 
I just want to do my job and not be bothered. 
I doubt the significance of my work. 

I have become more cynical about whether my 
work contributes anything. 
At my work, I feel confident that I am effective 
at getting things done. 
When I get up in the morning, I feel like going 
to work. 
At my work, I always persevere, even when 
things do not go well 
I find the work that I do full of meaning and 
purpose 
I feel happy when I am working intensely 

When time is tight, I tend to get abrupt with 
people 

O O O O O O O 
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Relationships with Work, cont'd 
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Please indicate how often, if ever, you have ^ a experienced these work related feelings. 
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I am abrupt to others when I feel stressed. O O O O O O O 
People take offense when they misinterpret my O O O O O O O 
actions. 
I work with people whose feelings are easily O O O O O O O 
hurt. 
Regardless of the pressure, I am sensitive to the O O O O O O O 
feelings of everyone at work. 
I am impatient with how easily other people can O O O O O O O 
take offense. 
I have to stop others from taking advantage of O O O O O O O 
me. 
It is important to respond firmly when people are O O O O O O O 
being annoying. 
A tough response is necessary when people try O O O O O O O 
to manipulate me. 

Please indicate how frequently you experience 
the risks listed. 
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Back strain. 

Headaches. 

Repetitive strain injuries. 

Gastro-intestinal discomfort. 

Sleep disturbances. 

Stress related anxiety. O O O O O O O 
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Relationships with Work, cont'd 

Please indicate how frequently you experience 
the risks listed. 
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Exposure to infected patients or materials (e.g., 
needle sticks, body fluids). 
Poor air quality. 
Ethnic, religious, or gender discrimination. 

O O O O O O O 

O O O O O O O 
O O O O O O O 

Please indicate how frequently you experience 
the following events involving Supervisors. 
Rude or Uncivil Behavior. 

Verbal Abuse. 

Physical Assault. 

Sexual Harassment. 

O O O O O O O 
O O O O O O O 
O O O O O O O 
O O O O O O O 

Please indicate how frequently you experience 
the following events involving Co-workers. 
Rude or Uncivil Behavior. 

Verbal Abuse. 

Physical Assault. 

Sexual Harassment. 
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Relationships with Work, cont'd CO 
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Please indicate how frequently you experience ^ 
the following events involving Patients. 
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Rude or Uncivil Behavior. O O O O O O O 
Verbal Abuse. O O O O O O O 
Physical Assault. O O O O O O O 
Sexual Harassment. O O O O O O O 

Section III: Social Environment 
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Please indicate how much of the time during the past four 
weeks: 
I have been a very nervous person. 

I have felt so down in the dumps that nothing could cheer 
me up. 
I have felt calm and peaceful. 

I have felt downhearted and blue. 

I have been a happy person. 
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Social Environment, cont 'd '&-. _ "5 £. 3> Q 
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- S s s r f ? 5 ** *" ff> ^ : i ; ! 
Please indicate how frequently you have ct. g § g &• 
encountered the following behaviors in 8 ^ co *" o 
^ e previous month from your supervisor. p ^ 
Paid little attention to your statement or O O O O O O O 
showed little interest in your opinion. 
Addressed you in unprofessional terms, O O O O O O O 
either publicly or privately. 
Ignored or excluded you from O O O O O O O 
professional camaraderie. 
Doubted your judgment on a matter over O O O O O O O 
which you have responsibility. 
Made unwanted attempts to draw you into O O O O O O O 
a discussion of personal matters. 
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Please indicate how frequently you have rt s* °* £f B § "^ 
encountered the following behaviors in =: sr vf g 
the previous month from co-workers. °_ 
Paid little attention to your statement or O O O O O O O 
showed little interest in your opinion. 
Addressed you in unprofessional terms, O O O O O O O 
either publicly or privately. 
Ignored or excluded you from O O O O O O O 
professional camaraderie. 
Doubted your judgment on a matter over O O O O O O O 
which you have responsibility. 
Made unwanted attempts to draw you into O O O O O O O 
a discussion of personal matters. 
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Social Environment, cont 'd CO 
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Consider your own behavior towards 
other people at work over the same 
period. 

Please indicate how frequently you have: 
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Paid little attention to another person's 
statement or showed little interest in their 
opinion. 
Addressed another person in 
unprofessional terms, either publicly or 
privately. 
Ignored or excluded another person from 
professional camaraderie. 
Doubted another person's judgment on a 
matter over which the other person has 
responsibility. 
Made unwanted attempts to draw another 
person into a discussion of personal 
matters. 
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Please answer all of the following 
questions thinking about your experiences 
over the past six months. 

If you are uncertain, your work group 
is indicated inside the front cover of the 
survey booklet. 

Please indicate the extent to which you 
agree 
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with the following statements: 
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People treat each other with respect in my 
work group. 
A spirit of cooperation and teamwork 
exists in my work group. 
Disputes or conflicts are resolved fairly in 
my work group. 
The people I work with take a personal 
interest in me. 
The people I work with can be relied on 
when I need help. 
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Social Environment 

Please indicate the extent to which you agree 

with the following statements: 
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This organization does not tolerate discrimination. 
Differences among individuals are respected and valued 
in my work group. 
Managers/supervisors/team leaders work well with 
employees of different backgrounds in my work group. 
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O 

O 

O 

O 

O 

O 

O O O O O 

Section IV: Comments 

Thank you very much for your participation. 



n 
l__i_/ SAINT MARYS 
%/ UNIVERSITYS1NCE m2 

One University. One World. Yours. 

PATRICK POWER 
LIBRARY 

Department Office 

T 902.420.5534 

F 902.420.5561 

Research Ethics Board Certificate Notice 

The Saint Mary's University Research Ethics Board has issued an REB certificate 

related to this thesis. The certificate number is: \J% - Q S V . 

A copy of the certificate is on file at: 

Saint Mary's University, Archives 
Patrick Power Library 
Halifax, NS 
B3H 3C3 

Email: archives@smu.ca 
Phone: 902-420-5508 
Fax: 902-420-5561 

For more information on the issuing of REB certificates, you can contact the 

Research Ethics Board at 902-420-5728/ ethics@smu.ca . 

923 Robie Street • Halifax • Nova Scotia B3H 3C3 • Canada • www.smu.ca 

mailto:archives@smu.ca
mailto:ethics@smu.ca
http://www.smu.ca

