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ABSTRACT

WORK-HOME SPILLOVER OF UNCIVIL BEHAVIORS

Karanfil, Derya
Ph.D, Department of Psychology
Supervisor: Prof . Dr . H. Canan Sidm

August2019, 147 pages

The current study aimed to examine whettr@ployees who ar@argeted by
incivility at workdisplaysimilar behaviostowardtheir partners at hom&he current
study proposeda model for workhome spillover of uncivil behavior€Emotional
exhaustionwas hypothesized athe mediator of in the relationship between
workplace experienced incivility and wefamily conflict. Coresef-evaluation and
psychological detachmenwvere expected taveakenthe effect of experienced
workplace incivility on emotional exhaustidrfurther, hypothesizd that emotional
exhaustion would mediate thelationship betweeexperienced workplace incivility
and instigatedfamily incivility and that workfamily conflict would mediatehe
relationship betweememotional exhaustiomnd instigatedfamily incivility. Self-
compassion and relaxation were expected to weaken the relationship between work
family conflict andinstigatedfamily incivility. The current studyexamined the
moderating role of spousal support in the abmentioned mediation patle an
exploratory basisThe final sample of the study was comprised of 150 eisaher
couples who provided datt two waves. It was foundthat experienced workplace
incivility was related to increasedhotional exhaustigmwhich in turn was related to

increased workamily conflict for both wife and husband participantéoreover,
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after control | i ng-evhluation &nd selavatom periencecd r e s e
workplace incivility was indirectlyrelated toinstigated family incivility through
increasea@motional exhaustion favives only.However, the results failed to support

the remaining mediation hypotheses and the moderating roles of cezgadakition,
psychological detachment, selbmpassion, relaxation, and spousal support. The
implications ad limitations of the current study and suggestions for future research

are discussed.

Keywords: Work-Home Spillover, Incivility, Emotional Exhaustion Work-Family

Conflict, Recovery
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.10verview

In the organizational behavior literature, workplacestreatmentbehaviors
(e.g., aggression, deviance, bullying, and abusive supervision) have received
considerable research attentiover the last two decades (Schilpzamk Pater, &
Erez, 2016). Andersson arRearson (1999) introducedtle conceptof workplace
incivility to this literature At workplace, incivility may be expressed imany
different wayssuch asthe useof derogatory languagandvoice tong discrediting
ot her s’ (Perggh&t Paarsong 2082)interruping or disregarthg others
(Gallus, Bunk, Matthews, Barnézarrell, &Magley, 2014)excluding someone from
social activitieandn ot gr eet i ng ot h e SiacethdWudduction & Er d e
of the workplace incivility construct, researchers have studied the antecedents and
consequences of being the target of uncivil behaviors (i.e., experienced incivility),
displaying uncivil behaviors toward others (iiastigatedincivility), and observing
uncivil interactiors (i.e., witnessed incivility). Scholars have predominately
i nvestigated the negative outcomes of ex
work attitudes, work behaviors, and wb#ing (see Schilpzand et al., 2016 for
review), whereas they have showed relatively less research attention to study
instigatedworkplaceincivility . However the limitedstudies onnstigatedwvorkplace
incivility have provided important organizational implications. To illustrate
researchergound experiencedvorkplace incivility (e.g., Meier & Gross, 2015;
Rosen, Koopman, Gabriel, & Johnson, 2016) and witnesggkplace incivility
(Foulk, Woolum, & Erez, 2016) as unique predictors iostigated workplace
incivility. Accordingly, uncivil belaviors would easily spreadver the whole
organization, suggesting incivility contagiaithin organizations



Researcherbave shown that individuals who experienced incivility e
workplace reported higher levels of wedmily conflict (Lim & Lee, 211), lower
levels of marital satisfaction (Ferguson, 2012), and higher levels of withdrawal and
angry behavior at home (Lim, llies, Koopman, ChristoforoAr&ey, 2018). These
findings suggest thalhenegative influence of experienced workplawavility is not
restricted to the work domain and it can transfer to (i.e., spillover into) the family
domain similar to other workplacemistreatmentssuch as abusive supervision
(Carlson, Ferguson, Perrewe, & Whitten, 2011; Wu, Kwan, &ilResick, 202),
sexual harassment (Xin, Chen, Kwan, Chiu, & Yim,&0&nd workplace ostracism
(Liu, Kwan, Lee, & Hui, 2013). However,workplace experiencesight be
transmitedto the home domain not only through attitudes but also through negative
behaviors such asndermining behaviors towards family members (eBgurber,
Taylor, Burton, & Bailey, 201 71oobler & Brass, 2006 Although previousesearch
on workplace mistreatment encouraged further studies on the spillover of
mistreatmentsthere still seems to be a gap in the literat@meecifically, it is not
known whethemdividualswill showuncivil behaviorsat homeowardstheir partner
or spousdi.e., instigatedfamily incivility) after they are targetday such behaviors
at work (i.e., experienced workplace incivility)n this regard, therédas beeran
emerging need to examine: (a) whether incivility contagion can break thewmorke
boundary, (b)whether there arenechanisms underlyinthe contagion of uncivil
behaviors from wde to home domain, (c) whether the spillover of incivility
contagion is more likely under certain conditions and among indivichalsg
certaintraits,and(d) whether targets caestrainthemselves fronmstigatedfamily
incivility in certain conditionsHence the aim of the currergtudywasto provide
answers to these questions based tlbe available theoretical and empirical
foundations and tproposea work-home spillovermodelof uncivil behaviorgsee
Figurel for the proposed model

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

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



to cope with this social stressor and understand the intention of the perpetrator (Zhou,
Yan, Che & Meier, 2015). Particularly, workplace experienced incivititight

consumetyet s resources (e.g., energy and a
(e.g., personal relationships in the workpla@ey., Rosen et al., 2016; Zhou et al.,

2015) Given the resource draining nature of workplace incivility, | hypothesized that
employes who experience workplace incivilitg likely to report high levels of

emotional exhaustion, which in turn, increase wiarkily conflict due to low leved

of resources to meet home demands in line withrdbeurcdoss spiral (Hypothesis

1).

Core
Self-Evaluation

Experienced

Emotional Work-Family
Workplace . .
Exhausti
Tncivility austion Conflict
Self-Compassion
Psychological
Detachment
Relaxation
Instigated
Family
Incivility

Fi guAePdoposed Mdédamd S mwirldVdoivvkirl o

The currentstudyalsoemployed ego depletion theory in explainingtigated
family incivility (Muraven & Baumeister, 2000According to ego depletion theory,
one needs to have se&éntrol strength to overridan unapprovedbehavior (e.g.,
incivility; Muraven& Baumeister, 2000However, one might not exert sedntrol
because afiepletion of selcontrol in prior tasks or ptivation to conserve remang
self-control for future tasks ith higherpriorities (Muraven, Shmueli, &urkley,
2006).To refrain from uncivil behaviorsndividuals need texertself-control to
cope with emotional exhaustion atalbalance worlkandfamily roles. Hence, after
exerting seHcontrol for emotional exhaustion and wddmily conflict, targes

mighthave depleted setfontrol and this in turminders their capacity refrain from

3



behavingin an uncivil way Accordingly, based onego depletion theory, |
hypothesizd thatwork-family conflict mediate the association between emotional
exhaustion andnstigatedfamily incivility (Hypothesis 2) emotional exhaustion
mediates the association between experienced workplace incivilitynatigated
family incivility (Hypothesis 3)and emotional exhaustion andrk-family conflict
serially mediate the relationship between experienced workplace litgciand
instigatedfamily incivility (Hypothesis 4)

According to Ten Brummelhuis and Bakker (2012), there are also key
resources that potentially influence coping with stress, gaining additional resources,
resisting contextual demands, and using avilabsources in an optimal way.
Empirical findings suggest core sefaluation (i.e., selésteem, generalized self
efficacy, locus of control, and neuroticisdudge, Erez, Bono, &Thoresen, 2003) and
psychological detachment (Kinnunen, Feldt, Siltalogi,Sonnentag, 2011) as
potential buffering factors influencing one’
management in stress coping. Accordinglyre selfevaluation (Hypothesis 5) and
psychological detachment (Hypothesis WBgre proposedas modenmrs of the
negative influence of experienced incivility on emotional exhaustion.

Drawing on ego depletion theorfactors facilitating replenishment of self
control may weaken the positive relationship between samkily conflict and
instigatedfamily incivility. Relaxation and selfompassion have been found as
factors preventing ego depletion and replenishing depletedaslifol (e.g.Burson,
Crocker, & Mischkoyski, 2012Tyler & Burns, 2008).Hence self-compassion
(Hypothesis 7)and relaxation(Hypothesis 8)were proposed amoderabrs ofthe
association between weflamily conflict andinstigatedfamily incivility.

Another moderator investigated in the current research is received support,
which has been studied in thgisting literature s.a protective factor istressstrain
associationHowever, givemmixedfindings on receiving support the mistreatment
literature (e.g Beattie & Griffin, 2014, Lim & Lee, 2011), the current study
proposé two research questisron whether spousal suppavould moderatehe
relationship between experienced workplace inciviatyd emotional exhaustion

(Research Question 1) artte relationshipbetween workfamily conflict and

4



instigatedfamily incivility (Research Question 2). the remainder of thehaptey
first, the literature onconcepts of workplace incivility and family incivilitare
summarizedalong with their outcomesSecond,a brief synthesis ofthe existing
literatures on contagion of incivility and spillover of negative workplace behavsors
presentedFinally, the proposedonceptual modas presented

1.2 Workplace Incivility: Definition, Appraisal and Response

Andersson and Pearson (1999) defined workplace incivility asititemsity
deviant behavior with ambiguous intent to harm the target, in violation of workplace
norms for mutual respect” (p. 457). Since its introduction, workplace incivility (i.e.,
rudenes) has received considerable research attention (Cortina,-RabaMagley
& Nelson, 2017)From a social interactionist perspective, Andersson and Pearson
(1999) conceptualized workplace incivility as an interactive event through which the
instigator(3, the target(s), the observer(s), and the social context all influence and are
influenced by the uncivil interaction. The target is the individegberiencing
workplace incivility, the instigator is the individuahstigatedworkplace incivility,
and theobserver is the individuavitnessing workplace incivility

Although workplace incivility has similarities with other workplace
mistreatment behaviors such as abusive supervision, social undermining, and
bullying (Hershcovis, 2011)it differs from those other behaviors anumber of
ways. Firstworkplace incivilitycan be distinguished from other mistreatment types
such as violence and aggression with its ambiguous intent, norm violation, and low
intensity (Pearson, Andersson\egner, 2001). Second, workplace incivility differs
from workplace violence based on lack of physical assault (Cortina & Magley, 2009).
Third, workplace incivilityis different from bullying and abusive supervision since
intention is obvious for bullying ad abusive supervision but not for incivility
(Schilpzand et al., 2016)Fourth, wth respect tothe correlates workplace
experiencedncivility appears to havstrongerrelationshig with attitudes such as
job satisfaction thadoesinterpersonal conflict, and with turnover intemtthando
bullying and interpersonal conflict. Furthermoas,workplace incivilityoccurs in an
interaction of target, instigator, obseryvand situation (Andersson & Pearson, 1999),
it is anunavoidablesituationinto which employees migheven accidentallyall. All

5



told, examining incivility as a constructrelated to but independent of other
mistreatment typess critical to understand how contagion of uncivil behaviors can
be prevented and how an imitiual can avoideingthe target, observer or instigator

of incivility bothin theworkplace andithome.

Researchers have examinemhhemployees appraise experience of incivility
in diversesamplessuch asAmerican (Cortina & Magley, 2009and Turksh (Wasti
& Er d @) Cortiria @ntl Magley2009) showed that respondents appraised their
incivility experiences as moderately frustrating, annoying, and offensive, but not
particularly threateningWWa s t i and Erdas (2019 )werexamined v
labeled as uncivil and how uncivil behavi@® appraisedn the Turkish context.
These authorshowedhatalthoughthere werdoehaviors that aneniversaly uncivil
behaviorsuch asnocking, belittlingjgnoring, scoldingr gossipingtheywerealso
behaviors that areulturally specific uncivibehaviors such asxclusion from social
activities and omission of greetingdMoreover, Turkish sample appraised

supervisors humi | i adhonorghreatenindggowevértheyn g behavi
appraised¢he same behaviors displayed by coworkasscompetitive and malicious

rather than honor threatenintpn addition, the participants appraised supervisors

excluding behaviorge.g., not greeting the employee, ignoring comments by the

employee) as damaging honobut their intruding behaviorge.g., making

inappropriate comments, gossipirag) damagingp being valued and worthJaken

together, evidence suggests cross cultural differenteeiperception and appraisal

of workplace incivility.

1.3 Family Incivil ity: Definition , Feature and Outcomes

Family incivility construct was derived from the workplace incivility concept.
Lim and Tai (2014) has recently introduced family incivility and defined it as-"low
intensity deviant behaviors with ambiguous intent that violate the norms of mutual
respect irthe family" (p. 351). Asan banferred from the definition, family incivility
shares common features (low intensity, norm violation and ambiguous intent) with
workplace incivility. The major characteristic differentiating these two forms of
incivility i s the source of uncivil behaviors. While family members are both targets

6



and instigators of family incivility, employees are targets and instigators of workplace
incivility. Given that it is a recently introduced concept, the number of studies
examining fanily incivility is relativelylimited. In their pioneestudy,Lim and Tai
(2014) found that experiencing family incivility was related to increased
psychological distress, which in turn decreased work performance after controlling
job stress, workamily conflict, and familywork conflict. Moreover, Bai and
colleagues (2016) considered experienced family incivility as an emotional
contextual demand in the home domain that depleted personal resources of state self
esteem, which in turn increased counterpaiive work behavior.

The abovementioned studieshowedthat experiencetamily incivility can
spill overinto work domain and influence both positive and negative work outsome
Hence, examiningnstigatedfamily incivility construct is also critical to prevent a
potential spillover from home to work. In this regard, to understand how uncivil
experiences at worlare related to displaying such behaviors at homegview of

experienced workplace incivilitjteratureis presenteth following section.

1.4 The Impact of Experienced Workplace Incivility

A review of the workplace incivility literature suggests that incivility has both
negative individual and organizational outcomes (Schilpzeindl., 2016). The
individual negative outcomes of workplace incivility include greater psychological
distress (Cortina, Magley, Williams, & Langhout, 2001), sexual harassment and
gender harassment (Lim & Cortina, 2005), interpersonal deviancedNeng Chiu,
He, 2014), lowered daily level wellbeing, harder next morning recovery, and
detachment (Nicholson, & Griffin, 20}, lowered health satisfaction, and wellbeing
(Lim & Cortina, 2005). With respect to worklated outcomes, the targets of
workplace irivility reported lower levels of job satisfaction (Cortina et al., 2001)
and task performance via decreased work engagement (Chen et al., 2013), and higher
levels of counterproductive work behavior (Penney & Spector, 2005), workplace
aggression (Taylor &luemper, 2012), job withdrawal (Lim & Cortina 2005) and
turnover intention (Cortinaet al., 2013). As a common workplace issue, the
detrimental influence of workplace incivility has been evidenced in the samples from
many different nations such as from sialia (e.g., Griffin, 2010; Martin & Hine,

7



2005), Canada (e.g., Leiter, Day, O&d,aschinger, 2012), China (e.g., Chen et al.,
2013), as well as Turkey (e.g., Tastan & Davoidi, 2015).

Incivility also impacts nonwork outcomes such as marital satisfa@nd
work-family conflict (e.g., Ferguson, 2012; Lim & Lee, 2011). The work of Lim and
Lee (2011) showed that experienced supervisor incivility was positively related to
work-to-family conflict and this association was interestingly stronger for the
individuals with high family support compared to those with low family support. In

another study, experienced workplace i

partners’ mar it al satisfaction and family

Moreover, expeenced workplace incivilityappears tampact behaviors at home
beyond homeelated attitudes. To illustrate, one experience sampling study
demonstrated that experiencearkplaceincivility was positively related to the
experience of hostile emotions, wh in turn was related to increased angry
behaviors (i.e., taking frustration on partner) and withdi®ehaviors (i.e., avoiding
talking about marital problems) toward the partners (Lim et al.8)20hportantly,

the study also demonstrated that tasgemotional response to incivility impacted
behaviors in the familyafter controling for other emotionsife., general distress,
guilt, and fear) and job demands.

As the studies above illustrate, incivility targets do not easily leave the
incivility responses at work and instead carry these responses to home. These
responsesesult inboth negative attitudinal and behavioral outcomes in the family
domain. However, to my knowledge, there exists no empirical effort that investigated
whether uncivilbehaviors in the workplace spread to the family domain, such that
the target in the workplace becomes an instigator at home. In order to gain
understanding abouhe explanatory mechanism fbow experienced workplace
incivility spills over to home domaimore attention should lven b alternative

theoretical explanations for wohome spillover of workplace incivility.

1.5 Theoretical Explanatiors for Work -Home Spillover of Uncivil Behaviors
Stress felt in one domain (i.e., job and family roles) sfgé¢a other domam
through two forms: stress spillover that reflects how d i v expariented stress
in one domain (work or home) impaatsn d i v isttessadpatéed ithe other
8

neci
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domain, and stress crossover that refers how stress in one domanaefustress
experienced by n d i v padtnesmirithe gther domain (Bolger, DeLongis, Kessler,
& Wethington, 1989). In other words, spillover characterizes intraindividual
contagion of stress, whereas crossover defines interpersonal (i.e., dyadicjpcontag
of stress (Westman, 2002)he focus of the research is to spillover of experienced
workplace incivility.

Researchers have examined the spillover of workplace incivility, a social
stressor inthe workplace (Sonnentag & Fritz, 28j1 using several different
theoretical frameworks. Lim and Lee (2011) expected positive association of
experienced incivility with home outcomes by employing the spillover theory (e.g.,
Williams & Alliger,1994), which suggested spillover of negative emotions or
thoughts to family domain. Relatedly, Ferguson (2012) fourtterchypotheses to
Westman’s (2001) crossover theory, whi cl
influences their family members through stress transmissi@rawing on
conservation of resources trg (COR; Hobfoll, 1989) and efferecovery model
Demsky and colleagues (201dxplaired how stressful work experiense(e.g,
workplace aggressionyereassociateavith lack of detachment, which in tummas
related to workfamily conflict.

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

relationships), which in turn influence other domain outconiea Brummelhuis &



Bakker, 2012). Among the aboweentioned theories, CORresentsa sound
frameworkin understanding how our responses (e.g., emotional sttbauwork
family conflict) to resource loss stemming from experienced incivility might have
persistent effestat home domain.

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

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

Workplace incivility is common and occurs daily (Nicholson & Griffin, 2015;
Rosen et al., 2016). Aftanuncivil interaction, target is likely to consume resources
such as energy or attention in order to cope with incivility, whictuin leads to
losing resources (Zhoet al.,2015). It is plausible that incivility experience might
lead the person to believe that available social resources such as interpersonal
relationships in workplace are under threat. Moreover, as a job stresskplace
incivility can also deplete individual resources, which is eviderthe increased
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levels of strain and diminished w4dieing (Sonnentag & Fritz, 2014lobfoll and
colleagues (2018) highlighted the spiral naturthigfresource loss as follows

Because resource loss is more powerful than resource gain, and because stress
occurs when resources are lost, at each iteration of the stress spiral individuals
and organizations have fewer resources to offset resource loss, and these loss
spirals gainm momentum as well as magnitude. (p4)10

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

Researchers suggest that emotional exhaustion have persistent effects on
individual affective and behavioral home outcomes (Lim et al.8R@fter chronic
exposure to stressful workplace incivility, one experiences strain (i.e., emotional
exhaustion) ad might bring this exhaustion to home domain. Another common home
outcome of being mistreated in the workplace is wharkily conflict, which arises
when work and family role pressures are conflicting to some respects (Greenhaus &
Beutell, 1985)Grandeyand Cropanzano (1998pplied COR theory to wortamily
conflict and stated that work role stress would consume available resource and result
in few resources to be used in meeting family demands. Relatedly, the authors found
positive association betwearork role stress and woifiamily conflict. With respect
workplace mistreatmentsgrgets of abusive supervision (Carlson et al., 2011; Wu et
al., 2012), sexual harassment (Xin et al.,8Gnd workplace ostracism (Liu et al.,
2013) alsoreported higher hel of work-family conflict as well Like the above
mistreatment types, workplace incivili@yso spiledoverinto home domain and was
related to workfamily conflict (Ferguson, 2012; Lim & Lee, 2011). However, the
mediating mechanism for thitype of spilover is neglected in the mistreatment
literature.

In line with loss spiral, a thre@ave longitudinal study showed thEime 1
work pressure and exhaustigmedictedboth Time 2 and Time 3vork home

interference (Demerouti, Bakker, Bulters2004). Moreover, Greenbaum and
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colleagues (2014) argued that when employees repeatedly were exposed to unethical
behaviors displayed by customers, this reduced availability of resources that they
could use to attenthe other personal and work domaidsccordingly, they showed

that exposure to unethical behaviors of customers was retatéigher leves of
emotional exhaustion, which in turn related to higher Ewark-family conflict.

Taken together, abovmentioned studies suggest thahausted emplyees might
experience difficulties in meeting home demands and partner expectation due to low
available resources anthe loss spiral. In this regardexperienced incivility is
associated with emotional exhaustion, which in turn is assoocmtadincreased

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

Hypothesis 1: Emotional exhaustion mediates the relationship between

experienced workplace incivility and weid&mily conflict.

1.7 Instigated Workplace Incivility as a Responsto Experienced Incivility

Despite ample research on experienced incivility in the workplace, relatively
less is known about why an individual instigates uncivil behaviors (Rosen et al.,
2016). Researchers examining the instigatbaracteristics have found positive
association of instigatlincivility with trait and state anger (Meier & Semmer, 2013),
power (Cortina et al., 2001and passion for work (Birkeland & Nerstad, 2016) and
negative association ofstigatedncivility wit h the capacity to establish relationships
with coworkers and supervisors (Reio & Ghosh, 2009). Workplace characteristics
have also been found as relatedrstigatedincivility. Some of these workplaee
related predictorarerework overload (Gallus et aR014), work exhaustion (Blau &
Andersson, 2005), and experiencing job stress (Roberts, ScheBeryger, 2011).
Experienced and observed workplace incivility were also anarigcedents of
instigatedncivility (Foulk et al., 2014; Rosen et al., 2016jnAng these antecedents,
responding experienced incivility witimstigatedincivility can potentially explain
work-home spillover of uncivil behaviors. Hence, empirical findings on the
association between experienced workplace incivility arstigated workplace

incivility needs to be reviewed.

12



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

The association between experienced and witnessed incivilityinsiigated
incivility has been also testadsing different theoretical frameworkSor instance,

Foulk et al.(2016) took the ssociative network theory (Collins & Loftus, 1975) as
their basis to understand the contagious effect of rudeness (i.e., incivility spiral) and
underlying cognitive mechanism behind it. According to the theory, an activation of
one concept in semantic memocan activate closer concepts in the semantic
memory. Foulket al.(2016) carried out three studies examining incivility spiral. In
Study 1, they demonstrated that when a person experienced incivility in one context
(i.e., negotiation), she/he associabedvility and negotiation as closer concepts in
semantic memory and later in the same context, he/she was more likely to behave in
an uncivil manner. In Study 2, participants who observed incivility were found to
respond faster to incivilityelated word than the participants in the control

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

Founded on egadepletion theory, Meier and Gross (2015) explained
contagion of incivility with limited selfegulatory capacities (Muraven &
Baumeister, 2000). Accordingly, Meier and Gross (2015) expected that experienced
andinstigatedincivility would be positively redted, and that trait setfontrol and
state exhaustion would moderate this relationship. They tested the influence of
experienced incivility on subsequent interactions on the sameétdegs found that
experienced incivility significantly influencemhstigatedincivility only when the
time duration between the two interactions was shorter than 2.4 hours. Moreover, this
relationship was stronger when state exhaustion was low, butosefbl did not
moderate the relationship.

Rosen and colleagues (20ktended the work of Meier and Gross (2015)
by drawing on ego depletion theory. Ego depletion theory advocates that people have
limited resources such as attention, control, and energy in behavior regulation
(Baumeister, Bratslavsky, Muraven, & Tice, 1998uraven and Baumeister (2000)
suggested that an individual uses-selfitrol to override impulses in selgulation;
however, if seHcontrol is depleted in prior regulation, overriding the impulse
becomes difficultin this regard, Rosen and colleag(®316) considered experience
of incivility as a depletive experience decreasing-setitrol capacity because an
individual expends his/ her attention resourc
in inhibiting response, and in managing frustratiod emotional burdens. Findings
did not support direct effect of experienced incivility on diminished-caitrol.
However, in the condition of high politic perception (i@nbiguous and uncertain
environment), after the targets experienced uncivil nmeat, they showed
diminished sekcontrol in stroop tasks. For people with low construal (i.e., lower
sensitivity to the selfeferenced meaning action), this decreasedcseifrol was

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

the spillover ofother mistreatmenypesare reviewed.

1.8 Theoretical Explanations for the Work-Home Spillover of Mistreatment
Researchers have examined the wwookne spillover of workplace
mistreatmentsusing a number of different conceptual argumeridsplaced
aggressiorns the one of the explanations for why an individual who is mistreated in
the workplace shows negative beioas at home. Displaced aggression refers to the
“redirection of a [person’s] harm doing
or victim” (Tedeschi & Nor man, 1985, p .
an individual is provoked and unable tdat@ate, he/she reacts more aggressively
toward innocent others (Marcidewhall, Pedersen, Carlson, & Miller, 2000).
Empirical evidence demonstrated that instead of the subsequent trivial, the initial
provocation experience of the target determines whetieéshe would be an
instigator in the subsequent interaction (Pedersen, Gonzales, & Miller, 2000)
Drawing on this approach, Hoobler and Brass (2006) demonstrated that employees
who were abused by their supervisor directed their frustration to family meanebr
displayed undermining behavior toward them. However, for the hypothesized model,
displaced aggression explanation is less reasonable in explaining the spillover of
incivility. Since uncivil behaviors have less intensity and there is generally no clea
policy and sanction, any subordinate can easily display uncivil behaviors toward
supervisors. Hence, the target of workplace incivility might be a supervisor,
subordinate, or customer, suggesting less need to displace frustration to third parties
(i.e.,family members) compared tehat may be more likely in the casealfusive

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

Selfregulation involves restraining a natural, habitual, or learned response by
modifying behavior, thoughts, or emotions (Baumeister & Vosh, 2003). Inhibiting
habitual behaviors requires selfntrol (Muravenet al., 2006) Exertion of self
control utilizes sekcontrol strength which is limiteaihddepleted after use; however,
this depletion is not permanent and can be replenished unless conditions undermine
resting (Muraven & Baumeister, 2000). Ego depletion has been usexheas
underlying mechanism for aggressive response (Baumetsaer1998; Baumeister
& Vohs, 2003). In this regard, an individual's capacity to regulate his/her behaviors
and emotions can influence whether individual responds to provobgttsplaying
deviant behaviors (Christian & Ellis, 2011). An individual might displagpproved
acts or behavior due to insufficiency of resources such as strength or energy to
override habitual behaviors (Muraven & Baumeister, 200Q)th respect to
workplace inciviity, targets need selfontrol strength to restrain the impulse of
behaving uncivilly to their family members (i.estigatedfamily incivility). Hence,
ego depletion approach is an influential approach to expratigated family
incivility as a respnse to spillover effect of experienced workplace incivility. Given
the reviewed literature, ego metion theory presentsa reasonableonceptual

frameworkin understanding how our responses (e.g., emotional exhaustionr, work
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family conflict) to resource ks stemming from experienced incivility relates to

displaying uncivilbehaviorsaat home

1.9 Spillover of Experienced Workplace Incivility in the Form of Knst i gat ed
Family Incivility

As outlined in the above proposition, workplace experienced incivility might
spill overinto home domain with increased emotional exhaustion and-faonky
conflict. However, these attitudinal outcomes are not the whole cost of being the
target of workplae incivility. Recent studies found woflmily conflict and
emotional exhaustion as proximal predictors of negative family functiobingnd
colleagues (2013) showed that workplastracism influenak family satisfaction
through workfamily conflict. In anothestudy, targets of sexual harassment reported
high level of workfamily conflict, which in turn decreased spouse family satisfaction
(Xin et al., 208). With respect to the spillover of negativehavior, Wu et al. (2012)
found that abusive supervision increased wfarkily conflict, which increased
family undermining behavior. Moreover, emotionally exhausted employees reported
greater displayed aggression towards family members (Liu et al.,.2015)

Ego depletion can explain how targets suffering from emotional exhaustion
and workfamily conflict are more likely tengage immistreatment at home. Dealing
with negative feelings (Galilliot et al., 2006) and coping with stress consume available
self-control strength (Muraven & Baumeister, 2000). Particularly, coping with work
demands requiseusng cognitive, psychological, and emotional resources, which
then leave limited resources to meet other job and family related demands for
exhausted employeesseenbaumet al., 2014). Hence, dealing with emotional
exhaustion and workamily conflict might leave reduced selbntrol strength, which
makes overriding incivility impulse difficult for targets at home. Nevertheless,
Muraven and colleagues (2006) atkamonstrated that not only prior exertion of self
control but also anticipating future exertion of sahtrol also direct people to
conserve their selfontrol strength and not exert setintrol ina subsequent task.
Compared to aggressive behaviorsgivility has less apparent outcomes for
instigators, hence an individual may be motivated to exert lessm#tol to inhibit
uncivil impulses (Rosen et al., 2016). For the current proposed model, coping with
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emotional exhaustion and wef&mily conflict might have higher priority compared

to being civil or kind to family members. In that case, after exertingcselirol for
emotional exhaustion and wefamily conflict, one might want to conserve
remaining seHlcontrol strength for future home demandscordingly, depleted
employees from emotional exhaustion and wharkily conflict may be less likely to
exert selfcontrol to override uncivil behaviors at home. Hence, emotional exhaustion
and workfamily conflict were proposed to be both single mediaad serial

mediator in the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 2: Workamily conflict mediate the relationship between
emotional exhaustion andstigatedfamily incivility.

Hypothesis 3: Emotional exhaustion medsatbe relationship between
experienced workplace incivility amastigatedfamily incivility.

Hypothesis 4: Emotional exhaustion and wéaknily conflict serially mediate
the relationship between experienced workplace incivility arsdigated

family incivility.

1.10 Key Resources: FirstStage Moderators

There are several individual buffering factors that can decrease the impact of
workplace experienced incivility. For instance, the impact of experienced workplace
incivility was stronger for targets with high trait negative affectivity in predicting
counerproductive work behavior (Penny & Spector, 2005), for those with low
agreeableness in predicting enacted aggression (T&duemper, 2012) and for
those with high hostile attribution bias in predicting interpersonal deviance behavior
(Wu et., 203). In a diary study, it was found that incivility experiences had stronger
relationship with negative effect for people with low emotional stability, high hostile
attribution bias, external locus of control, and people experiencing low chronic
workload and mie chronic organizational constraints (Zhou et al., 2015).

With respect to the buffering mechanisms of the impact of work demands on
home outcomed,en Brummelhuis and Bakker (2012) suggested key resources (e.g.,
seltefficacy, selfesteem, optimism, s@ power) as moderators in predicting
affective personal resources (e.g., mood). According to them, these key resources can
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explain why some of us are better in coping with stress, gaining additional resources,
resisting contextual demands and using abéaé resources optimally. Followifigen
Brummelhuis and Bakker (2012), the current model focuses on key personal
recourses that moderate the relationship between experienced workplace incivility
and emotional exhaustion. Empirical and theoretical workst@odi out the
importance of core sefvaluation (Judget al.,2003) as one of effective resources

in responding stressor and managing resources in coping process (e.g., Kammeyer
Mueller, Judge, & Scott, 2009fen Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012). Moreover,
psychological detachment has been established as an important protecting factor
buffering work demandse(g., Kinnuen et al., 2011; Sonnent&g Fritz, 2015).
Accordingly, | hypothesized two key resources (i.e., core-esafuation and
detachment from work)sathe moderators in the relationship between experienced

workplace incivility and emotional exhaustion.

1.10.1 Core SeltEvaluation (CSE) as a Key Resource

Core selfevaluation with its componeniselfesteem, generalized self
efficacy, locus of control, and neuroticismefers to a basic personal evaluation of
oneself as capable, worthy, and having control of own life (Judge, Van Vianen & De
Pater, 2004). Qe selfe val uati on i nfluences one’ s r es
resource management in stress coping: indivelwéh higher core selévaluation
report lesser stressful events, successfully respond to stressfud, exgrarience
lesser strainandprefer problernssolving copingoveravoidance coping (Kammeyer
Muelleret al.,2009).

COR theory suggests that individuals with greater resource are less likely to
be vulnerable to resource loss and they are more likely to have capability to gain
resources (Hobfoll et al., 2018). The buffering role of coreeafuation against
influence of stress has been supported with empirical findings. Stressors leads to
lower level of negative psychological reactions and strain for individuals with high
CSE(Judge et al., 2004). Moreover, individuals with high CSE are less likely to use
avoidance copingtrategyand more likely to use problesolving copingstrategy
(KammeyerMuller et al., 2009). CSE has aladuffering role in resposeto social
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stressorsand weakes the negative impact of social stressor on job satisfaction,
altruism and positive impact on turnover intention (Harris, Harvey, & Kacmar, 2009).

Coresefeval uati on also impacts an individua
workplaceincivility. To illustrate, the negative link between experienced incivility
and work engagement was stronger for individuals with low coreesaltiation
compared to those with high core selfaluation (Beattie & Griffin, 201d. On the
other hand, lowdvek of neuroticism, another component of CSE, was related to low
levels ofincivility perception in vignettes (Slitewi t h r o w2015% low levesd
of experienced incivility (Milam, Spitzmueller, Penney, 2009), and weakened the
negative associatio between job stress and experience of incivility (Taylor &
Kluemper, 2012)Moreover, for individuals with internal locus of control, daily
workplace incivility was not related to emd-work negative affect, whereas the
relationship was positive for indduals with an external locus of control (Zhou et
al., 2015).Core selevaluationalso weakened the influence of experiencing family
incivility on psychological distress (Lim & Tai, 2014).

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

with low core seHevaluation. Accordingly, the following hypothesis is proposed:

Hypothesis 5: Core se#ivaluation moderates the relationship between
experienced wdplace incivility and emotional exhaustion and the

relationship is strongefor thosewho arelow in core selfevaluation

1.10.2 Psychological Detachment as a Key Resource

Recovery experiences (i.e., detachment, relaxation, control, and mastery) are
beneficial to gain resources such as energy or feelings of control, which help
individuals in restoring the threatened resources (Kinnuen et. al, 2011). Psychological
detachment, as one of the recovery strategies, refers to disengaging mentally from
work duringnonwor k ti me ( Sonnentag & Fritz, 2007)
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off-job time (Sonnentag & Bayer, 2005). An individual is detached from work in
absence of worry, rumination and repetitive thoughts related to work (Sonnentang &
Fritz, 2014). Bothcrosssectional and longitudinal studies have supported the
negative relationships between psychological detachment and strain indicators. In
crosssectional studies, individuals with high levels of detachment reported low
levels of emotional exhaustion.ge, Donahue et al.,2012; Fritz, Yankelevich,
Zarubin & Barger, 2010) and higher levels of life satisfaction (Mordno mé n e z , et
al., 2009). In a diary study, in days participants were psychologically detached from
work, they reported being more content and cheerful and less fatigued and depleted
at bedtime (Sonnentag & Bayer, 2005). In another diary study, beyond the effect of
hours ad quality of sleep, previous day detachment predicted low levels of next day
fatigue (Sonnentag, Binnewies, & Mojza, 2008).

In times of stress, individual needs to be mentally disengaged from work to
be recovered but in those times, being mentally dsged seems less likely, making
recovery difficult (Sonnentag, 2012)lowever, even if detachment is difficult,
detachment from work is likely to buffer the negative impact of workplace
experiences since psychological detachment reflects a mental breakjdio
stressors to diminish their negative imp&iinentag Fritz, 205). Psychological
det achment al so moderates an individual?’
mistreatment. To illustrate, psychological detachment attenuated the link between
workplace bullying and psychological strain (Morehd mé n e z et al .,
Consistently, wrk-home segmentation preferences, a similar construct to
detachment, weakened the mediating effects of samkly conflict on the
ostracisrmrsatisfaction association (Lt al., 2013). In anothstudy, separating work
and family domain (boundary strength at home) mitigated the mediating effect of
work-family conflict on abusive supervision and family undermining (Wu et al.,
2012). More recently, Xin et al. (2@) found that work-home segmentation
preference attenuated the relationship between job tension, resulting from sexual
harassment and woilamily conflict. Derksa n d B a k k estudy also {n@idat&d4 )
that daily psychological detachment was negatively relatedwtok—-home

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

emotiondly exhausted. Accordingly, the following hypothesis is proposed:

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

relationship is stronger fothose who are low ipsychological detachment

1.11 Factors Restoring Depleted Sel€ontrol: Third Stage Moderators

Reviewed literature suggested that while some individuals are involved in
incivility spiral, others lpoth targets and instigators) are less likely or less motivated
to be involved in this spiral. For instance, while most of the respondéiis) (
reported themselveto have beerboth a target andan instigator (supporting
contagious nature of workplace incivility), a small number of respondents reported
themselves eithea target 6%) or aninstigator (12%) with a remaining group of
people reported themselves neither a targetanonstigator (12%) Gallus et al.,
2014). Given the high prevalence of workplace incivility, it is likely @latostall
employees to some degreehave beenexposed to uncivil behaviorat work.
However, this experienappears ttead toinstigatedamily incivility for only some
people.To illustrate,certain conditionsnight protect individuals fronmfluence of
ego depletiorand enable them to restaige depleted selfontrol after prior self
regulation. In this regard, a limited number of studakin experimental ettings,
have showed that a short relaxation break (Tyler & Burns, 2008), induction of
positive mood (Tice, Baumeister, ShmuéliMuraven, 2007) and reminding core
values (e.g., compassion) to participamsaréon et al., 200)2could counteract the
influence of ego depletionVhetherinstigatedfamily incivility can be inhibited
among individuals who carry out relaxation activities and treat themselves with

compassion can be integraiatb the hypothesized model.

1.11.1 Sel-Compassion
Selfcompassion involves emotional resilience, stability, lessesgfuation,
egodefensiveness, and self enhancement (Neff, 2011). Compassionate people easily

accept their undesirable aspects and respond kindly toward themselves even in the
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case of negative eventvidence suggests theglf-compassion buffers the influence

of negative experiences such as failure, rejection, or embarrassment (Leary, Tate,
Adams, Allen, & Hancock, 2007). Additional to personal benefits;cmtipassion
contibutespositivdy to the maintenance of close relationships. For instance; self
compassionate individualgsere perceived as more caring, autonomy provided
showing acceptance to their partners (Neff & Beret@l3). Moreover, self
compassionate individualsere likely to feel authenticwere less likely to give
priority to their needs and thayeremore likely to compromise, in which both self

and other needsereconsidered (Yarnell & Neff, 2013). In additipZhang, Chen

and Tomova (2009) showed that sedimpassionvasrelated to increased acceptance

to own flaws, which in turn is associated to increased acceptairitavs of others

(i.e., partner, acquaintance) beyond the impact of-estfem and relatnship
characteristics. Sefompassion was alseported to beelated to increased sleep
quality (Butz & Stahlberg, 2018), suggesting lack of -seffulatory impairment.

With respect to positive behaviors, individual with high -selimpassion perceide
hypothetical moral transgressions less acceptable (Chinese sample) and @éppraise
their selfish behavior less acceptable (US sample) (Wang, Chen, Poon, Teng, & Jin,
2017). Moreover, increased setfmpassionvasrelated to higher levebf prosocial
behavior(Lindsay & Creswell, 2014). Taken together, the above studies suggest the
protective role of sel€ompassion in close relationships andlisplaying positive
behaviors.

Empirical evidence on selaffirmation shed light on how sel-compassion
might be relevant to displaying uncivil behaviors at honhe.a pioneer study
SchmeichelndVohs(2009) found that individualsxertingself-control inaninitial
task can prevent ego depletion when they are affirming a core value (i.e., writing
briefly about topranked valuejollowing depletedask. Lindsay and Creswell (2014)
proposed sel€ompassion as one mechanism explaining howeditmation proces
(i.e., reflecting on an important personal value) exert its influence. Specifically, they
demonstrated that sedfffirmation (i.e., manipulation of writing about important
values) increased satbmpassion, which in turn increased gaxial behaviors
(Lindsay & Creswell, 2014). In another study, smihtrol depletiorthat resulted
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from social exclusion was counteracted by reminding-tsaffscendent values
including compassion (Burson et al., 2012). Taken together, given the protective role
of seltcompassion in close relationslsgNeff & Beretvas, 2013; Yarnell & Neff,
2013; Zhang et al., 2009 restoring depleted setfontrol Burson et al., 2012and

in displaying prosocial behaviefLindsay & Creswell, 2014}elf-compassion might

help a persoto restore depleted satbntrol, and exert selfontrol in overriding the

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

Hypothesis 7: Selfompassion moderaedhe relationship between weork
family conflict andnstigatedfamily incivility and the relationshifs stronger
for those who aréow in selfcompassion.

1.11.2 Relaxation

As a recovery strategyelaxationis described as activities performed with
explicit intention to relax (Stone, Kennedy Moore, & Neale, 1995). The relaxing
activities such as reading book, walking and mediation help an individual restore
resources (Fritz & Sonnentag, 2006). As a protedteeor, relaxation has negative
association with health problems, emotional exhaustion and sleep problems
(Sonnentag & Fritz, 2007) as well as with fear, hostility and sadness (Fritz,
Sonnentag, Spector, & Mcinroe, 2010). On the other hand, relaxationhats
potential to decrease tension and restore resources faegelation (Fritz et al.,
2010). To illustrate, Tyler and Burns (2008) demonstrated that afterraimere
break, depleted participants restored their decreasedas#tbl andshowedequal
performance with ncdepleted participants. Accordingly, those employees engaging
in relaxingactivities might restore their depleted sedintrol successfully and inhibit
occurrence of uncivil interactions at home. Hence, the following hypothesis is

proposed:

Hypothesis 8: Relaxation moderatthe relationship between wofamily
conflict ard instigatedfamily incivility and the relationship is strongéor

thosewho arelow in relaxation.

24



1.12 Buffering Effect of Received Support

One general recommendation for reducing strain has bedm o contact
with supportive individuals (Beehr, Farmer, Glazer, Gudanowski, & Nair, 20@3)

a contextual resource in COR theory, social support reflects practical or emotional
help from significah others such as coworkers and family members (Ten
Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012Meta analytic findings supported the role of social
support in reducing experienced stress, stramulin moderating stresstrain link
(Viswesvaran, Sanchez, & Fisher, 1999).

Studieshave examined thmoderatingole of received support from different
work sourcessuch assupervisor, coworkerspousal There is available research
evidence suggesting that work source of support is protective against the impact of
workplace experienced incivilityn a diary study, supervisor support weakened the
association between incivility experience and stress (Be&ttiGriffin, 2014a).
Moreover, organizational and emotional support weakened the negative relationship
between incivility experience and outcomes (i.e., job satisfaction, physical health,
and psychological welbeing) (Miner, Settles, Pralttyatt, & Brady,2012).

There are also nonwork sources for social support susbppmort provided
by family members gpartners Aycan and Eskin (2005) examined the main effect of
spousakupportandfound that spousal support was related to faiwibyk conflict
for bath men and women; however, spousal support was not related tefamuibk
conflict for both men and womemMoreover, according to meta analytic findings,
work sources of support had stronger relationship with exhaustion than nonwork
source of support (Halbesleben, 200&)wever, Halbesleben and colleagues (2010)
found stronger negative association between sgowsupport and emotional
exhaustion for couples working thesame occupation (i.e., wetikked couples) or
the same company than those not workingtlie same occupation or company.
Furthermore, antrary to buffering role ofeceivingfamily supportemployees with
high family support had greater negative outcomes (depression, perceived fairness,
work-to-family conflict) than ones with low family suppart response to incivility
experience¢Lim & Lee, 2011).Taken togetherhe evidence abov&iggestsnixed

findings regarding protective or detrimental role of social support in sttesa link.
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Based orthe mixed finding reported forthe protective role of familysupport the
current study focused on spousal support and pro@osegkarciuestionaiming to
examine the roleof spousal support in the incivilityemotional exhaustion

relationship.

Research Question 1Does spousal support moderate the relationship

between experienced workplace incivility and emotional exhaustion

Studies have also investigated whether individuals with received support
reportlow levels ofmistreatment towartheir coworkers or family memberk a
recent studyreceived support from coworker was negatively relatethgtigated
workplace incivility( Tor kel son, Hol m, Backstr om, & Sch
thar study, Torkelsonet al.(2015)found thatemployees were more likely to display
uncivil behaviorin response to experienced incivility when thegd high social
support from both their emorkers and supervisorndowever, br other mistreatment
type, support provided by supesor did rot moderate the effects of negative
emotions on counterproductive work behavior (Sakurai & Jex, 200@)the
knowledge of the researchehere is no existing research testing whether spousal
support might rgiain someone from displaying uncivil behavioes home.
Accordingly, the following research question was proposed.

Research Question 2Does spousal support moderate the relationship

between worfamily conflict andnstigatedfamily incivility.

1.13 Work -Home Spillover Process: DuaEarner Couples

The existing research on spillover of workplace mistreatments have generally
focused on the workome spillover process experienced by just one member of the
family/couple (e.g., Barbeet al., 217; Hoobér & Brass, 2006)ignoring how
spillover occurs among duehrner couplesHowever, evidence suggests that
spillover of negative experiences is not limited to the focal person. For example,
Haines IIl, Marchand, and Harvey (2006) reported that experieheeorkplace
aggression spilled and crossed over to home domain in the form of higher levels of

psychological stress for both individuals and their partners. There is an emerging need
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to examine if and how any workplace mistreatment impacts home outcontext
partners. As a response to this need, in the current,dtaiiyied to examine the
proposed workhome spillover model in duaarner couples.

Examining the proposed process in deainer couples calsocontribute to
our understanding of the aivility spillover process from a gender perspective.
Studies suggest that men and womeRn may r
over effects. I n one study, whil e havin
family-work conflict, having a workahali part ner di d not- aff ec:
work conflict (Shimazu, Demerouti, Bakket, Shimada, & Kawakami, 2011). With
respect to worlhome spillover of work demands, Watanabe and colleague (2017)
found differential spillover of job and family demands ontper fatigue across
husbands and wives. However, Shimazu, Bakker and Demeroutti (2009) did not find
any gender differensan the pathway from job demand to home outcomes. The
abovementioned studies suggest a need to focus on the experiences of thespartn
(husbands and wivkseparately in understanding the spillover of incivility from
work to home domain. Accordingly, in the present stadyecision was made to test
the proposed hypotheses and research questions for both husbandeeand dual

earner couples.

114Summary of the Current Studyds Hypot he:
Figure2 displays the hypotheses and research questions of the current study.

As seen in Figure 2he present study examined the wbdme spillover of uncivil

behaviors by proparsg testing of followings: (i) emotional exhaustion as explanatory

mechanism in the association between experienced workplace incivility and work

family conflict (ii) core seHevaluation andpsychological detachmerds key

resources buffering impact of merienced workplace incivility on emotional

exhaustion (i) emotional exhaustion and wdaknily conflict as mechanisms

underlying contagion of uncivil behaviors from work to home domain, and (iv) self

compassion and relaxation as factors helping tatgetsrain frominstigatedfamily

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

The currentstudy also tested the potential protective or destructive role of
spousal suppodn an exploratory basigccordingly, the following eight hypotheses
and two research questewere tested.

Hypothesis 1:Emotional exhaustion mediates the relationship between
experienced workplace incivility and wef&mily conflict

Hypothesis 2:Workfamily conflict mediates the relationship between
emotional exhaustion andstigatedfamily incivility.

Hypahesis 3: Emotional exhaustion mediates the relationship between
experienced workplace incivility amastigatedfamily incivility.

Hypothesis 4Emotional exhaustion and wef&amily conflict serially mediate
the relationship between experienced workplace incivility arstigated
family incivility.

Hypothesis 5:Core selfevaluation moderates the relationship between
experienced workplace incivility and emotional exhaustion dhd

relationship is stronger for thosgho arelow in core selfevaluation
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Hypothesis 6Psychological detachment moderates the relationship between
experienced workplace incivility and emotional exhaustiamd the
relationship is stronger for those whare low inpsychological detachment
Hypothesis 7:Selfcompassion moderates the relationship between -work
family conflict andnstigatedfamily incivility and the relationshifs stronger

for those who are low in setbmpassion.

Hypothesis 8:Relaxation moderates the relationship between viemkily
conflict andinstigatedfamily incivility and the relationship is stronger for
thosewho arelow in relaxation.

Research Question 1: Does spousal support moderate the relationship
betweerexperienced workplace incivility and emotional exhaustion

Research Question 2: Does spousal support moderate the relationship

between woramily conflict andnstigatedfamily incivility.
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CHAPTER 2

METHOD

2.1 Participants

Initially, a total of 209 duakarner couples (418 partners) filled out the
informed consent form for couples (see Appendix A) and volunteered to participate
in the current study. A total of 373 partners including 176 heterosexual camgles
21 individuals (one of the partners) participated in the-finsé survey with the
response rate of 88 Among these participants, 160 couples with both partners and
22 couples with one partner responded the second time survey. Ningtgroeat of
the participants who filled out the firstme assessment also responded to the second
time survey. As the aim of the study was to obtain responses from both partners, those
160 couples who responded to the questionnaire with both partners formeddhe initi
sample of the study. Among these 160 couples, two couples were removed because
one of the partners was working alone and three couples were excluded based on
being married shorter than six months. Furthermore, five couples were removed from
the data aene of the partners was a multivariate outlier. Hence, the final sample was
composed of 150 couples (300 partners).

Participants' age ranged from 20 to 64 with a mean age of 34.85 $8a¥s (
6.38) and-test results showed that mevl € 36.35,SD = 6.48) were significantly
older than womenM = 33.34,SD = 5.93),t (298) =-4.20,p <.01. Duration of
marriage ranged from six months to 337.50 months with a mean of J&85 (
74.05). Among the participants, 215 individuals (71.8%) reported that tlteya ha
child. In terms of education, participants with the highest percentage hadyeé&wur
coll ege degree (56%), foll owed by the ones w
degree (9.7 %), twyear college degree (6.3%), Ph.D. (4.3%), secondary school
degree (1%), and primary school degree (0.7%). Of the valid 299 responses,

participants' current job tenure (experience) ranged from two months to 293 months
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with a mean of 79.91 monthsSD = 69.28), and of the valid 291 responses,
par ti ci panngsxperigneetraaded fora 10knonths to 600 months with a
mean of 147.58 month§D = 85.57). With respect to personal income, 55% of the
participants had an income in the 3000-9000 TL range, 19.7% in the 5000 -TL
10000 TL range, 17.7% in 2000 FBOOO TL range , 5.7% in 1002000 TL range,

1.7 % over 10000 TL, and 0.3% under 1000 TL.

2.2 Measures

2.2.1 Spousal Support

Spousal support was measured with 12 items from family support inventory
originally developed as a 4#em scale by King and colleagu€1995). Aycan and
Eskin (2005) translated the full scale to Turkish with sub factors of emotional
sustenance (29 items) and instrumental assistance (15 items). The shortened version
of the scale with 12 items was previously used by Demokan (2009)s Ishthitened
version, eight items measured emotional sustenance and four items assessed
instrumental assistance. Participants respond to the items -goiat3.ikert scale
ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5
better after discussing jobel at ed probl ems my spouse”
provides a different way of looking at my wostelated problems.” The shortened
versionis presented in Appendi®. Demokan(2009) reported a satisfactory internal
consistency value for the short version
yielded satisfactory internal consistency reliability estimates of .76 and .81 for
husband and wife samples, respectively.

2.2.2Workplace Experienced Incivility

To measure participants' uncivil experiences at work, the current study used
an updated version of Workplace Incivility Scale (WIS) with 12 items (Cortina et al.,
2013). Sample items are "Ignored you or failed to spegkgou ” and “ Gave Yy
silent treatment Items were rated on aoint frequency scale ranging from 1
(never) to 5 (many ti mes). I6)rtransldted thes c o p e
scale items to Turkish (see Appendix In this scale participasitare asked to check

an item if they had experienced the rude behavior described in the item in that day.
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For the normative form of the WIS, Erdas (:
However, Cortina and colleagues (2013) reported a Cronbach's alpkao¥ .92 for

the scale. In the current study, internal consistencies of the scale were acceptable for

both husband (.86) and wife samples (.92).

2.2.3 Core SeHEvaluation
Core SelfEvaluations Scale (Judge et al.,, 2003) was used to measure
participarts’ overall evaluation about themselves including-esiéem, generalized
selt-efficacy, emotional stability, and locus of control. The scale includes 12 items
rated on a fpoint Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly
agree). Sampl i tems are “I am confident | get the
do not feel in control of my success in my career.” The internal consistency estimates
were reported to be above .80 in the work o
(2003), who dapted the scale to Turkish, found an internal consistency value of .74
(see AppendiXD). The scale revealed a satisfactory internal consistency both for

husband (.81) and wife samples (.82).

2.2.4 Psychological Detachment

Sonnentag and Fritz (2007) déyeed the Recovery Experience Scale with
four factors (i.e., psychological detachment, relaxation, mastery, and control) to
assess how an individual can recover from work during rest time. Psychological
detachment from work subscale/factor was used inpteeent study. This factor
measures how an individual mentally distances oneself from work in nonwork times
with four items rated on apoint scale ranging from 1 (I do not agree at all) to 5 (I
fully agree). A sampl e i taetm alsl .’ Sdoonnn etn ttahgi
Fritz (2007) reported the internal consistency estimate to be .85. The scale was
initially trans]| etak(@016). Howdver rirkthe sdope lofythe Ko ¢ a k
current study, one bilingual researcher checked the conceptusblemge of the
translation with original items and if necessary provided an alternative translation.
The translated version of the scale (see AppeRjliyielded satisfactory internal

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

The current study assessed emotional Exhaustion with nine items from the
Maslach Burnout Inventory (MBI, Maslach & Jackson, 19&&rticipants rated the
itemsona®p oi nt scale ranging from 1 (never) t
emotionally drained from my work.”™ Ergin
however, the current study used only items measuring enabtexhaustion (see
Appendix F). The internal consistency value for emotional exhaustion has been
reported to be satisfactory in studies uU:¢
=. 79, Kur uitzdm, 2808a fndhe tuarent sdy,| thecala kad
satisfactory internal consistency estimates for both husband (.88) and wife (.90)

samples.

2.2.6 Work-Family Conflict

Work-family conflict was measured with nine items from the scale developed
by Carlson and colleagues (2000). The items weertlrah a §oint Likert scale
ranging from (1) strongly disagree to (5) strongly agree. Of the nine items, three items
measure timdased work interference with family (e.g., "My work keeps me from
my family activities more than | would like"), three itetap into straifbased work
interference with family (e.g., "When | get home from work | am often too frazzled
to participate in family activities/responsibilities"), and the remaining three items
measure behavidrased work interference with family (e.§iThe problemsolving
behaviors | wuse in my job are not effect
(2009) reported an internal consistency value of .88 (see App&dithe internal
consistency of the scale in the current study was .91 for husinand@@ for wife

samples.

2.2.7 SefCompassion

Seltcompassion was measured with the-selhpassion scale developed by
Neff (2003). Participants responded to the items orpait Likert scale ranging
from (1) strongly disagree to (5) strongly agreem®al e i tems are *“|
understanding and patient towards those
“When | feel il nadequate in some way, I
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i nadequacy are shW&nedamyl mod dapieddgafise (200 7)
scale to Turkish and reported reliability of the scale as ranging from .72 to .80 (see
AppendixH). The current study revealed acceptable internal consistency values of

the scale for both husband (.94) and wife (.89) samples.

2.2.8Relaxation

Relaxation was assessed with four items (e.g., | do relaxing things) from the
Recovery Experience Scale developed by Sonnemagrritz (2007). Items are rated
on a 5point Likert scale ranging from 1 (I do not agree at all) to 5 (I fully agree). The
relaxation factor appears to have an adequat
Sonnentagé& Fritz, @bup&Fkseobaum,2009), ThiBfactok e, Koy
was initially tr an etlala(208) In theocurient stddy,ene by Koc¢ a
bilingual researcher checked the conceptual equivalence of the translation with
original items and provided an alternative transtat The translation of the scale
(see Appendix I) had satisfactory internal consistency values for both husband (.91)

and wife (.92) samples.

2.2.9 Experienced Family Incivility
To measuranstigatedfamily incivility, dyad members were asked to rate
whether they experienced any rude behavior displayed by their partners during last

one year. As a partner source dat a, one’ s
represents the partneirstigatedf ami 'y incivility. To il lustr a
family i nci vil ity rinstgategfsemitlsy hiursdiawidlsi’t y , whi |

experienced f ami |l y instigatedfamilyiinciwlity.rAs il ect s wi v
assessment of experienced family incivility, Lim and Tai (2014) modified Workplace

Incivility Scale (Cortina et al., 2001) to adapt the scale to the family domain.

Specifically, they replaced reference of "superiors and coworkers” with" family

members" in items and excluded one item ("Addressed you in unwelcome
nonprofessional terms, either pubjicl or pri vately”) from the sca
their partner's uncivil behaviors at home with seven items rated gomoatscale

ranging from 1 (not at all) to 5 (most of t
experienced family incivility (Lim &Tai, 2014). In the present study, the scale was
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first translated to Turkish by two graduate students fluent in both Turkish and
English, and then one bilingual researcher checked the conceptual equivalence of the
item translations to the original itemsés&ppendix J for Turkish version of the scale
items). In the current study, the internal consistency values of the scale were .79 for
husband and .82 for wife samples.

2.2.10 Demographic Information Form
A demographic information form (see Appendix Kgluding questions about

participants sex, age, education | evel,
current job and total tenure) was included in the questionnaire packet. In this form,
participants were also asked to report their satisfactibim mousework load and
perceived social support from family on g6int scale ranging from 1 (never) to 5

(most of the times). They were also asked to report what percentage of household

work was met by themselves.

2.3 Procedure

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

message service (SMS). In SMS, the participants were informed that they are
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expected to fill the survey individually not with their partners. Time 2 survey included
measures of Workamily Conflict, SeCompassion, Relaxation, anéamily
Experiencedncivility. Time 2 survey link was sent to the participants two weeks

after each participant completed the fiiste survey.

2.4 Data Analysis Strategy

As partners were nested in couples, nonindependence in partner ratings was
tested usig MANOVA. MANOVA statistics and ICC scores in Table 2 (presented
in the result section) indicated that these responses were dependent. Hence, the
current study examined the proposed model using the-patborer interdependence
model (APIM, Kenny, Kashy, &ook, 2006) in order to account for the observed
norrindependence. Figurd displays a sample APIM including two exogenous
variables (independent variablesh¥isband and Xvife), two endogenous variables
(dependent variables;-Musband and ¥vife) and two errors for the endogenous

variables.

4

X Husband e ap Y Husband

'ph

e p“'

X wife = ay, - Y wife

Fi gu3 & Sample Actor-Partner Interdependence Model for Dyas
Distinguished by their Gender.

Note.Dashed lines represent partner effects; straighs tegresent actor effects
ay= actor effect ofvives; a = actor effect of husbandsyppartner effect of wives
pn = partner effect of husbands= error

APIM methodology can examine both actor and partner effects in a proposed

hypot hesi s. I n these models, the actor effe
on one’s outcome, and the partner effect r e
his/her partne’ s out c ome. A3s a patk Fam Xwife to FYiwideu r e
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represents a witactor effect, while a path from-¥ife to Y-husband reflects wife
partner effect. Moreover, in APIM, to account for the interdependence of the data,
researchers need to adddrcovariance across exogenous variables (elguskand

and Xwife) and across errors of parallel endogenous variables (etmisbyand and
Y-wife). For instance, Figurgincludes a covariance acrossh¥sband and Xvife,

and a covariance across errafsY-husband and Yvife. Relatedly, to meet the
requirements of APIM method, path models testing the hypotheses of the current

study will also include four covariances between the following pairs of relations: (a)

wi ves'’ experienced dwddruksplaanadé ierxqpiew ii leintcye
incivility, (b)) error of wives’ emotional
exhausti on, (c) -fearnridry ofonwil v €4 “familyar khus b
conflict, (d) error of wiaed eex@er béndae

experienced family incivility.

In running APIM analysis, researchers also need to consider whether
members of dyad are distinguishable or indistinguishable as different data analytic
approaches are used for indistinguishable g®®gd to distinguishable dyads (see
Kenny, Kashy, & Cook, 2006). Distinguishability refers to the extent each member
of dyad can be identified by a categorical variable such as gender in heterosexual
couples or mother and child in a family (Ackerman, Ddiane & Kashy, 2011).
Sample indistinguishable dyads are s@m®e couples and samrsex twins
(Ledermann, Macho &, Kenny, 2011). Though heterosexual couples or rebilter
pairs are conceptually distinguishable dyads, they also need to be verified as
empiiically distinguishable. Empirical distinguishability exists when there are
differences in means, variances, and covariances in variables for dyad members
(Ackerman et al., 2011). Accordingly, before testing the hypotheses of the study,
empirical distinguibability of husbands and wes were tested with an omnibus tests
of distinguishability using SENh Mplus Mu t h&é&vhu t h19982012 program
This SEM model included the following equality constraints: (a) wives and husbands
have equal means for each variable, (b) wives and husbands have the same variance
for each variable, (c) wives and husbands have the same intrapersonal covariance

(actor efect) for each pair of relationship, and (d) wives and husbands have the same
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interpersonal covariance (partner effect) for each pair of relationship.
Distinguishability decision is made according to the model fit statistics of this fully
constrained modethe nonrejectable chi square shows indistinguishability and lack

of gender differences in means, variances, intrapersonal covariances, or interpersonal
covariances (Ackerman et al., 2011). In other words, thenerj e c?maahdthat X
husbands and was are not distinguishable for the pairs of relationship, while

r e j e c2inaples that husbands and wives are distinguishable. However, as the
primary focus is not the mean level differences in APIM, gender equality constraints
on the means could bemeved and omnibus test of distinguishability could be
retested. Accordingly, empirically distinguishability of husbands and wives in each
proposed relationship path was tested with two separate SEMs: (a) one with
constraints on the variable means, variancentrapersonal covariances, or
interpersonal covariances, and (b) the other in which the constraints on the variable
means were droppedhe findings were presented in the preliminary analysis part of
the result section.

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

With respect to sample size, complex modedmating greater number of
parameters require larger sample size (Kline, 2016). Jackson (2003) suggested to
consider the ratio of sample size to parameter estimated and recommend ratio of 20:1
as most ideal, and 10:1 as less ideal. Kline (2016) alsesteghthat when the ratio
drop below 10:1, trustworthiness of the results also can fail. For the current study,
sample size is 150, which allow to test number of parameters around 15. Hence, to
have ideal ratio of sample size to estimated parametergjsaaotewas made to test
mediating hypotheses in one APIM (path model) initially and later testing each

moderating hypothesis in separate APIMSs.
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Model fit of each A PstMistig the chisguate-s s ed b
degreeof-f r e e d o m/df), the conoparétiye fit index (CFI), and the rooean
square error of approximation (RMSEA). A good fit requires-adngni fi cant
statistic, values greater than or equal to .95 for CFI, and lesser than or equal to .06 for
RMSEA (Hu and Bentler, 1999). AMIanalyses were run with structural equation
modeling path model through AMOS (Arbuckle, 2010). To test the mediation
hypotheses, usetefined estimands were generated in AMOS. Thesedesared
estimand refer to the multiplication of the paths includedhe mediation; and, they
provide estimates for the indirect effects, their confidence intervals, and significance
values (Arbuckle 201Qp. 593). Both for the direct path estimates and the indirect
path estimates, 2000 bootstrapping were performed teona®5 % confidence
intervals (CI). The effects are interpreted as significant when the confidence intervals

do not include zero.
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CHAPTER 3

RESULTS

3.1 Overview

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

3.2 Data Screening

Data for workplace incivility, detachment, core selfaluation, emotional
exhaustion, worKamily conflict, family incivility, relaxation and selfompassion
were examined for outliers and normality assumption. Using the criterfps di01
for Mahalanobis distance, five multivariate couples were detected, and they were
removed from the datas Normality assumption was checked for the final sample
(150 couples). The skewness and kurtosis values for all study variables were within
the acceptable ranges, suggesting normal distribution.

3.3 Descriptive Statistics and Bivariate Correlations between the Study
Variables

Table 1 summarizes internal consistency values, number of scale items and
descriptive statistics for wife and husband samples separately. As can be seen, the
study variables had satisfactory internal consistency values rangng#6 to .92.
Table 1 also presents paired santpkest results exploring gender differences in the
study variables. Paired sampléest analysis revealed that there were significant
differences between husband and wife samples with respect to ceesalatition,
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selfcompassion and relaxation. Specifically, in couples, husbands reported higher
levels of core selévaluation Mhusbad = 3.75,SDhusband= .53; Muife = 3.59,SDuite =
.51), selfcompassionNlhusband= 3.39,SDhusband= .61; Muwite = 3.27,SDuite = .67) and
relaxation Mnusband= 3.52,SDhusband= .92; Muite = 2.99,SDuite = 1.09). Moreover,
while wives and husbands weret different in terms of the percentage of household
work they reported (149) = .822p = .41, they differed in terms of satisfaction with
housework load sharing;,(149) = .3.26p < .01 and perceived social support form
family memberst (149) = 2.04p < .05. Specifically, husbands were more satisfied
form housework sharindVhusband= 4.35,SDhusband™ 1.45;Muite = 3.38,SDuite = 1.47)
and received greater social support from family membé#ssfana= 4.62,SDhusband

= 1.46;Muite = 4.32,SDuite = .1.36).

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

Variables Husband Wife
o M SD a M SD ¢

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

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

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

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

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

As can be seen from Table & can be seen in Tabler2sults werenot
significant for experienced workplace incivility, core sealuation, and work
family conflict. However, theaesults were significant for psychological detachment,
emotional exhau®n, spousal support, setbmpassion, relaxation, and experienced
family incivility. For these variables, ICC scores ranged from .14 to .30, suggesting
that there is noimdependence of couple scores on these variables.

Table 3 summarizes correlatiorier the study variable separately for
husbands and wives. Some of the correlations between the variables were similar for
husband and wife samples. For example, workplace experienced incivility was
significantly related psychological detachment (husbard;.16,p < .05; wife,r =
-.22,p<.01), emotional exhaustion (husband,.34,p < .01; wife,r =.39,p<.01),
work-family conflict (husbandr = .18, p < .05; wife,r = .30,p < .01), core seif
evaluation (husband, = -.41, p < .01; wife,r = -.22, p < .01) in both samples.
Moreover, experienced family incivility had significant associations with core self
evaluation (husband, = -.38, p < .05; wife,r = -.39, p < .01), spoual support
(husbandr = -.45,p < .01; wife,r =-.48,p < .01), workfamily conflict (husbandt
= .26,p < .01; wife,r = .28,p < .01), secompassion (husband=-.47p < .01;
wife, r =-.20,p < .01), relaxation (husbandz= .30,p < .01; wife:r = .24,p < .01).
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Some of the variable pairs were differentially correlated in wife and husband samples.

To il lustrate, whil e husbands’ experien
rel ated t o -compasbiam(es.35 ps<el f01), wicg e s’ W C
experienced incivility had a -compassiogni fi c
(r=-09,p=.27). n addition, husbands’ experien

significantly related to their experienced family incivility £ .22,p < .01), while

wi ves wor kpl ace experienced incivility \
incivility (r = .04,p = .66).Moreover, as can be seen from Table 3, for some of the
vari abl e pairs, wi ves'’ and husbands’ r

interrelated wvariable pairs were as f ol

relaxation ( = .32,p< . 01) , husbands’ experienced f
experienced family incivility f = .29,p< . 01) , h wenpassiod with s e | f
wi v e s 'iencedxfgmdyrincivility ¢ =-.30,p< . 01) , h -aosnpaasion s ’ se
with wives’ srFe.2Bpaxl . HUpp o rhtesnpagsiod with s el f
wi ves'’ rrel2ap<altl)iamdh ué bands’ emoti onal exhal
relaxation ¢ = .25, p < .01). Accordingly, these correlations suggested

i nterdependence of the hus bnmanwdrsinterfaca d wi v e
and justified the need to test partner and actor effects by the APIM method.

Table 3
Correlations for the Study Vables

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

Note. N= 150, ¥*p < 01, *p < .05.

43



Table 3 continued
Correlations for the Study Variables

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

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

3.4 Preliminary Analysis for Hypothesis Testing
Table 4 displays the statistics of omnibus tests of distinguishability run for
each proposed path in the current stuslgparate statistics were presented for the
fully constrained model and the models dropped constraint on variable means. As
seen in Table 4, the fully constrained models suggested that husbands and wives were
not empirically distinguishable for the assoicatof core seHevaluation and partner
experienced f%6nN=l150)=i.10.¢7p v.10). However,(results of
the models, in which constraint on the variable means were dropped, revealed a
rejectable chi square value, meaning that despiten des®| similarity, there were
differences in the variances and covariances in the proposed association. On the other
hand, unlike findings in the fully constrained models, the models with the dropped
constraint on the variable means yielded argactalte chi square for the following
associations between: coreself al uati on and e3j@oN=150)n a | ex haus
=837p=.08) and relaxation and partfider reporte
N =150) = 3.48p =.48). The differential finding@oss two models implies that
husbands and wives were distinguishable in terms of variable mean, however not
empirically distinguishable with respect to variances and covariances. Accordingly,
in hypothesis testing of the current study, husbands and veireedreated as
indistinguishable in estimating the relationship between coreeseltiation and
emotional exhaustion, and relaxation and partner reported experienced family

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

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

3.5 Main Hypotheses Testing with APIMs

In the following sections, the results of fiseparate APIMs tesig the study
hypotheses are presented. Based on the requirements of APIM, each APIM included
three correlated parallel error terms (i.e., emotional exhaustion;feiky conflict,
and experienced family I ncivility) and
wor kplace incivility and husbands’ experi
tested the mediating hypotheses (Hypothesis 1 to Hypothesis 4). The following fo
APIMs tested moderating effects of core smtbluation (Hypothesis 5),
psychological detachment (Hypothesis 6), -selfnpassion (Hypothesis 7), and

relaxation (Hypothesis 8).

3.5.1 The First APIM: Testing Mediating Hypotheses

Figure4 displays the first APIM testing hypotheses 1 to 4. The initial model
showed poor 415N=150 ) h=%de-®430-,00GFI= .94,
CFI=.85,RMSEA = .10. To improve the model fit, the modification indices were
checked. The modification indices suggested to add an actor path frorfiarohk
conflict to experienced family incivility for both husband and wife samples. This
suggestion was reasonableséad on the research finding supporting negative
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association between weflamily conflict and experienced family incivility (Lim &

Tai, 2014). However, before model modification, whether wives and husbands were
empirically distinguishable in this suggestedsociation needed to be tested.
According to the results, husband and wife were distinguishable in this path based on
fully const?6)}ildi4dp<.08)@ndehe mqdel dropped constraint on
var i abl g4)#8.87ps.05). Kence, thegemths were included to the model

as separate effects. With the inclusion of these paths, the mda#tediPIM model

fit the ?fl4aN=al 5we)l |=2/dflx6l.4Bp=,.31,GFI= .97, CFI=.99,
RMSEA= .03.Table 5 summarizes the unstandardizedfficients and confidence

intervals for estimated parameters &iglure5 presents standardized path estimates
in the modified first APIM.

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

-z

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

Figure 4. The First APIM Testing Hypotheses 1 to 4.
Note.Dashed lines represent partner effesteight line represent actor effects

For simplicity, correlated parallel error terms and covariance among exog:
variables not depicted. T1=Time 1, T2= Time 2.

Table 5

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

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

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

Workplace Incivility Exhaustion — Conlflict - Family Incivility
(Husband-T1) 34% (Husband -T1) 52* (Husband-T2) 25 (Husband-T2)
02 -1l
14 .09
Experienced 38% Emotional A1* Work-Family g Experienced
Workplace Incivility |— Exhaustion Conflict Family Incivility
(Wife -T1) (Wife -T1) (Wife -T2) (Wife-T2)

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

Note.Dashed lines represent partner effects; straighs heygresent actor effects
For simplicity, correlated parallel error terms and covariance ara@ogenous
variables not depicted. T1=Time 1, T2= Time 2 ¢ .01.

As can be seen in Table 5, there were six actor effects. Significant actor effects
were between following pairs of variables: workplace experienced incivility and
emotional exhaumn (husbandB = .55, CI [.25, .90]; wife,B = .39,ClI [.27, .54]),
emotional exhaustion and wef&mily conflict (husbandB = .59,ClI[.40, .79]; wife,

B = .47,Cl [.25, .69]), and woramily conflict and experienced family incivility
(husbandB = .16,ClI [.05, .25]; wife,B = .25,CI [.13, .37]). Hypothesis 1 proposed

that emotional exhaustion would mediate the relationship between experienced
workplace incivility and workfamily conflict. In the model, emotional exhaustion
emerged as a significant mediator of the relationship between workplace experienced
incivility and work-family conflict for both samples (husbanddirect effect= .32,
Cl1[.14, .55]; wife,indirect effect= .18,CI [.08, .30]) yielding support for Hypothesis

1. Work-family conflict was expected to mediate the pathway from emotional
exhaustion tanstigatedfamily incivility (Hypothesis 2). As stated in the method
section, parpeeréensceéepbami by ikeinstgatedi | i ty
incivility. Hence, Hypothesis 2 was tested with two pathways [husbands' emotional
exhaustior> h u s b a Afaindy confabA Wives' experienced family incivility]

and [ wives’ e mAAt wiownad -family dcanRics A ihuslands'
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experienced family incivility] . -fanigyre, whil e

conflict to wives experi enc-pgadnerfeffenti |y i nci v
t he path f r-tamlyconfletéody s bneordks® experi enced f ami
referred to wifepartner effect. According to the estimates predicted by the APIM,
work-family conflict did not mediate the relationship between emotional exhaustion
and partner experienced family incivility, nameigstigated family incivility
(husbandjndirect effect= -.05, CI [-.14, .02]; wife,indirect effect= .03, ClI [-.03,
.12]). Hence, the current study did not support Hypothesis 2.
Hypothesis 3 stated that emotional exhaustion would mediate the relationship
between experienced workplace incivility amgtigatedfamily incivility. In the
APIM, Hypothesis 3 was tested with two pathways [husbands' experienced
workplace incivility -husbands' emotional exhaustisrwives' experienced family
incivility] and [wives' experienced workplace inciviity wi ves’ emoti onal
exhaustion> husbands' experienced family incivildi
emotional exhaustion did not mediate the association between their experienced
workplace incivility and theimstigatedfamily incivility (husband,ndirect effect=
.01,ClI [-.06, .10]; wifeindirect effect .05,CI [.00, .11]). Accordingly, Hypothesis
3 was not supported for both husbands and wives.
Hypothesis 4 proposed emotional exhaustion and Aferily conflict as
serial mediators in the association between egpeed workplace and instigated

family incivility. Accordingly, Hypothesis 4 was tested with two pathways

[ husbands’ experiengbkbds bvoordksp’'l aemotiinaccn avli | € x §
Ahus b and-family eooflictkA wi ves’ experienced family i
[ wi ves’ experienchdi weskpemotei Awaveskhbayst i

work-family conflictA hus bands’ experi eAccoedthgtbthemi | 'y i nci
results emotional exhaustion and wef&mily conflict did not emerge as significant
mediatos, hence Hypothesis 4 was not supported (husliasidgct effect=-.03,Cl
[-.09, .01]; wifeindirect effect= .01,CI [-.01, .05]). Taken together, tharrent study
supported Hypothesis 1, however failed to support Hypothesé$4H2
Although nohypothesis was proposed initiallgmotional exhaustion and

work-family conflict emerged as significarsterial mediators in the relationship
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between experienced workplace incivility and experienced family incivility
(husbandindirect effect= .05,CI[.02, .11]; wife,indirect effect= .05,CI [.02, .05]).

This means that individual s’ experienced
their partners’ I nst itiger owe emotioralnexhiaustion nc i v i
and workfamily conflict. Taken tgether, the first APIM explained 14% of the
variance in wives’ emotional exhaustion,
17% i n wifvaersi’l ywocrokn f | i ct , -fanily%onflich 9% im s b and s
wi ves'’ eX per i enc amtigateth &mily inclvility) ynd (186uirs b a n d
husbands’ e X p er i -sstigaed familyniccivivty). [Thetmpdifiédwi f e
APIM became the baseline model in the subsequent APIMs testing moderation

hypotheses.

3.5.2 The Second APIM: Testing Moderating Role of Core $eEvaluation

Figure6 displays the second APIM testing the Hypothesis 5. In this model,
exogenous vari abl es ar e husbands’ expe
experienced workplace -emal uvuati og, -Wwugbah

evaluation and their relevant@maction terms.

Core Self-Evaluation*
Experienced Workplace
Incivility (Husband)

Core Self-Evaluation
(Husband -T1)

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

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

Figure 6. The Second APIM Testing Hypothesis 5
Note.Dashed lines represent partner effects; straighs tey@esent actor effects
For simplicity, correlated parallel error terms and covariance among exog

variables notlepicted. T1= Timel, T2= Time 2.
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Across exogenous variables, two covariances were included in the model
based on t he eowercoeelations Thesd govasancesevere between

wives experienced wor k psklfewaleationf=-R2/pi<l i ty and

.01) , and husbands’ experienced workpl ace
evaluation{=-41,p< . 01). The second API ¥88howed poo!
=150) = ?df 2358, $.001,@FI= .89,CFI=.74,RMSEA = .10.

To improve the model fit, the modification indices were checked. With respect
to covariances, the modification indices s
experienced incivility with relevant interaction terms. Moreover, rtiglification
indices suggested adding f ol l-evauationgo pat hs: a
their perception of experienced family 1inci

evaluation to husbands experiemcedorfamily
selfeval uati on tfamily wonficek sSuggestianr fér the relationship
between core seHvaluation and experienced family incivility was consistent with
the research finding supporting negative association of core\sliation with
experienced family incivility (Lim & Tai, 2014). Inclusion of a path from core self
evaluation to workamily conflict was consistent with again the association reported
by Lim and Tai (2014). Before adding these paths to model, distinguishability of
dyads inthe association between core smlfluation and experienced family
incivility was also tested. The results revealed that husbands and wives were not
di stinguishable in this pat#6)bHOpd on t he f
J12) and the moded r opped constr ai n4) =olm4,w=88)i abl e mear
Hence, same actor effect for this path was added to the model for both husbands and
wives. With the addition of two covariances and three paths, the modified model fit
t he da f(4#) =98 ,Hdfx 122,p=.15GFI= .95,CFI=.97,RMSEA= .04.
Table 6 summarizes the unstandardized coefficients and confidence intervals
andFigure7 presents standardized path estimates. With respect to main effect of core
self-evaluation, significant actaffects were found. Actor core se&faluation was
significantly related to actor emotional exhaustién=-.42, Cl [-.67, -.28]) and
experienced family incivility = -.36,Cl [-.50,-.23]) both for husbands and wives.
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Mor eover, wievaleation was celated tostleeir ieidmily conflict, B =
-.40,CI [-.61,-.16].

Table 6
Unstandardized Parameter Estimates in the Modified Second APIM

Paths Specified in Initial Model

Husband Wife
Estimate 95% CI Estimate 95% CI

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

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

Core Self-Evaluation * . . b b

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

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

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

. ) Partner Experienced

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

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

Paths Added After Modification
Core Self-Evaluation - Work-Family Conflict . -40%*% _61,-.16
Core Self-Evaluation Experienced Family _36ic 50 .23 .36 .50,-.23

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

Core Self-Evaluation*®

! Core Self-Evaluation
Experienced Workplace

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

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

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

Note.Dashed lines represent partner effects; straight lines represent actor ¢
For simplicity, correlated parallel error terms and covariameng exogenou:
variables not depted. T1= Time 1, T2= Time2p< .05, *p < .01.
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According to Hypothesis 5, core selfaluation would moderate the
relationship between workplace experienced incivility and emotional exhaustion. As
can be seen in Table 5, core salfluation did nbemerge as a significant moderator
in this relationshipB = .02, Cl [-.06, .08]. However, the second APIM revealed a
significant partner effect bet ween wives’
experienced family incivility,B = .18, Cl [.04, .33] andpartially supported the
mediating role of emotional exhaustion betwe&pegienced workplace incivility
and instigated family incivilityiadirect effect= .06,ClI [.01, .12]) This means that
wi ves'’ wor kpl ace experienced incivility in
family incivility through their own emotional exhaustiocafter controlling for
h us b and s-evaleaton.Eaken tedether, the second APIM explained 24% of

t he variance i n Wi ves emoti onal exhausti ol

emotional exhaust i-foanmi 12y5 % oinnf Iwic/m@ak’'2 506 rikn hu

family conflict, 17% in wives experiencecd

experienced incivility.

3.5.3 The Third APIM: Testing Moderating Role of Psychological Detachment
Figure 8 displays thethird APIM testing Hypothesis &orrelations for the

study variables revealed a significant association between experienced workplace

incivility and psychological detachment (husband, -.16,p <. 05; wife,r =-.22,p

<. 01) and between husbands psychol ogi cal
detachmentr(=.17,p <. 01). Accordingly, following covariances between exogenous
variables were included in ththi rd API M: bet ween husbands’

detachment and wé/s psychol ogiacnadl bdeettwaecehnme htus band
psychol ogi cal detachment and third AP&G ’ psychol
showed a poor¥45N=tl 5t00 t=h2lf 6dAXPa3,001)RFI=
.90, CFI =.75,RMSEA = . 0 9 %df vElheeandyall fit indices did not meet the
satisfactory model fit values.

Given the poor model fit, the proposed model was modified based on the
modification indices and theoretical considerations. Modification indices suggested
to add one covariance betw&@ wi v e s’ experienced workpl ace
interaction term, and one covariance betwe
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i ncivility and husbands’ interaction ter.|

one path from onéamenpsy ohfanrlecniic ottt e t a c
wives and husbands. The suggestion concerning the relationship between
psychological detachment and weddmily conflict was consistent with the research
finding supporting a negative association between samkly conflict and
psychological detachment (Demsky et a., 2014). As the distinguishability test for the
suggested path yielded rejectable chi square value based on both fully constrained
mo d e?6) =(1%.93p < .05) and the model dropped constraintvariable means

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

Psychological Detachment*
Experienced Workplace
Incivility (Husband)

Psychological Detachment
(Husband -T1)

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

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

Psychological Detachment / Psychological

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

Figure 8. The Third APIM Testing Hypothesis 6.

Note.Dashed lines represent partner effects; straighs teygresent actor effects
For simplicity, correlated parallel error terms and covariance among exog:

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

The modified model with the addition of two covariances and two paths fit
t he dat?dl,Nwel30) x=2Alfl=.1268,p > .06, GFI= .95, CFI=.95,
RMSEA = .04. Table 7 presents the unstandardized coefficients and confidence
intervals estimated in the mod&tandardized path estimates are presented in Figure
0.
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Table 7
Unstandardized Parameter Estimates in the Modified Third APIM

Paths Specified in Initial Model
Husband Wife
Estimate 95% CI  Estimate 95% CI

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

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

Psychological Detachment * . )

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

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

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

. . Partner Experienced

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

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

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

Note. ¥p < .05, ¥* p < 01.

Psychological Detachment * Psychological Detachment

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

Figure 9. Standardized Parameter Estimates inNtwalified Third APIM.
Note.Dashed lines represent partner effects; straighs tegresent actor effects
For simplicity, correlated parallel error terms and covariance among exog:
variables not depied. T1= Time 1, T2= Time 2p*< .05, ** p< .01.

The third APIM revealed significant actor effect for psychological
detachment . Whil e husbands’ psychol ogi cal
emotional exhaustiorB(= -.13, ClI [-.24,-.01]) and workfamily conflict B = -.12,

Cl[-24,-. 01]), wives' psychological d-etachment
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family conflict B = -.22, Cl [-.33, -.12]). Hypothesis 6 proposed psychological
detachment as a moderator in the association betweekplace experienced
incivility and emotional exhaustion. However, as the interaction term indicates in
Table 7, psychological detachment did not moderate the relationship between
experienced workplace incivility and emotional exhaustion (husb&wl9, CI [-

.07, .25]; wivesB = .05,CI [-.05, .17]).

Al t hough no hypot hesi s was proposed
exhaustion and workamily conflict emerged as significant serial mediators in the
relationship bet ween humdématn d sand p shyucshboal r
experienced family incivilityjndirect effect= -.01, Cl [-.03,-.00], p < .05. On the

ot her hand;f ami Vs ’'cowmdd k ct medi ated the

psychol ogi cal det achment an dndirect effecs’ expe.l
-.06,Cl[-.10,-.02],p<.05.Thehi r d API M, explained 15% of
emoti onal exhaustion, 17% of the varianc

in wivdamiwogrikconf !l i ct ,-fadi§yeenflictnd % ui snb awi dv’ess "

experienced incivility and 11% in husban:

3.5.4 The Fourth APIM: Testing Moderating Role of SelfCompassion
Figure 10 presents thdkour t h API M testing Hypot he:

experienced workpladenci vi I ity was r-aihpadsiend=-85%H husba
p<. 01) , covariances between exogenous V.
wor kpl ace i nci vi |-dompassianwdre ihcludet t rihé gourth s e | f

APIM. The model showed a poor fito t h &(47dNa=t1a5,0 )x = %df33. 30,
2.84,p < .001,GFI = .88, CFI =.68, RMSEA= .11. Based on the modification

suggested to add foll owi ng ddompassibntopat hs:
husbands’ emotional e Xx haus t-dompassion do pat h
husbandfsd miwloy kconfl ict, @xompasd®h foomubbabd
experienced family 1incivicloimpya,ssamc d op avt
work-family conflict Among t hese paths, t -boepapsot h f r o
to husbands’ emoti onal e xcbonpassidnivaseendvas n ot

time and emotional exhaustion was first time measline. remaining suggestions
were reasonable based on the role of-sathpassion in reducing conflict among
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work and persondlfe domains (Nicklin, Meachon, & McNall, 2018) and in
nurturing close dationshipg(Neff & Beretvas, 2013; Yarnell & Neff, 2013). Before
adding suggested paths, whether husbarbwives are distinguishable in the
association between seldmpassion and wottamily conflict was tested. The results
revealed arejectablecijsiar e val ue based on B@GNh fully c
=150)=30.00p< . 05) and the model drop’&d constr ai
=150) = 25.44p <.01), suggesting inclusion of these paths as separate actor effects.
The modified model with #naddition of three new paths showed acceptable fit to the
dat?®3,Nx150) =2%d7=31.7@pl<,.01,GFI= .93, CFI=.89,RMSEA =
.07.

Table 8 presents the unstandardized coefficients and confidence intervals.
Standardized patbstimates are reported in Figurk JAs can be seen in Table 8, the
fourth APIM revealed significant actor and partner effects forcsgtipassion. With
respect to act or-comfadsiencwasrelated o dihatheidwsork s e | f
family conflict B =-.33,CI [-.68,-.03]) and experienced family incivility(= -.45,
CI[-63,-. 28] ), wh e r-oerapsssioniwasadated ts wdddily conflict
(B=-.32,Cl [-.48,-.17]).

Experienced

Emotional Family Incivility
IEX%;““S;% \ Work-Family (Flusband -T2)
(Husban ) Conflict Self-Compassion
A (Husband-T2) /| (Husband -T2)

Experienced
Workplace Incivility
(Husband -T1)

Self-Compassion*
Work-Family

| conflict (Husband)
N Sy v | Self-Compassion®
Experienced FANE Work-Family
Workplace Incivility Conflict (Wife)
(Wife -T1)
Work-Family | Self-Compassion

Emotional Conflict w“’ (Wife -T2)
/ (Wife -T2)

Exhaustion Experienced
(Wife -T1) Family Incivility
(Wife -T2)

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

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

Paths Specified in Initial Model

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

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

As a partner effecthte ef f ect o f-f ahmislbya nadesnd f IwWwocatk o
experienced family incivility was significan3 = -.13, Cl [-.25, -.01]. This
unexpected significant negatiassociation should be interpreted with possibility of
suppressing effect. Suppressor variable is the one that increases regression weight of
other variable when they are included in a regression equation (Conger, 1974). When
zercorder correlations were axmi ned, h u sfamdyncdnflict was mat k
significantly related to rwiO¥®m=38),whteper i en
husbanesoompaekion was signi fi ca-amilyy rel a
conflict r =-.39,p<. 01) a n denced fanalgincivileyxt p-£0,p <. 01).
Accor di ngl y ,-compassiinaeemssto act aealsdippressor here.

With respect to testing Hypothesis 7, sgimpassion did not moderate the
relationship between woilamily conflict and partner expeneed family incivility,
namely actor instigated family incivility (husbarl= .05,ClI [-.03, .12]; wife,B = -
.05,ClI [-.13, .03]). Taken together, theurth APIM explained 14 % of the variance

i n wives’ emotional exhauexhauston, 28%5bflied i n h
variance i4diawmiVvVgs cowdblikct, 26 % of the
family conflict, 20% of the variance i n
variance in husband’ experienced incivild]i
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*
Experienced -21
Emotional .10 5| Family Incivility fs 40k
1 < -T2
Exhaustion o A5 Work-Family (Husband-T2) -
(Husband-T1) Conflict }:;:""«;ﬂ Self-Compassion
oy | (rusband-T2) )
- R ©-09 Self-Compassion™
Experienced -.18% S Work-FpanlilV
Workplace Incivility . N VT . K
(Husband-T1) -.05 Conflict (Husband)
Experienced . PN £/ | Self-Compassion®
Workplace Incivility W15 -.03 A0 | Work-Family
(Wife-T1) f-07 Conflict (Wife)
Work-Family N u";‘ Self.C -
. . N ) elf-Compassion
38 Emotional P C\;?l;ﬂl;tz il (Wife-T2)
Exhaustion 38 (Wife-T2) Experienced
(Wife-T1) oo+« | Family Incivility e

(Wife-T2)
Figure 11. Standardized Parameter Estimates inNfuglified Fourth APIM.

Note.Dashed lines represent partner effects; straighs teygresent actor effects

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

3.5.5 The Fifth APIM: Testing Moderating Role of Relaxation
Figure 2 presents théfth APIM testing the buffering role of relaxation. As

husbands rel axati on wras.32/pe€.01, & eodarignae wi ves'’ r
bet ween exogenous variables of husbands’ roe
includedto the fith APIM.  The model showe d?4mN=i50pr fit to
= 9 8 .2/df  BQ2,p «.001,GFI= .91,CFI=.77,RMSEA= .08.Given the poor

model fit, the fourth APIM was modified based on the modification indices and

theoretical considerations. Modification indices suggested to add one covariance

bet ween wives’ rel axation andndiges alss "’ i nter s
suggested to add following direct paths: a p

family conflict, a path from wives rel axat

path from husbands’ rel axationand@pathusbands’

from wives’ relaxation to wives’ experienced

wi ves relaxation to husbands emotional e X
from second time assessment to first time assessment, this modificatiastsny

was not logical. The remaining suggestions are consistent with the research findings

on the negative association of wddmily conflict with relaxation (Molino, Cortese,

Bakker, & Ghislieri, 2015), and negative relationship between incivilitygmtian
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and relaxation (Demsky, Fritz, Hammer, & Black, 201gfore adding suggested
pathsdistinguishability of husbands and wsia the relationship between relaxation

and experienced family incivility was tested. The results revealed a rejectable chi
square value based o0%6NEIB0)ESLS4pe®Fandai ned
nonrejectable chi square value for the model dropped constraint on variable means

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

effects.
Emotional Work-Family Experienced
Exhaustion —— Contlict ———] Family Incivility
(Husband -T1) (HIISbalid_T2) (H“Sb:id -12) Relaxation
h ’ S (Husband -T2)
Experienced

= Relaxation*
Workplace Incivility

‘Work- Family
(Husband-T1)

| conflict (Husband)

N RN Relaxation*
Experienced AN Work- Family
Workplace Incivility Conflict (Wife)
(Wife -T1) g O )
N | Relaxation
- . e (Wife -T2)
Emotional Work-Family Experienced
Exhaustion — Conflict Family Incivility
(Wife -T1) (Wife -T2) (Wife -T2)

Figure 12. The Fifth APIM Testing Hypothesis 8.
Note.Dashed lines represent partner effects; straighs tegresent actor effects
For simplicity, correlated parallel error termsdacovariance among exogeno
variables not depicted. T1=Time 1, T2= Time 2.

The modified model with the addition of one covariance and three paths
showed accept ab46d=0160)t /aitth.Bpd AGFI= X
.94, CFI=.93, RMSEA = .05. Figure 3 displays standardized path estimates and
Table 9 presents the unstandardized coefficients with confidence intafighs.
respect to actor effecteglaxationwas related to botbxperienced family incivility
(B=-13,CI [-.22 -.06])) andwi v e s’ relaxation wasly rel at e
conflict (B = -.18, CI [-.28, -.08]). Hypothesis 8 expected that relaxation would
moderate the relationship between wéaknily conflict and instigated family

incivility and the relatioship would be stronger for low relaxatidtiowever, as can
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be seen in Table &laxation did not moderate the relationship between varkly
conflict and partner experienced family incivility, namely instigated family incivility

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

Table 9
Unstandardized Parameter Estimates in the Modified Fifth APIM

Paths Specified in Initial Model

Husband Wife
Estimate 95% CI Estimate  95% CI

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

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

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

. . . Partner Experienced \

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

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

. Partner Experienced " "

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

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

Paths Added After Modification

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

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

Note. ¥p < .05, %% p < .01, ¥**p < 001. Same letter (a,b.c) in superscript means same effects estimated

Experienced
Emotional 20* o Family Incivility [e~ _ 53
Exhaustion o 524 Work-Family (Husb;nd»TZ) -
(Husband-T1) T Conflict A Relaxation
e (Husband-T?2) (Husband-T2)
Experienced ) - ; \ -
- 12 Relaxation*
Vlv’or.k;l){.ace -.02 . 191 . Work-Family
ncivili N LR )
(Husband t_yTl) ; N " 04 Conflict (Husband)
Experienced Y 04 Relaxation*
Workplace 16 RN A Work- Family
Lo .05 01 . §
Incivility - P S Conflict (Wife)
(Wife -T1)
Work-Family -
38 Emotional / Conflict F({el.a;anot)l
T Wife-T2
Exhaustion | 420k (Wife-T2) Experienced
(Wife -T1) gk 7 Family Incivility £ - 23#=
(Wife-T2)
- 28**

Figure 13. Standardized Parameter Estimateshiea Modified Fifth APIM
Note.Dashed lines represent partner effestsight lines represent actor effects
For simplicity, correlated parallel error terms and covariance among exog:
variables not depicted. T1= Time 1, T2= Time 2. *p < .05, ** p < .01.
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Additionally, the modified model suggestédo mediating effectsFirst,

wi ves relaxation predicted the-famlyexper.

conflict (indirect effect=-.04,CI [-.07,-. 0 1] ) . Meaning that wi ve
related to decreased in welimily conflict, whichinwags el at ed decr eased

experienced family incivility (i.e., husbandstigated family incivility).Second, the

API M revealed a significant partner eff e«
husband’ s experi eB=z.a5Cl [04 n3D]layd suppoded the | i t vy,

mediating role of emotional exhaustion between experienced workplace incivility

and instigated family incivilityi(direct effect= .06,ClI [.00, .12])for wives partially

supporting Hypothesis T hi s f i ndi ng melplace expenemded wi v e s

incivility indirectly influenced wives’
emoti onal exhaustion after Thefifth APGM | i ng f
explained 14% of the wvariance husbwandses$’
emoti onal exhaustion, 2 5 %amily tonflicth2Z% efar i anc
the variance Hfmmhugbamdad’l i wor k 15% o f t
experienced incivility aregeridndetincivlify. t he v a

3.6 Research Question Testing: Spousal Support as Moderating Factor

Figure 14 presents the sixth APIM testitlge research questisron the
moderatingroles of spousal support. Before testing research question on spousal
support, omnibus tests of distinguishability were conducted for the associations of
spousal support with emotional exhaustion and experienced family incikiitythe
relationship betweenpsusal support and emotional exhaustion, the test results
revealednom ej ect abl e chi square val u’Nsoth in
150)=11.15p=. 08), and in the model refiovi ng e
N= 150) = 8.42p =.08). For the association between spousal support and partner
reported experienced family incivility, the resuéilso yielded nonrrejectable chi
square value Dboth in 2%6Nel50)s6.38y=.38)oandst r ai n
in the model removing equalityocn s t r a i n t%4,iNA 1500 e a.19p =.58)x
These nosrejectable chi square value means that husband and wife are not
distinguishable in these associations and same effects needs to be estimated. Hence,
related paths were added to the model as same effect estimated
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Figure 14. The Sixth APIM Testing Research Questan Spousal Support.

Note.Dashed lines represent partner effects; straighs tegresent actor effects

For simplicity, correlated parallel error terms and covariance among exogr

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

Thecurrent

support and
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support = -.19, p <. 06). Accordingly, the APIM included a covariance between

wi ves spousal

husbands'’

API M yi el dg™Npib0) rF 176 i6 B/gf = 47,p < .001,GFI = .87,
CFIl =.62, RMSEA = .10. Modification indices suggested to add two covariances
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Given lack of research on association between spousal support and experienced
family incivility, findings from experienced workplace incivility can provide a

rea®nable ground in explaining the link between support received and experienced
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incivility. Evidence suggests that received support in workplace was negatively
related to experienced incivility (Minest al., 2012), hence adding a path from
spousal support ot experienced family incivility was reasonable. The
distinguishability test for this association showed that husbands and wives were not
distinguishable in the association between received spousal support and experienced
family incivility in both fully cors t r a i n e &6, NrF01803 # 6.38px=.38) and
mo d el removing const P4 NrFtl500=3.19pa=t58)a bl e m
Accordingly, eight covariances and two direct paths (equal paths) were added to the
model. The modified model yielded acceptable t t o t K(@7,N&Fd30= wel | |,
75. #& F1.13,p=.22,GFI= .93,CFl=.97,RMSEA = .03. Table 10 presents
the unstandardized coefficients and confidence intervals for estimated parameters in
the model.

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

Table 10
Unstandardized Parameter Estimates in the Modified Sixth APIM

Paths Specified in Initial Model

Husband Wife
Estimate 95% CI  Estimate 95% CI

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

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

Incivility

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

Paths Added After Modification

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

Note. *p < .05, ** p < 01. Same letter (a,b,c,d.e) in superscript means same effects estimated.
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This APIM also yielded a significant par
family conflict to wiveBs-13&Kk[p2d,r03lcAsced f ami |
reported in the section describing the third APIM analyses, this unexpected
significant negative association should be interpreted with possibility of suppressing
effect. Whenzerar der correl ations among these varia
work-f ami |y conflict was not significantly re
incivility (r=-07,p>. 05), whil e husbands’ spousal supj
t o hus b afandlg confliet ¢ =-R2,p< . 05) and wives’ exper.i e
incivility (r =-22,p<. 05) . Accordingly, husbands’ spou

asppressor here. Taken together, the model e
emotional exhaustion, 12% in husbands’ emoti
family conflict, -fZahm¥%liyn clomdfbard’, s 28 k n wi v
incivilityand 24 % i n husband’ experienced incivilit

3.7 Summary of the Study Findings

To sum up, a total of six APIMs were conducted to test eight hypotheses and
one research question. Figuteslimmarizes the results and bold lines represent the
supported effects As can be seen in Figuré,lemotional exhaustion significantly
mediated the link between workplace experienced incivility and sfarkly conflict
(Hypothesis 1). With respedamiytcanflictdddst i ng Hyp
not mediate the pathr om ones’ emoti onal exhaustion to j
incivility. However, h u s b a n d-family woaflickk emerged as a significant
medi ator between husbands’ emoti onal exhaus
incivility after controlling the ef c t of h u-soimEassidrand speusdl f
supporon wi ves’' experienced dndsxihAPIM).Thisci vi | ity ¢
unexpected association was probably due to a suppression @&fdated to
Hypot hesi s 3, exhaustion emergedra®a mediatoaih the association
of experienced workplace incivility and instigated family incivility after controlling
the effect of -etvadhuando'n @aonrde hueslbfands’ rel ax
experienced family incivility (sethe second and fifth APIMs). The last mediation
hypothesis, Hypothesis 4, was not supported in any of the tested APIMs. As Figure
15 shows, the current study did not find any support for the following moderating
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effects: core selévaluation in the seconrdlPIM, psychological detachment in the

third APIM, seltcompassion in the fourth APIM, and relaxation in the fifth APIM.

The current study also tested whether spousal support would moderate the proposed
mediation paths (see the sixth APIM). However, spiogigaport did not emerge as a
moderator in any of the paths.

H1 (Mediated by EXH) Work-Family

——————————————————————— > .
| Conflict
1 Self-Compassion
| S \

pousal Support \
I . H7
1 & -m Spousal Support
! Core I Psychological N
: Self Evaluation Detachment \

' ' Relaxation
| |
H5 \
! |
| .
1_| Experienced S E‘,?;:::::;::l - ~| Instigated Family |
‘Workplace Incivility i - Incivility
I : H2 (Mediated by WFC) A

e e e e e e B3 (Mediated by EXH) e e e = !
............................ H4 (Serially Mediated by EXH and WFC)
Figure 15. Summary of the Study Findings.
Note.Dashed lines representdirect effects; straight line represent actor effec
Bold lines represent the significant effeets.Hypthesis, RQ=Research Questic
EXH= Emotional Exhaustion, WFC= Waoikamily Conflict. *Path is significan

for wives.
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CHAPTER 4

DISCUSSION

4.1 Overview

The current study examined wehlome spillover of workplace incivility in a
sample of duakarner couples using a tweave design. The study contributes to the
literature by testing how the experience of workplace incivility can spread to home
domain throgh increased emotional exhaustion, wéaknily conflict and uncivil
treatment of partners. The findings of the present study are discussed in the following
nine sections. Section 4.2 includes discussions about the results concerning mediating
mechanisms irthe pathway from experienced workplace incivility itstigated
family incivility (Hypothesis 1 to Hypothesis 4). Sections 4.3 to 4.7 focus on the
plausible explanations for the reported null findings regarding the moderating roles
of core seHlevaluation(Hypothesis 5), psychological detachment (Hypothesis 6),
selfcompassion (Hypothesis 7), relaxation (Hypothesis 8), and spousal support
(Research Question 1 and 2), respectively. Section 4.8 focuses on the contributions
of the current study. While secti@gh9 presents the limitations of the current study

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

4.2 Discussion of the Results Concerning Mediating Hypotheses

Grounded in COR theory (Hobfoll, 1989), Hypothesisedpected that
emotional exhaustion would mediate the relationship between experienced workplace
incivility and work-family conflict. The findings showed that for both husbands and
wives, experienced workplace incivility was related to a higher defetnotional
exhaustion, which in turn was associated with higher $adfalvork-family conflict.
The effect of experienced workplace incivility on emotional exhaustion is consistent
with the findings of recent studies (e.g., Hur et al., 2015; Park et ak).28though
previous research supported the main effect of workplace experienced incivility on
work-family conflict (Ferguson, 2012; Lim & Lee, 2011), both incivility literature
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and the broader mistreatment literature have neglected the potential ngediatin
mechanisms in this relationship. Hence, the current study extended previous research
on workplace mistreatment and supported the mediating role of emotional exhaustion
in the spillover of workplace incivility for both husbands and wives.

Using ego depl®on theory as the conceptual basis, | expected that
experienced workplace incivility would predictstigatedfamily incivility through
certain experiences, w h icontrol qamactite. mntthisa | | y @
regard, emotional exhaustion andrdamily conflict were assumed as depletive
experiences that reduce setfntrol. Accordingly, | proposed that after exerting-self
control to deal with workamily conflict, employees might be more likely to instigate
family incivility because their remaing selfcontrol strength to override uncivil
behavior at home is diminished (Hypothesis 2). In the same way, based on the
depletive nature of emotional exhaustion, | also proposed that emotional exhaustion
would mediate the effect of experienced workplaacivility on instigatedfamily
incivility (Hypothesis 3). Integrating Hypothesis 2 and 3, Hypothesis 4 proposed
emotional exhaustion and wefamily conflict as serial mediators in the path from
experienced workplace incivility tostigatedfamily incivility.

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

work-family conflict could be that workamily conflict did rot have any incremental
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variance in explainingnstigatedfamily incivility beyond the effect of emotional

exhaustion. To illustrate, although zeyaer correlations showed that wives' work

family conflict was related to husbands' experienced family iiitgiv after

controlling for wives' emot i-tamilyc¢onfletx hausti on,

on husbands’ experienced family incivility i
As another plausible explanatidhe data in the present study suggdshat

work-family conflict experienced by the focal person may create stress for the partner

and depletes his/her resources resulting in the focal person being the target of

incivility (i.e., experienced incivility) rather than the source of incivilifye.(

instigated incivility). Research has suppor:

outcomes such &
2018), life satisfaction (Demerouti et al., 2005), ariithdrawal behavior§Hammer

family conflict on partners

et al., 2003)Scholarsal so suggest t hafamihaconflictmight vi dual s’
create extra home demands for their partners, such as caring for children or
undertaking household chores (Ferguson, Carlson, Hunter, & Whitten, 2012).
Moreover,a coping strategy that an individual benefits from might create additional

demand for the partner (Westman, 2002). For instance, after being the target of
rude/uncivil behaviors at the workplace, employees display higher levels of

withdrawal and angry bekir at home (Lim et al., 2018), which might create an

extra demand for their partners to meet housework responsibilities and to provide
support to the actor. That Jbasedresporseéss’ stres
might also deplete setfontrolcapacity of their partners. Accordingly, after exerting

self-control for dealing with home demands, depleted partners might be less likely to

use seHcontrol to override uncivil behaviors and more likely to instigate family

incivility toward the actor. Tis explanation is in line with the modification indices

which suggested adding a path from wéahnily conflict to experienced family
incivility (i.e., partnesi nsti gated family incivility). The
work-family conflict was relatetb experienced family incivility. In other words, for

both husbands and -family eosflct madedheirvparharsanbts © wor k

themselves uncivil at home.
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The first APIM also did not confirm Hypothesis 3, which expected that
experienced workplacincivility would be related to emotional exhaustion, which in
turn would be related tmstigatedfamily incivility for both husbands and wives.
However, wi ves'’ emotional exhaustion eme
between experienced workplaoecivility and instigated family incivility after
controlling for the -eevfafleucattsi oonf ahnuds bhaunsdbsa n

on husbands experienced family i1incivildi
literature had shown that emotiolyalexhausted employees reported greater
displayed aggression towards family members (Liu et al., 2015) and greater conflict
with their significant other (Lanaj, Kim, Koopman, & Matta, 2018). However, the
current study diffexdfrom thosestudies as the hgphesis received support for wives
and after controll ing f eervatlhueateifofne catnsd ohfu
relaxationonly. The role of core sekvaluatiorand relaxatiomn stressstrain process
could explain tfs finding. Individuals withhigh core selevaluation positively
appraise circumstances (Chang, Ferris, Johnson, Rosen, & Tan, 2012) and report
fewer number of stressful events (Kammelkreller et al., 2009). In the current
study, the negative main effect of core smiBluation onexperienced family
incivility revealed that higher levelof core seHevaluation was related to lower
levels of experienced family incivility (i.e., a stressful experience) for both husbands
and wives. Li kewi se, husbandtsd hwed mamds '’
experienced family incivility. Taken togetheéhe presenfindings supporéed the
mediating role of emotional exhaustiorthe perception of stressful experiences only
afterruling out the effects of core seadf/aluation and relaxation.

Thecurrent study also extends the literature by demonstrating that emotional
exhaustion was related tastigatedfamily incivility just for wives. In other words,
emotional exhaustion appears to make only the wives rude toward their husbands.
One possiblegxl anati on might be that wives’ honmn
to their own experiences but also due to
men differentially respond to stressful workdays, such as women display angry
behavior, whereas men report mowithdrawal behavior (Schulz, Cowan, Pape

Cowan, & Brennan, 2004 the process of workome stress transmission, women
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appear to increase their involvement in housework to compensate for the impact of

their partners' work stressors (Bolger et al., 1989). Relatedly, husbands' job and

family demands increased their own level of fatigue, which in turn increased their

wi vead'i gflue | evel (Wat anabe e tfamdylconflict 2017 ) . Wh
was i nfluenced by | u-#amilypooflct wadinfleescedddy s, wi ves
both job stressors and family stressors (Westman & Etzion, 2005). Moreover, while

having aworkab | i ¢ husband i n ework aosfictd(i.e.wfanilial s family
demands interfere with the meeting work demand; Aycan & Eskin, 2005), having a
workaholic wife did not show the same effect on husbands (Shimazu et al., 2011). In
short, available evidencipports differential responding of wives and husbands to
nuisances of daily life, and crossover effects from husband to wife.
Moreover, to gain an understanding about why such a relationship occurs just
for wives in the current sample, interpretatiortlué correlational results might be
informative. The correlational findings demonstrated that although husbands' strain

based experiences influenced wives out come ¢
wives to husbands. Specifically, husbands' exhaustspositively related to wives'

work-family conflict and negatively related to wives' relaxation; however, and

interestingly, these associations were not present from wives to husbands. Taken

together, results of the current study suggest that wivesierperesource loss both

based on their own experiences and their par
an effect fromhusband to wifés also consistent with the expectation that crossover

would likely occur from husband to wife in cultures thaté&aditional gender role

ideology (see Westman, 2005). For example, Westman et al. (2004) showed that

husbands mar it al di ssatisfaction <crossed ¢
however, t he ef fect of wi ves' meh r i t al di s
dissatisfaction was nonsignificant in Russian ekaher couples. According to the
authors,adherence ttraditional gender rolesvhich definehusband as the head of
the family and wife as responsible for the househwidht explain theobserved
crossovereffectsfrom husbands to wives

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

traditional gender roles, and when they have a career, they are expected ito have
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without compromising on family responsibilities (Aycan, 2D(Recent statistics of
world value survey (Esmer, 2012) provides valuable information about attitudes

towards women’s working in Turkey. Sugges:s
alive, 66.9% of men and 64.9% of women agreed that when motheksfargpay,

their children suffer. The statistics also showed that 73.1% of men arfb 68.9

women agreed that when women earn more money than men, this can cause
problems. Taken together, Turkish wives seem to shotliddéarger burden of chidd

raising aad household duties, which might make them more vulnerable to display

uncivil behaviors at home after exerting satihtrol to deal with emotional

exhaustion.

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

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

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

Although incivility experiences were not regarded thseaening in US
sample (Cortina & Magl ey, 2009) , Wasti and
in an honor culture (i.e. Turkey) appraised some of the incivility experiences such as
supervisors’ humiliating or scolding behavi

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

role of core selfevaluation in this relationship.

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

As higher detachment from work can enable an individual to replenish lost
resources and protect the self from being exhausted, | tested the moderating effect of
psychological detachment in the association between experienced workplace
incivility and emotimal exhaustion through another APIM. With respect to the main
effects, psychological detachment was related to reduced emotional exhaustion only
for husbands and woiflamily conflict for both husbands and wives. Contrary to the
expectation, the main effeof psychological detachment on emotional exhaustion
for wives was not significant. How wives and husbands manage their resources in
family could provide one explanation for this finding. While men are likely to
conserve available resources at home folhgne demanding workday, women are
likely to use their available resources to show support to their partners (Ten
Brummelhuis & Greenhaus, 2018). Moreover, as mentioned in above, women also
take responsibility of chilglaising and household duties, and tlaeg vulnerable to

crossover of men’'s stress. These accumul ¢
the benefits of detachment for women. Hence, psychological detachment might
provide an opportunity for husbands to replenish lost resources at honmeasvite
might not be enough to regain resources for women.

Hypothesis 6 stated that psychological detachment would moderate the
association between experienced workplace incivility and emotional exhaustion. In
the present study, psychological detachmehhdi moderate the proposed path. This
finding is inconsistent with the broad mistreatment literature supporting the buffering
role of psychological detachment in the links from workplace bullying to
psychological strain (Morerd i mé ne z et fran stress t@ Dra&iM(Rivkin,a n d
Diestel, & Schmidt, 2015). However, in a recent study, psychological detachment did
not buffer the indirect effect of incivility on insomnia symptoms through negative
work rumination (Demsky et al., 2018). Demsky and colleagu (2018) st

73



differed from other studies that yielded support for the buffering role of detachment
in terms of its data collection technique. Like the current study, Demsky et al. (2018)
collected the data in a single point and utilized other souto®sa However, the
studies supporting the buffering role of psychological detachment generally used the
diary technique. Hence, inconsistent finding can be explained by differences in the
data collection method.

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

Another alternative explanation could be that otherofacimight moderate
the relationship between psychological detachment and outcomes. For instance,
detachment decreased hemerk interference only for those who had low work role
salience, which refers to the perception of having interesting work as the mos
important life goal (San¥ergel, Demerouti, Bakker, & Morerdi mé ne z , 2011) .
Taken together, the reviewed literature suggests that mentally distancing oneself from
work after a stressful workday is beneficial (Sonnentag, Venz, & Casper, 2017),
while gereral detachment might risk benefiting from positive work experiences

(Sonnentag & Binnewies, 2013).

4.5 Discussion of the Results Regarding the Moderating Role of S€lompassion
Given the protective roles of being a selfimpassionate partner in a close
relationship Neff & Beretvas, 2013; Yarnell & Neff, 2013; Zhang, Chen, & Tomova,
2009) and in the form of restoring depleted -seiftrol Burson et al., 20123nd
displaying prosocial behaviors (Lindsay & Creswell, 2014),-sethpassion was
expected to moderate the association of wWarkily conflict with instigatedfamily
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incivility. The fourth APIM tested the moderating role of sadimpassion in the
relationship between workamily conflict andinstigatedfamily incivility for both
husbands and wive#&\s a main effect, selfompassion was related to decreased
work-family conflict for both husbands and wives. Moreover,-sethpassion was
related to decreasddu s b anstigagetdfamily incivility, providing support for the
protective role of selEompassion in restraining husbands from displaying uncivil
behaviors. Ho wevmgra,s swiowne sva ss enloft signi fic
instigated family incivility. Protective role of seltompassion might be limited
against accumulated burden of family responsibility for wives.

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

level of agreeablenessdylor & Kluemper, 2012).

4.6 Discussia of the Results Regarding the Moderating Role of Relaxation

Based on the potentiable of relaxation to decrease tension and restore lost
resources for selfegulation (Fritz et al., 2010), relaxation was expected to moderate
the path from worlkamily conflict to partner's experienced family incivility
(Hypothesis 8). However, according the results of the fifth APIM, for neither
husbands nor wives, relaxation had main effectanstigatedfamily incivility.
Moreover, the study results did not confirm the buffering role of relaxation in the path
from work-family conflict to instigatedfamily incivility. This finding could be
explained by how relaxation was measured in the current studythisirstudy,
relaxation was measured via sedport. That is, individuals were asked whether, in
general, they carried out any relaxing activities. However, it is possible that the type

75



and frequency of relaxation activities might be more predictive amirate
compared to this seleport perception of general relaxation. For example, an
individual might prefer watching TV to relax and recover. However, relaxing
activities (i.e., loweffort activities) such as watching TV was not related to daily
recovey even if one felt happiness during these activities (Oerlemans et al., 2014).
There could be another measuremetated explanation for why relaxation did not
buffer the proposed mediation path. Relaxation was found to help individuals
replenish depletedelf-control in statebased measurement in the past studies (Tice
et al., 2007; Tyler & Burns, 2008). Hence, focusing on general relaxation perception
instead of statbased relaxation could be a plausible explanation for the finding.

The present findirgy concerning relaxation is somewhat in line with the
findings of the Demsky et al. (2018) study, in which relaxation did not buffer the
indirect effects of supervisor and coworker incivility on insomnia symptoms. As
stated before, the current study and Blyret al. (2018) used similar data collection
methods, which might explain the similarities in the reported findings. One daily
diary study (Zhang, Mayer, & Hwang, 2018) also failed to support the moderating
role of relaxation in a streskeviance relatioship. According to the authors, when
relaxing is coupled with thoughts of failure, it might not help the employee in coping
with stress and can lead to experiences of nervousness and frustration. Hence, the
type of relaxing activities could be more preiie than perceived relaxation.

Another alternative explanation could be that the motivational value of
activities determines whether it is detrimental or beneficial; wel&ted activities or
childcare canceled out their negative effects when intrilhgin#otivated, but they
were related to morning exhaustion when they were externally motivated (Ten
Brummelhuis, & Trougakos, 2014). Moreover, famigfated factors might explain
whether resource building activities (i.e., relaxation, detachment) carpaetipers
to retain themselves from displaying negative behaviors at home. For instance, only
those individuals with high relationship satisfaction benefitted from a resource
building process (i.e., detachment) in terms of retaining themselves from
undermning behavior (Meier & Cho, 2018). Hence, relaxation, another resource

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

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

Whether spasal support helps or hurts work and family life might depend on
the match/mismatch between sources of stressors (i.e., work or home) and sources of
support (e.g., supervisor, organization or spouse). With respect to work life, meta
analytical finding supprted stronger association of work source of support with
emotional exhaustion than with nonwork source of support (Halbesleben, 2006).
Regarding home life, spousal support budtethe effect of parental overload on
family-work conflictsuch thathe assoiation was nonsignificant for those with high
spousal support (Aryee, Luk, Leung, & Lo, 1999). For workplace incivility, work
source of support has beshown to beprotective against the impact of workplace
experienced incivility on stress (Beattie & firi, 2014a) and outcomes, including
job satisfaction, physical health, and psychological dwelhg (Miner et al., 2012).

On the other hand, there is also available research evidence showing that receiving
family support make the targets more vulnerable® the impact on workplace
experienced incivility outcomes (i.e., wef&mily conflict, depression, perceived
fairness; Lim & Lee, 2011). The aforementioned findings suggest that spousal
support might be limited ithe buffering impact of workstressorsHowever, there
seems to be an exemption to this findigplbesleben and colleagues (2010)
demonstrated that spousal support was strongly related emotional exhaustion for
couples in which members working in same occupation (i.e.,-Wtk&d colples) or

same company than those not working in same occupation or company (Halbesleben

et al., 2010). Here, working in same organizations or jobs may enable spouses to have

a clear i dea about e a tohbe mareheepathstic anadvo r ki n
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suppotive. Hence, spousal support might better buffer the effect of work source of

stressor when spouses have clear understandi
In the current study, in predictingstigatedfamily incivility, spousal support

also failed to bu#r the impact of wortamily conflict. Similarly, Sakurai and Jex

(2012) found that receiving supervisory support, a work source of support, did not

moderate the effects of negative emotions on counterproductive work behavior

(Sakurai & Jex, 2012). One g&ible explanation for not finding evidence supporting

the moderating role of received support could be that spousal support did not have

any incremental variance in explainiimgtigatedfamily incivility beyond the effect

of emotional exhaustion. To iktrate, although zerorder correlations showed that

husbands spousal support was related to wi

controlling for wives emotional exhausti on,
on wives’' exp euliyiethesettt AHIMabeacarheynonsignitigant.
Individual differences can also explain why the results did not support the
moderating role of spousal support. There is empirical evidence suggesting that
buffering effect of social support works for specific groups like individuals with an
internal locusof control (Cummins, 1989). Moreover, one's personal resources
determine who benefits or suffers from receiving support, such that receiving support
is beneficial for individuals who have personal resources (e.g., education, income,
internal locus of comol, and positive hehseeking beliefs); however, it might be even
detrimental for those who lack personal resources (Riley & Eckenrode, 1986). Taken
togethergiven mixed findings regarding spousal supdatyre researchight focus

focus on third variales explaining when spousal support is protective.

4.8 Contributions of the Current Study

The present study has potential to make a number of critical contributions to
the workplace incivility and workamily interface literatures. First, this studytess
the spillover model using APIM methodology that enables one to examine both actor
and partner effects separately. Second, the study extends previous studies on
workplace incivility by offering an understanding of the impact of such negative
experiencesn family domain outcomes. Contrary to
work-family conflict would make them uncivil at home, the current study contributes
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the | iterature by de mo-famity canftict mages thdira t i nd
partnersuncivil at home. This evidence suggest that actors indirectly influence their

partners home experiences. Mor eover, A
h us b an d s-evaleaton ad relaxatibn demonstrated that after being the target
of incivility, exhaused wiveswere more likely to display rude behaviors towards
their husbands. Related to the above contribution, the current study also showed
gender differences in the effect of emotional exhaustioningtigated family
incivility. Third, although the currg study failed to reveal boundary conditions of
this spillover, the observed main effects of the presumed moderators indicated how
dispositional characteristics (i.e., core smlluation and selfompassion) and
recovery dimensions (i.e., psychologicl#tachment and relaxation) are influential

in explaining work and home outcomes. Finally, the present study showed that
perceived spousal support did not play protective role in sworke spillover of

uncivil behaviors.

4.9 Study Limitations and Future Directions

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

Third, as larger sample sizes are required to detect interaction effects and
conduct SEM analyses (Kline, 2016), the present study is limited in terms of its
sample sizeHence, he proposed model might be tested with a larger sample size in
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future reseait. Fourth, theeurrentstudy used a workplace incivility scale originally

developed in US (Cortina et al., 2013) and did not include culturally salient incivility

items such as excluding someone from soci a
Hence, it wouldbe valuable to test the proposed model using a scale including more

culturally relevant items. Moreover, as there are also cultural differences in appraisal

of workplace incivility, the generalizability of the findings to other cultures might

also be limied.

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

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

future research may focus on how actors' workplace experiences influence partners

homerecovery processes using the daily diary technique.

4.10Practical Implications of the Current Study

According to the survey carried out by Linkedlitw2,843 professionals,
trying to find a balance between work and life is the biggest driver of stress at work
(Petrone, 2019). Accordingly, there is an emerging need to find solutions to the work
life balance issue. The current study provides evideraedhe factor damaging
work-life balance is workhome spillover of uncivil behaviors. In this regard,
organizations firstly need to prevent workplace incivility from occurring, then find
ways to eliminate its negative influences on both work and famdy @Given the
contagious nature of workplace incivility, practitioners should raise awareness about
which types of behaviors can be regarded as uncivil acts and how it spreads in
workgroups. In this regard, all organizational members should participasenimg
and intervention programs related to workplace incivility. For instance, Civility,
Respect, and Engagement in the Workplace (CREW) is one of the programs
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previously reported as influential in decreasing supervisor incivility and distrass,
in increasing civility occurrence in ofnear follow up assessment after the
intervention (Leiter et al., 2012). In the intervention program, facilitators support
empl oyees about the meaning of <civility and
behaviors as ciVvior uncivil (Osatuke, Leiter, Belton, Dyrenforth, & Ramsel, 2013).
Moreover, Kirk, Schutte and Hine (2011) provided evidence that participants in
emotional seHefficacy writing intervention showed lowerstigatedincivility than
participants in the cordl writing group. Hence, expressive writing intended to
increase emotional sedffficacy could be an alternative intervention to decrease
uncivil interaction at workplace. Furthermore, both managers and employee
themselves might also take actions to avapillover of workplace stressors into
workplace mistreatments. In this regard, literature suggests creating opportunities to
learn new things in every workday (Zhang et al., 2018), increasing sleep quality, and
doing exercise (Barber et al., 2017) cantrees someone from engaging in
mistreatments.
According to the current study results, the practitioners need to focus on
decreasing emotional exhaustion and wiarkily conflict to prevent the workome
spillover of uncivil behaviors. Organizations might be reluctant to be involved in
family issues oemployees with personal life concerns. However, it is important to
note that emotional exhaustion not only has results for employees but also for their
partners. Given the importance of wdrkme crossover and spillover of personal
resources (Ten Brummaells & Greenhaus, 2018), organizations need to carry out
interventions to increase resources and empl
There could be two ways to reduce the spillover process. One way is that
organizations and supervisors can prewibrifamily specific support to employees
toreducework ami |y conflict by improving employee
Bodner, & Hammer, 2011). The other way could be that employees might engage in
interventions such as positive work reflectiong@s et al., 2018) and mindfulness
exercises (HUl sheger, Al bert s, Feinhol dt,

exhaustion.
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APPENDICES

APPENDIX A: INFORMED CONSENT FORM FOR COUPLES
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Birinci zaman anketlerin tamamlagsamal nda
arastirma |linki yine sizlere sms ol arak
yer alan sorul ar, bireysel ol arak si zi
bir anketin tamamlanmas:| ortal amal omar ak
tamamiyla goéndll 0l Gk esasina dayalidir.
sadece arastirmaci | ar tarafindan deger |
topl anmas:| pl anl anan veriler toplu halde
sadecebl|l i msel amac¢l arla kullanilacaktir. Ca
verecek sorular bulunmamaktadir. Ancak, k
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baska bir nedenden Ot ar a kendini zi rahats
birrakabilirsiniz.

Cal i1 sma hakkinda daha fazl a -pasth:gi al mak

deryakaranfill@gmail.comTel: ) i le i1iletisim kurab

Cal i smaya yoneli k sorularitniz ayrintil bir

katirldrgrniz ic¢cin simdiden tesekkior ederi z.
¢ift olarak bu -alékmaya tamamen g°ng¢l |l ¢

zaman yar éaaejbiémiazkiabbill i yor uz. Verdijimiz b

yayénlarda kull anél maséné kabul ediyoruz.
Kabul Ediyoruz 5

Kabul Etmiyoruz 9

Es flsim/ Soyisim BasEsHa:filseirm/: Soyi sim Bas H

T_elefon Numar asi : Tel ef on Numar as|
Tarih: Tarih:
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APPENDIX B: SPOUSAL SUPPORT SCALE

Bu bol tmde, esinizden gelebilecek 1]
maddede ifadeoedntienkgdriidegne! zi b
(1 = Hi¢ Katir I miryorum; 5 = Tamamen
kutucugu daire ic¢cine alarak belirtnr
1 = Hi¢ Katil miryorum
2 = Pek Kati I miyorum
3 = Biraz Katili1ryorum
4 = OlKGawkd¢ayorum
5= Tamamen Katil1ryorum

1. Ilsimle il gildi probl

sonra kendimi daha iyi hissederim.

2.lsimle ilgili konusm

her zaman vakit ayir
1123|415

3. Esim benden siir ekyvei

bekl er gibi gordndr.

4. Esimin iste yapti kla

isterdim.
112|345
5. Esim, isimle ilgil:@i
bakmami sagl amakt adi
112|345
6. il simde basari1 11 ol du
mutlu oluyor.
1123|415
7.1lsimin getirdigi yuk
evlie ilgildi daha faz
11213415
8. Il simle ilgili proble
yarar |l i bul uyor um.
11213415
9. Ev/ aileyle ilgili so
ercekl estirir keluyore
g ¢ S uny S 11213l 4ls
10.Evde vaktimin ¢cogunu
toplamakl a gecgiriyor

11.Esim, isimle il gild.@
istemiyor.

12.1 si mden bahsetti gi md
0

i
gorunuyor .
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APPENDIX C: WORKPLACE EXPERIENCED INCIVILITY SCALE

Latfen son bir YIL boyunca, alt b
amirlerinizden herhangi biri tara
ne kadar si1 kli kla yadiaecrgmndien: deq

1. Hi ¢bir Zaman

2. Bir ya da iki defa

3. Bazen

4. Genellikle

5. Cogu Zaman
Son yel boyunca, -alékma ar kadack/|l
o] 1] [

1. SO0yl edi kIl ervermedgz e di k

fikirlerinizle ilgilenmedi. 11 2|3|4]|5
2. Sorumlulugunuz ol an

sUphe etti 112 3|4]|5
3. Size diusmanca, kuguk1 >l 3lals
4. Si ze profesyonel olrr1 >l 3lals
5. S6zunuzid kest.i 112130 4ls5
6. Bir degerl endirmede

diosik degerl endirdi 11213415
7. Size bagirdi 1121 3]als
8 Hakkinizda asagi |l ayi

Kull and1 . 11213415
9. Si zi goO6rmezden gel di 1121 3]als
10.Si z i |§.|n|nsua<;hllad|o.ln1 ol 3lals
11.Si ze ki1 zdi / 6fkeyl e P1l213]als
12. Sizinle alay etti. 11213]als
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APPENDIX D: CORE SELF-EVALUATION SCALE

Bu bdél imde 12 ifade bulunmakt ad.]
derecede
kati1 I di g1 ni z1 Umegs inadsea njalk =1 HG Igg ¢
Tamamen

Katitli1yorum), gt | rakamin bul
belirtmenizdir.

1 = Hi¢ Katir I miryorum

2 = Pek Kati I miyorum

3 = Biraz Katiliryorum

4 = Ol dukcgca Kati |l 1ryorum

5= Tamamen Katili1yorum

1. Hayattaha ket t i gi m ba
yakal adi gr ma emi |

2. Bazen kendimi depresyonda
hissederim.

3. Ugrasti gr m zaman

4. Bazen basarisi1 z |
degersi z hissedel]l

5.1 sleri basariyl a

123|465
6. Bazen kendi mi i S|
hissetmem.

123|465
7. Genel olarak, kendimden memnunur

123|465
8. Yetenekl erimle i/

1123|465
9. Hayati mda ne ol a|f

1123|465

100.Mesl ek yasami mdal
kontrol ol madlh ig m
hissederim.

11.Sorunl ari mirn ¢cog|

g
12.Ba z | zamanl ar vV al
karamsar ve Umit:
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APPENDIX E: PSYCHOLOGICAL DETACHMENT FACTOR

Bu bol idmde 4 i f ad eistehem,lher himfadknin el |

derecedk at 1 Il d1 g1 ni z1 bes basamak]l
5=TamameiKat 1 | 1 yor um), hgi | raka
alarak belirtmenizdir.
1 = Hi¢ Katir I miryorum
2 = Pek Kati |l miryorum
3 = Birwgwor et 1 |
4 = Ol dukca Katil 1ryorum
5= Tamamen Katil i1 yorum
Kkten sonraéééééeceeeéeéééécece.
1.1 si aklimdan c¢1 kar
1123 |4]5
1. Yapir |l acak islere ¢
1123|415
2.I;~;.|Ie|Ig|I|h|(;t12345
3. Kendi mi zi hinsel C
uzaklastiririm.
112131415
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APPENDIX F: EMOTIONAL EXHAUSTION SCALE

Bu b6l dmde i1isinize yonelik i fade
her bir i fadeyi di kkatl:@ bir sek
basamakl i1 o6l c¢cek UGzerinde (1 = Hi
bul undugu kutucugu daire ic¢cine a
1 = Hig¢gbir Zaman
2 = Bazen
3 = Genellikle
4 = CoQgu Zaman
5= Her zaman
1. l si mden sogudugumu 1l ol3lals
2.1l donusiu kendimi rul
hissediyorum.
112]3|4]|5
3. Sabah kal kt1 g1 mda
kal di ramayacag! mi
1123|415
4. But itn gidn insanlar|l
gercekten ¢ok yi1pr 1l2l3lals
5. Yapti g1 m |§th|esad|y(brunk(1 olalals
6. i simin beni kisitl g
112]3|4]|5
7.1l simde ¢cok fazl a (;¢1 ol alals
8. Dogrudan dogruya i
bende c¢cok fazla st
1]12]3|4]|5
9. Yol un s o0 n uhissedigoeumd i
112]3|4]|5
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APPENDIX G: WORK -FAMILY CONFLICT SCALE

Asagi-adial,eiygvasamina yoénelik ifadel
di kkatl e okuyunuz ve her bir ifagd
0l ciezker i nde (1 =Kesinlikle KatilIm
rakamin bulundugu kutucugu daire
1= Kesinlikle Kati I miyorum
2 = Pek Kati |l miryorum
3 = Biraz Katiliryorum
4 = Ol dukca Katil 1ryorum
5= Tamamen Katiliyorum
1.1 sim, aile ic¢ci faal.i
harcamami engelliyor
213]4]|5
2. 1 si me aylrmam gerek
sorumlul ukl ar 1 mi yer.i
faaliyetlerde yer al m
213|415
3.1 sl e siolrgimliul ukl ar 1 ma
Zaman yuzirgdenf aail li g €
zorunda kali1yorum
213|415
4. 1 st en eve gel di §gi id
faaliyetl ere kat i | a
sorumlul ukl ar 1 mi yer
bitkin oluyorum.
213|415
5, 1lsten eve gel di gi mde
kadar tukenmis oluyo
seyler yapmami engel |l 2lalals
6. 1 st eki baski |l ar vyiuzi
yapmaktan zevk aldi gi
kadar stresloluyorum.
213|415
7.1 ste kullandi girm pro
evdeki probl eml er co
2131415
8.1lste kullanmam gerek
tarzIlari1, evde ters e
213]4]|5
9. 1l ste beni d adhaav r @tn k is n
hayati nda daha 1iyi b
yar di mc ol muyor .
2131415
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APPENDIX H: SELF-COMPASSION

Bu boélidmde 26 ifade bulunmaktadir.
katirl dir grni zi1 Ulzeeyg i nadsea njalk =1 Hd I¢c eKka t
Katitl1ryorum), i bgi i rakamin bul un
= Hic¢ bir zaman
= Nadiren
= Sit k si1k
Genellikle
Her zaman
1. Bir yetersizl ik hyetersiaiikt t i
duygusunun insanlarin bi 11213)415
hati rl atmaya c¢call1l siri1 m.
2. Kisiligimin bedgenmedi gi m{1/2|3[4|5
sabirl 1 ol maya cali1 siri1m
3.Bir sey beni 0Gzduginde, 1121345
4. Hosl anmadi g1 m yonl er i mi 112345
sucl ar i1 m.
5. Benim i¢in Oneml:.i ol an 112345
kendi mi bu basari1si1 zI| 1 kt
6. Zor zamanl ari mda i htiyadq1/2|3|/4|5

kendimeg 6 st er i r i m.

7. Gercekten guc¢ durumlarl a|1/2(3|4|5
davraniri m.

8. Basari1sizIl i1 klar i1 mi i nsanl1/2|3/4|5
go6r meye calisirim.

9. Bir sey beni bzdiaginde 1121345
cal i sirim.

100Kendi mi kot hlssettlgim12345
takar ve onunl a esgul o
11.Yetersiz|ik|erim hakki nd
yalniz hissetmeme ve di n12345
neden olur.

12Kendi mi cthdkss&bHtigi m dur
bircok I nsanin benzer d12345
cal i siri1 m.

13.Ac1 veren olaylar yasadi |1/2(3]|4]|5

14 Kendi mi kotid hissettigim1{2|3|4]|5
yakl asambygairi m.

155S1 ki1 nt1 ¢cektigim duruml a|1/2(3/4|5
olabilirim.
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16.S1 k1 nt i

veren

(0]

abartiri m.

17.Hat yetersizIliklerim
18.Ac1 v esreeynl ebri ryasadi g1 mda
baki aclsiyla yakl asmay
19.Kendi [ zghtu i ssetti gi
bel ki de en mu t
20Hata ve yete zl ylalrgn il @
tavir takini

21.Duygusal n | k
sevgiyl e a k

22.Benim i ¢i b i o]
her kesin as n
ddsidanidr im

23.Bir seyde ba I s1 zl y
takl nmaya ¢a

24Benim i ¢in 0 b
yetersizIl ik gul ar | a
25.Zor duruml ar mucad a
rahat bir du I
26.Ki si I i gi min enmed m
hosgo6ér ol 0 de [




APPENDIX |: RELAXATION FACTOR

Bu b6l idmde 4 i fade bul unifadehtna dereced
katir Il dirgrnizi bes basamakl 1 061 cek
Tamamen Katili1yorum), gt | raka
belirtmenizdir.
1 = Hi¢ Kati I miryorum
2 = Pek Kati I miyorum
3 = Biraz Katiliryorum
4 = (@l dKkuakt¢r | 1yor um
5= Tamamen Katiliyorum
1. Ayaklarir mi uzatir v

1123|415
2. Rahatlatirci seyler

11213 4]5
3. Zamani mi rahatl amak

11213 4]5
4. Kendi me serbest zan

1123 4]5
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APPENDIX J: EXPERIENCED FAMILY INCIVILITY  SCALE

Gec¢tigimiz bir YIL icerisinde,
partneriz/esiniz tarafindan ne
Uzerinden degerl endiriniz.

1. Hi ¢cbir Zaman

2. Bir ya da iki defa

3. Bazen

4. Genellikle

5. Cogu Z aman

2. Konusmal ari1ni za ye

vermedi vya da fiki|1]2]3[4]5

.Sizin hakkinizda k
asaglilayitrci yoruml|1]|2|3|4]|5

. Sizisosyakt ki nl i kl er der

ya da di sl adi . 112[3]4]|5
.Sizin sorumlulugun
il gili sizin karar|1|2|3|4]|5
.Sizi istemediginiz
tarti smaya cekmeye| 1|2|3]|4]|5
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APPENDIX K: DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION FORM

1) Yasini z?

2) Cinsiyetiniz? Er kek ( ) Kad |

3) Ka¢ yirldir evlisiniz?

4) CocugQunuz var mi ? Evet ( ) Hayir

5) 18 yas alt ka¢ cocugunuz var

6) 18 vy acso clusgtuin ukza ¢v a r

7) Egitim durumunuz nedir? (En son mezun

I I kokul ( ) Ortaokul ( ) Lise
YuUksekLi sans ( ) Doktora ( )
8) Meslegdginiz (6rnek: isletme) nedir?
9iniz (6rnek: satis personeli) nedir?
10) Bu isyerinde ne kadar zamandir c¢al 1 g
Cali sma yasaminda gec¢irdiginiz toplam

Il sma sdreniz)

BuazZandngiknt z ayl i1k gelir miktarini zi
1000 TL wvealti1 30005P00 TL arasi ( )
10062000 TL arasti ( 50010000 TL arasiti (
2000000 TL arasit ( 100000 TL wvelusto ( )
13) Eve giren ayli k gelir miktarinizi i s
1000C. vealti1 ( JOOB5 000 TL arasit | )
10062000 TL arasti ( 50010000 TL arasiti (
2000000 TL arasit ( 100000 TL wvelusto ( )

S B =
N QD
Nl = N

14)Ev i1 sl erinin yukiunitn yliuzde kacg! si zin t
%0 %20 %40 %60 %80 %100

15) Aile ic¢cerisindeki ev isi yuklerinin |
Hi ¢ 0 %2 0 % 40 %6 0 %8 (

»

16) Aile Uyeleriniz, size ne derece sSO0SY .
Hi ¢l 2 3 4 5 60l duk¢ca Fazl a
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APPENDIX L: HUMAN SUBJECTS ETHIC S COMMITTEE APPROVAL
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05 MiSAN 2018
Komu: Degerlendirme Sonucu

Ghnderen: OOT insan Arastirenalan Etik Kurulu (IAEK])

igi: insan Aragtirmalar Bk Kuruly Bagverusy

Sayirs Prof, 0F, H.Canan SOMER
Danismanhgim yapuginiz doktora ddrencisi Darva KARAMFIL in “Mezaketsiz Davramslann lsten Eve

Taginmasr” baslikh arastsrmasi Insan Arastirmalan Btk Kurulu tarsfindan uyaun ghrileral gerekli

onay 2018-505-071 protokol numaras ile 06042008 - 30,06.2019 tarihler arasnda gegerli olmak
lzere verilmistir,
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Derya KARANFKL

Email: deryakaranfill@gmail.com
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APPENDIXN: TURKI SH SUMMARY / T, RKCE ¥ZET

GKRKk
Il syer.| kot u muamel e davrani sl ar. (6rn. ,
ytrldirrma ve istismarci amirlik) oO6rgutsel dav
oOneml i 0l ciude ad as iiSehipzandnbDe Patek vie Erazy 2016).
Ander sson vV e Pear son (1999), Yagyenai neza
tanittmi sl ardir. | syerinde nezaketsizlIl ik, a
baskalaritnin itibarini sarsmak (Porath ve Pe

ya da onlari1 di kkate al ma mbskrell yeQuagldy,u s , Bunk,
2014), bir n i sosyal faaliyetlerden dislamak ve d

Erdas, 2019) gi bi géicebkedsfegyidddiir sexak etesi
kavraminin tanitil masindan bu yana, arastir
ol ma (isyperziigéenaketaruz kal ma), baskal ari1 na
sergil eme (i syeri nezaketsizIligi sergil et
gozl eml emenin (yani, i syeri nezaketsizIligin

arastirrmislardir.

Arast i rgmarchillalri,, @l arak isyerinde bu tur ¢
bireyin ise yoénelik tutum ve davrani si il e
incelemislerdir (derleme ic¢cin bknz., Schilp
davrani sl arninfh edeerf g ikli esn meliszier i nde ki et kil erin
il gili gymecedaaha az il gi gor mustur . Anca
arastirmal arin O6neml:. Orguiut sel dogurgul ar

i syeri nezaket siotzlMe@rivea@ossn20150Rosek, Kdopmark  (

Gabriel ve Johnson, 2016) ve isyeri nezaket ¢
Erez, 2016), isyeri nezaketsizIligi sergilem
konmustur . Buna gor e, neazsaglat niez kdd varya i
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y ay inheakbtieldi r . Di Qezaketsibii ri sdepwasibde | Kot O
muamel e tdrida ol arak karsimiza c¢1 kmaktadi |
Arastirmacit | ar, i syerinde nezaketsi zl
dizeydiel @ scati1 smasi1 1)(,Li i sviek Ldelez,ey2i@l1l e v |
(Ferguson, 2012) ve yuksek duzeyde ger.i
Koopman, Christoforou ve Arvey, 2018) 20:
bul gul ar, i syeri nezak e tekilermihii gy enrei ynlaeg ugz 1 1
ol madi grnit ve bu etkilerin i stveVhitteny c1 a mi
2011; Wu, Kwan, Liu ve Resick, 2012), cinsel taciz (Xin, Chen, Kwan, Chiu ve Yim,
2018) ve isyerinde dislama (Byeri Kwanpg

o0rnekl eriyle beonmzamikgaki l abdi laddendi ni (t
oner mektedir. Ancak,oritsawearhin | ze€ aa k eutt suind lair
degil, ayni zamanda aile Uyel eer,Tayle, y 6 nel
Burton ve Bailey, 2017; Hoobl er ve Brass
da ak tmaktedid abi |

| sykeoit U muad menli éhmad&ki arastirnmanl ar , k

yayl hamagonel i k daha f azlta sar kgteltrangasreinn vy
|l iteratidarde hala bir boslugun varioldugu

nezakenesmarug kal mal arinin ardindan bu t

ya da partnerlerine yoneli k sergjeme)eyi p s
arastiri |l masi .geBu kkeang Iba nmd ak, g nfgad)u sn enz a k enti ¢
aslp asamayacag! , (b) i sten eve nezaket
mekani zmani n ol up ol madi g1 , (c) nezaket
0zeklere sahip bireyler i¢cin bulasicilig
nezaketsizIl bgeembhevinkb@akeadil erini bel irli
sergilemekten al i koyup kayamayacadgli nin
nedené , bu c¢al i1 smani n ama c itemellenedayanatak duu r a ms

sorul ara yanit bul mak ve nezaketsiz davr
mo d e | Oner mektir.
Ander sson ve Peiane g ak e t(kdaiov® [%)ny isnyi esryiermrd e

karbi1 |l slaygi nor ml ar i1 ni I hl al eden ve Kkar
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ol dugu dusidk yogunl ukl u sapma Bdkawamani1 s1 ” ol &

tamasitihdan bu yana, arastirrmaci |l ar tarafi1ind
KabatFarr, Magley ve Nelson, 2017)Ai | e nezaket,siiszyadrgii kavr
nezaketsizIligi kavrami ndan taurlet inemaskdatrsi z|
kavr dmiine i ¢cerisinde karsi | 1 kIl saygl nor mi
ol dugu dus Ukpnyao gduaiMorlidarriaskis @ a(® 1 n3l5almi.s tDUs U k
yogunl uk, norm i hl al. Ve ni yietiisryebiel i rsi z
nezaketsizIliginin paylasti kl ar ortak o6zell
6zellik, nezaketpsi zAdbheranezgket Eayhiagidde de¢
ve davranisa maruz kalanlar aile bireyleri
sergileyen ve davranisa maruz kalanlar c¢al 1 ¢
Mevcutar as,t imenmaaket si zI i gi n rkeg,bireyierineve tasi nt
deger verdi kl er i kaynakl ar el de et meye, |
cabal adokleakagpnak!| ar i1 n kor unma kur amina (
dayanmaBkkuadiinr,. fi zi ksel veya zihinsel c¢aba gc¢
(6rn.tekezhkg@in) bireyin kisisel kaynakl ar i1 ni

tiketebildigdgini aci klayabil mekBukdamr ( Ten Br

temelinde, i syerinde neuakéetsbizlri §eswmaltusar
etmeyevedvr ani s sergileyen bireyindardai yeti ni a
kaynak kaybina vyol acacagil O6ne suarul mostar
Ozellikle, is yerinde maruz kalinan nezaket s
olan bireylerinkayndkar 1 n1  (6rn., enerji ve dikkat) tuk

(i syerindeki kisileraras(o6nmniskRbseh vdtaya

Zhou vd., 2018) Tukenme yassaagzhhminp calldwkalndrair kaynak]| :

diuzeyde a olbradpdak avino gerekliliklerini ve partnerin taleplerini

karsi | amadaaizbmekke dyiarslaer . Bu bagl amda, IS

kaynak tiuketen dogas.! g6z O6nidne alindi gir nda

kal an bireylerin y U kkenend& bildiréceklery dleygusdluy gu s al

t ikenmemriind ei sematirssmas:1 ile iliskili olacagi
Mevcutar asit 1 esmmhere yonel i kn segilearesgnt si z davr

acl kleagrok etniUk enme kuramina (MayawednrveémBautumei
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Bukur ama g intkendiniobniaryelyan mayan davrani sl ardan
al mmeaoiyci n 6z kont r olnektedigdMurayenve Baomzeister, ger e k

2000) . Ancak, eger birey daha ©6énce yiur
kulanmi s i se ya da O6nceligi daha yuksek ol
muhafaza etmek st i yor I s e, 60z kontrol sergil em

Burkley, 2006). Birelerd uy gu s al t-aiikleen mele bvees mmags1-k ar ken
kontrol uygulanaki@ d ir.r Bu anedenle,bireyler, duy gu s al t dakee n me v
cati1 smas.| i ¢cin 6z kontrol uygul amanin ar
bu da bireyin nezaketsi z davranmakt an

verebilmektedirBub a § | eengdoa ,mé ke aor i s i Raei |dea ycaantalrsanka sSi
duygusal tukenme ile aile nezaketsizliggi
(Hi potez 2), duygusal tukenmenin isyer.i

nezaketsizIligi sergcl kemk aeattasgndékKi pot &3

tikenmail becasli smasinin nezaketsizligine
sergil eme arasi ndaki iliskiye seri ol at
edilmektedir

Ten Brummel huis ve ®BakkselkabaalX) ki
kaynakl ar edinmeyi, bagl amsal taleplere
sekil de kull anmay. étul iulnena@kitr atmlinlladp a laa r k ad :
saygl , genel 60z yetrenliisli izkn, Kkleayantarmed l[ar o d a ¢
benl ik degdgerl endi r me (Judge, Erez, Bono
uzakl asma (Kinnunen, Feldt, Siltaloppi,
strese verdigi tepkileri ve stres ile ba:
dizenl eyi ci fakt 6r leeir Buo & ar gademel dleslik e K 1 e mi
degdgerl endi r me (Hi pot ez 5) vV e psii kol oj i
nezaketsizI|li gienadumagusill k g kiikiienmeéecy i ci | er
hi potez edil mislerdir.

Ego tukenme kuramina dayanar ak, 6z ko
fakt ordielra ngatilssmasi1 ve aile nezaketsizli
zayl1 fl atabilecegi duosunul mastadr . Rahat |l ¢
engelleyenve G k eakwiont r ol 0 yeni | eyuennmufsalké rodrilcer
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Burson, Crocker ve Mischkoyski, 2012 y | e r ve Burns, 2008) . Bu

duyarl 11k (Hi pot ez 7) -aviel er achaattilsammaas 1 ( Hiep o
nezaketsi zil ig$ kdMdigreqnd eegme i | er ol arak oO6neril m
Mevcutar askapmami nda diuzenleyici ol arak ar a

dastresger gi nl iek silklilsikklsa nldoruyucu faktor ol ar a
kavrami dir. | syerriiidekid b 8§y anlu a the 5 yelniek a km & inl n a
celiskildi bul gul ar (6r n, Beattie & Griffin
alindi grnda, mevaut oc¢ anekiegitiale raksit 1arrmaas tSiorrnu s u
es destegi i syerindeiledaurywgzu slad | 1t nigkre nme z aakr eatss
i1 i gkizein?Pw( AmasS$orusurdle s de satid i cibegailles ma s |

nezaketsizIligi s eyri gzediéermbe s me mismae ak ot il | mg & me
maruz kal manin tasinmasina yoneli k mevcut ar
birinin deneyimledigi isténneyeBanbenmadsir
Hoobler ve Brass, 2006Burada ko6t U0 muameélae 1 chawnr &rv ¢1 kt 1| a
etkilerinin her ki es ic¢cin arastiril ma iht:;

arastirmada, kracti-gdiirlienscli eord duesre lulr arrhimrais 1 hedef | el
hem erkek hem dgag§ndanseebkeani hept edil mi st

Hi potez 1: Duygusal t¢kenmeileiisileyer i nezall
-atéekmasé araseéndaki ili kkiye araceéel ek ec

Hi potezai Re Kat ekmaseé,iledulyygusnaelzakegkenmei

sergileme araséndaki ilikkiye aracél ek ec
Hi pot e-ai I13e -Kxt ékmaseé, i Kyeriillealezaketsi zl
nezaketsizIliji sergileme araséndaki i okl
Hi potez 4: Duygasheéeé takéxnmaszea & eii gy ed i J i
maruz kalmaleai | e nezaketsizIli]Ji sergil eme ar a:

aracéel ek eder.

Hi pot ez 5: Temel benl ik dejerl endir mes
nezaketsizliled uy gu s a l t¢ékenme araséendaki [ I I
benli k dejerlendirme d¢zeyli dekek bireyl e
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Hi potez 6: Psi koloji k wuzakl aknla, I Ky e
duygusal t¢kenme araséndaki i kKkiyi

d¢zeyli d¢ekek bireyler i -in daha gg¢é-1 ¢¢
Hi pot ez 7: ,i¥azi | duy-aethdedl meaksnée z aket si z | i ]
arasendaki i kki yi d¢zenler ve 111 KKk
daha o-l éedeér .

arase

g

Hi potez 8: -aRialheat | gehadiklnea skéezaketsi zI| i]
ndaki i1 likkiyi d¢zenler ve 111 kKKki
d

g¢-1l ¢egder.

Arakt érma Sor uiswy elr:i nBEHkwe dmgtue] ilkal énan

duygusal t¢gkenme araséndaki il kKki yi o

AraktEarmasu 2:,iHRBK | destda iklmaspBezaket si

sergileme araséndaki i likkiyi d¢gzenl et
Y¥NTEM

¥rnekl em

Baslangi ¢ oO6rnekl emini, iKki hafta arayl
katmlgodstgémimeéy & ol angelirlicepsii(adml 82 0e9s )¢ i f t
olusturmaktadir. Ancak, bu katitl 1 mci | ard;

anketlerini tamamimdg @arasdndan yalniz ¢a

cift ve alti1i aydan az siuarediirsteivrl.i Aoylranc a
veri tarama asamasinda ¢cok degi skenl: uc
birlikte analizler 150 ¢ift (300 es) ile

Katitl i1 mcilarirn yas arali1 gt 20 ve 64 ai

ve 337.500=96.8%,SS=74.05)ay arasinda degi smektedir.
cal i1 sma deneyOml7583S=8507)avye a6r0a0l 1(g1 ndadi r .
kati1 (7mc8 %) cocuk sahibi ol dugunu bildir

Veri Topl ama Ara-1| ar é
Ek Deste]ji

Es deddmaddeiollmk King ve arkadaslari (199
destek envanterinden 12 madde ile o6l c¢ciulm
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Eskin (2005) tarafi ndanermwwpntlemisn 1 12 De dd &l

formunu k ul | & n Kaddeler b as amak| | Likert tipi 0l cel
Kat 1 I miyorum, Kat =l 1Keosriunm)i klizeri nde degerl er
(2009) , 0l cegin I ¢ twutarl 111k katsayl!l sini

0l cegin ic¢ tetlhekhén ki Kiamsaydsve kadinl ar i ¢

KkKyer. NezaketsizIlijine Maruz Kal ma

Katit Il 1 mci |l ari1n i syerinde maruz kal di k1l ar
amaci1 yl a 1 By emazdkéteidikiok c e gi ni n guncell enmi s V
kull amnl|l mMCgttina et -blhsamaWLB)Li Maddelkepi 5¢
Hi ¢cbir Zaman, 5 = Cogu Zaman) Uzerinde dege

kapsaminda, Erdas (2016) o6lcedgin Turkce cev

geregqgi ceviirrlii liicki nd eggievrein r apor |l amamistir. Co
6l cegin guvenirlilik degeriniar a®t21 romMaadraa k k
6l cegin ic¢ tutarli1l 1k katsaylsi erkekler ic¢i
Temel Benl iirkhesiDej er | end

Katitl i1 mcilarirn kendilerine yonelik 06z sa)
verbr ot degemlendirmeleri, temel benlik deger|

ile ol cul mibatsiarmak®h¢dk keFt tKapi | onl gek uml =
5=KesinlikleKat 1 1 1 yorum) ile dedgerlendirilen 12 m

Turkce’ye adapte 0d dangisBay atzuttar(l2003k) ,deger i

raporl ami @triarst, Memagde@di n i ¢ tutarl il 1k katsa
kadarnli gcin .82 olarak bulunmustur.
Psi kolojik Uzakl akma

Psi kol oj ik uzakl as ma, Sonnentag ve Frit
toparlanmadeneyimiél ¢ce i nin dort maddel i k psi kol ojik
Ol ¢Ul must Ur-basvaandadkellierL i kber t ti pi 0l cek (1 =
Tamamen Kkati1 |l 1 yor um) il e degerlendiril mist:i

Kocak ar ke@alagdrahndan c¢cevrilen maddelerin ori

kavramsal denkligini degdgerlendirmis ve gerel
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Mevcutar ast,y rmadkol oji k wuzakl asma al,t boyu
erkekler ic¢cin . 9@&Kkvé&ulHadimmulsaruri.cin .87 ol

Duygusal T¢kenme

Duy gus al , madiakhainkmeen emanterinden (MBI, Maslach &

Jackson, 1986) dokuz madde il @dadlagialkmis:t
Likert tipi o6lcek (1 = Hic¢c zamankrgibo = Her
(1993) 0l cegi Turkce’ye wuyarlamistir. B
tutarl i1l 1k katsayilisi erkeklerde .88 ve Kk:
K#&Ail e ¢Cat ékmaseé

lail e ¢ &darlsosvireasar ka@@@@0prt ar afdoknzdan ge |
madde ile Olciul-masamak!| Maldidleéretr i pi ol
Kat 1 I miyorum, Kabt 14 1 Teamamgen Gzerinde dedger |l
(2009) O licegeaIn t u tnia88dlarakriakp odreldaemmiist 1 r .- Bu ¢ al
ai l ema@lt¢cegkek! erkaidgind ar9ic¢cin . 86nei ¢sel
sahiptir.

¥zDuyarl él ek

Ozduyar !l 1(120k0,3)Netfafr af i ndan g@&byagtlrlik
0l cegi il e o6l c¢ciul miustbilas. amakkaltil ILinkcerltart inpaic
Kat 1 I miyorum, Kat =l 1Tyaomamen il e degerl end
arkadasl! ar | (20 Ay | @imgile B0 eTalrrakkg e§’1 yned au g U v
degerl eri rapor |l ami s barudiiaryd n Mellcart ic@il n
kadi nl ar i gliinl i Ae9shldpiresreil t ut a

Rahatlama

Rahat !l ama, Sonnentag ve F rtoparlanmg 200 7))
deneyimiél ¢cegi nin dért maddel i k rahatl ama al't
basamak]| i Li ker Kattiilpmi yod rguenk, K511 =1 yHa nga még n |

degerl endahal niingtwierKagc&kl @84bar it arafi ndan
madd el er i n kavramdaldidenkltbiagria fa rnadsatni rymap |
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Mevcutar as t,l rrmaldaat | ama alt boyutunun ,i¢ tutarl

kadirnlar ic¢cin .92 olarak bulunmustur.
Aile NezaketsizIlijine Maruz Kal ma

Sergilenen alle@z aket si zIl i gi ni 0l ¢cmek amaciyl a,
nezaketsiz davrani stmgbetip ¢oBu m@ldghigihea i ni be
bir bireyin maruz kal di gi aile nezaketsizli
t emsi | et mektedir. Aile nezaketsizI|ligine ma

(2014) tigyent gz aklainsi zI| i k 0l ceginin aile ort
degdgirgitl mis versiyonu Juwlslaaraikll mi dtiikreor t Mad el &
Hi ¢ Baman,5 =CoJzaman) Uzerinden dedgeralsetndinra | mi s

kapsaminda o6l cegin c¢cevirisi i ki doktora 69gr
ar ast | evimamaddelegnin orijinal maddéerle kavr amsalni denklI i gi
degerl endiarmis¢$t ramalddunezaketsizIli gine maruz
tutarl i1l 1k katsayi1i1si1 erkekler i¢in .79 ve k:
Kkl em

Cal i1 smaya ilegi cddydrerciifctilnerhazirl anmi s o

formunun yer al di g l'ink i1letilmis ve kat:i
anketlerin kendilerine ulastiril mas:] amacily
Hem birinci hem de ikincizaanda uygul anan anket l'inkl eri,
olarak iletilmistir. Her bir katil 1 mcirya i

tamaml anmasi ndan gaulast kr i kimi §afta sonr

Ver i Analiz Y°nt e mi

Ciftlerdewmeei deredahahi z et mek amaciyl a /

Bag:!i ml 11 1 k ;MendyeKlashwe(CoORIKM 2006) Kkull anit | mi st
hem aktor hem de partner etkisinin incelenme
bireyin kendi ddgech &ndil ame sitziem i hemek.i et ki
partner etkisi, bireyin kendi degdgerl endi r me s
temsi | et mektedir. API'M analizl erinde, bagi
degi s knchmaltearliamr 1 arasinda serbest kovaryans e
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analizleri yapi! sal esi tlik model | er i o
yapt |l mistir.

Temel analizlerin O6ncesinde, kadi n ve
ol arak adiitlrme cidkll e pi eyapi sal esitli k mode
Edilebilirlik Tets.tiHeri Ibei rdeigleirsikeindiikriillinsii:
her bir degi skende ayni ortalama ve va
kovaryansiumga < amamenl d1 nirl andiri |l m s ya
(Mut hén ve Mut hén, 1998; 2012) programin
indeksleri rede di | ebi | ir K i kare deger.i sunar sa
i ki lisinde ayi1rtncedki leeneede driolddethle raetdi n k ar &
sunarsa bu durum erkek ve kadi nl arin b
gostermektedir. Ayri1 ca, API M testlerinde
ol madi g1 i ¢cin ortal amadiamiiml aanyan 1 k aol ldmarlialr
yeni den t est edi | mi s v e t emel analizl e
yuroatal mastar.

BULGULAR
Degi skenl er arasinda cinsiyet farkl 11l
Ornekt esnt tanalizleri nugpalmngt igror e, Arealkei
benl i k de g €Qrtlkwen 3745,Smie=1.53;0it.k a d% 8.59,5 a 07 n51)
O uy ar | (Oftetekd 239,1Serkek = .61; Ortk a d n3.27, S a d #n.67) Ve
rahatlamgOrt.erkek= 3.52,Serkek= .92;0rt .k a d%28.99, S ad=h09)d U zey |l eri anl ¢
ol arak kadi nl ardan daha yuksektir.

Degi skenl erdeki varyansin ne kadar
i ncel emek amaciyla si1nif i ci korel asyon
degerl eritshesaplla&Cm (1) hesapl anmas.| i ¢
sonuc¢l arina go6re, psikol oj ik uduwuwykdralsinal, k ,
rahatl ama ve aile nezaketsizIligine maruz

ile.30aral 1 g1 Bdad,rgdi ftl erin bu degi skenler

bagi msiz ol madi g1 O6neril mektedir.
Tabl o 3 degi skenl er arasi ndaki kor e
baki Il dir girnda, hem kadin hem erkekl erde,
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psi kol oj iakerkakez=a-Ké,m<s m. 05 ;r =k22,p < r0]), duygusal

t ukenmer=(3d,pkekQl;r=8B%pk n,0-4d)l, eigatirsmasi (er ke
A8,p< . 05;r=BOP&kI n,01) ve temel bend=i-4, degdger |l end
p<.0l; kad nr,=-22,p< . 01) ile 1 1iskildi ol dugu gor
nezaketsizIligine maruz kal manr=g38p<e mel benl i
05; rka¥®pw,. 01), esrd-eli5p<e g.i0 1(;e=rkk8pa,n ,
Olprjlescat i s=mbpcs (€Ll kekRBpp n,0Muyadz |1 k

(erkek,r=-47p< . 0 1 ;r=-K@,p<.01),ve rahatlama (erkek= .30,p < .01;

kadn=n24p< .01) ile anlamli1 dizeyde il iskil:@ b

Tédl o 3

Dejikkenler Araséendaki Korel asyonl
Degiskenler 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1. Isyeri Nezaketsizligine Maruz Kalma (Erkek) -

2. Psikolojik Uzaklasma (Erkek) -.167 f—

3. Duygusal Tiikenme (Erkek) Y D A —

4. Temel Benlik Degerlendirmesi (Erkek) 417 307 -457 -

5. Es Destegi (Erkek) -19°  -.09 -12 297 .

6. Is-Aile Catismasi (Erkek) 8" -26™ 527 .35 227 o

7. Oz-Duyarhlik (Erkek) S35 36T 457 55T 307 -39 -

8. Rahatlama (Erkek) -.15 297 =207 337 2677 2227 437 ——-

9. Aile Nezaketsizligine Maruz Kalma (Erkek) 227 227 200 -38T -457 0 267 -477 -307

10. Isyeri Nezaketsizligine Maruz Kalma (Kadin) .05 -.05 .10 -.01 -12 .08 .00 .04 .08

11. Psikolojik Uzaklagma (Kadin) -.04 A7 -12 .10 .03 -.14 12 .10 -.09

12. Duygusal Tikenme (Kadin) .01 .05 18" .03 -.13 .04 -.03 .01 18"

13. Temel Benlik Degerlendirmesi (Kadin) -.00 12 -.05 .08 .06 .00 18" -.02 -.08

14. Es Destegi (Kadin) -.03 .03 -.15 .10 307 -.20° 287 A1 -.10

15. Is-Aile Catismasi (Kadin) 15 -.06 20" -13 18 2 -2 -187 187

16. Oz-Duyarlilik (Kadin) -.05 A1 -.04 .14 .09 .02 15 .07 -.15

17. Rahatlama (Kadin) =17 A1 -247 .08 .05 -.14 257 327 .09

18. Aile Nezaketsizligine Maruz Kalma (Kadin) .07 -.05 02 -07  -22" .07 -30" -11 .29

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

Tablébg n3 devamé

Deji kkenler Araséndaki Korelasyonl
Degiskenler 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18

10. Isyeri Nezaketsizligine Maruz Kalma (Kadin) —

11. Psikolojik Uzaklagma (Kadin) =227 —

12. Duygusal Tiikenme (Kadin) 39 - 11 —

13. Temel Benlik Degerlendirmesi (Kadin) =22 13 -33" J—

14. Es Destegi (Kadin) -07 -.03 -07 337 -

15. Is-Aile Catigmasi (Kadin) 307 357 417 -39 -9 -

16. Oz-Duyarlilik (Kadin) -.09 217 =13 .49 06 -.38" f—

17. Rahatlama (Kadin) 02 16" .03 .05 267 -267 15 ——

18. Aile Nezaketsizligine Maruz Kalma (Kadin) 04 -0l A1 239" 48" 28" 200 2247 -

Not. N= 150, **p < .01, *p < .05.
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Ote yandan, erkeklerde i syedruiy anrelzialkiekt sairzal
anl aml il i ski=-Bypaganmbdgd ) | k&«kmd(nl arda bu
bul unmam+0®,pxr. 27) . Bunun yanizakat siez kie&il &
maruz kalmdleev nezardemasuzl kgl ma arasi nrdraki Pl
22,p< . 01), kadi | ardaabmusr=iOf, 3k i . @A)l .amAyr ib

kadin ve erkek degerl endirmeleri arasi nd:
kadin ve erkek rahatl3zama deDer |l keadi nmeke
nezaketsizI|ligine mar uz.2Qkpal mad 1d e paaralse mdiar
Il lese&lide edi Il mi stir. Di ger yandan, er ke

kadi nlarin aile nezrekpsi z0OL ] nres28de size §i
p<.0l1l) verahatlama & .25;p< . 01) dugleiyllieraol duwg@u idador ul
korelasyon degerl eri, kadin ve erkek dedg
ol dugu -pa&r tarkegroret kil erinin API M yodntemi.)
cirkartrr niteliktedir

Tabl o 4, mevcut chlkensmarkbahpsamohdacdne
Edilebilirik Test ” sonuc¢l ar 1 ni aktarmaktadir. Ta
degerl erdeki stnirlandiri |l manin kal dir

sunul mustur

Tab4d4 o
Omni bugdAyebi |l irl ik Testl eri
Tamamen Ortalama
Tiskiler Sinirlandurl Sinirliligs
inirlandirilmig Kaldimlmis
¥ df p K df p
1. Isyeri Nezaketsizligine Maruz Kalma - Duygusal Titkenme 1991 6 .00 18.05 4 .00
2. Duygusal Titkenme > Is-Aile Catismasi 1500 6 .02 1499 4 .00
Ifa{.a Il)muzgusal Tiikenme = Partner-Aile Nezaketsizligine Maruz 1077 6 10 1076 4 03
4. Is-Aile Catismas1 = Partner-Aile Nezaketsizligine Maruz Kalma 1340 6 .04 1337 4 .00
5. Temel Benlik Degerlendirmesi 2 Duygusal Tiikkenme 1772 6 .01 837 4 .08
6. Psikolojik Uzaklagma = Duygusal Tiikenme 1489 6 .02 837 4 .02
7. Oz-Duyarlilik - Partner-Aile Nezaketsizligine Maruz Kalma 2635 6 .00 2241 4 .00
8. Rahatlama —> Partner-Aile Nezaketsizligine Maruz Kalma 3154 6 .00 348 4 48
Tamamen sinirlandi ri1 | milgrverakaklertemel o nu ¢ | ¢
benl i k deiee@artheearn dier meezaket si zIl i gi ne maruz
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edileme me k t &6 N #150) x 10.77p=. 10) . Ancak, ortal ama d

stnirlandirri I manin kaldiril drigi mod el sonucg
degerl endirme ile duy@WNsk0 =83rpedBme il iskisi
rahatlama ile partnerev nezaketsi zI|l i giine s kmasriunzd e k aal ymar
edilemal i k1 er i ni @XN\Nt=80)m8.48p=.d4 8) . ,elkekara g O r e

ve kadinl ar yuk ar daetameliahafizdmodelerie y rein o lkar ad i sk
dahil edil mistir.

Temel Hipotez Testleri

SeWjalraci Il 1k hi poie ploerizni4d) ( Hiepot edeh bir
gostermektedir. Birinci API M in uyum indeks]|
sahip ol madi ,J(1eN= Ig50)t e=/dit K45 6r.00 GEl= .94,

CFI=.85, RMSEA =. 1 0. Model in uyum indekslerinin i
modi fi kasyon I ndeksl er i Il nceilenméogeéerrsi Mo

dogrul hesmukddi n hem erkek i¢in is aile c¢at.]
mar uz kal ma ar asi ndmnesi kdairraerki  bafbmameno 6t 1erk | e n
sitnirlandir d6)nm $3.40nodeD5)( xXVve ortal ama dege
stnirlandiri |l mani®#a) =KAaI7,d«cr 0601 gonmodati (xkad

erkegin bu iliskide ayirt edi | elailel ir ol dug
cati smasindan aile nezaketsizIligine giden Yy«
dahi l edi |l mi stir. Modi fiye wadiulman smaddeel iol dk

gor il meXis4, Ndil b0) x =2%dl=61.45,85 .31)GFI= .97, CFI=.99,
RMSEA= .03.
Akt or etkilerine baki1 |l dida nrdeaz a lhetns iez lkietk d

maruz kalma ile duyguBab5Clikebme. 80as1 Raadi 0
=.39CI[ . 27, . 541 ), iled gy d tes xlatti gkrmearsBre58,r as i1 nda (
Ci[ . 40, . B9J17,Cllk.a2l5 n;aibl9] )cimbiiss manezaketsizI|lig

mar uz kal ma @&r=al6,Cif.@ba.25] ki kBesk25,Cl [.13, .37])

anl amlleroliduigsuk ibul unmustur .
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Isyeri Aile
Nezaketsizligine Duygusal Titkkenme Is-Aile Catismasi Nezaketsizligine
Maruz Kalma (Erkek-Z1) (Erkek-Z72) Maruz Kalma
(Erkek-Z1) (Erkek-Z2)
Isyeri Aile
Nezaketsizligine Duygusal Tiikenme Is-Aile Catismas: Nezaketsizliine
Maruz Kalma (Kadin-Z1) (Kadin-Z2) Maruz Kalma
(Kadin-Z1) (Kadin-Z2)

k e k iBirinci/APIM Testi (Hipotez 14).
NotKesi k c¢izgiler partner etkilerir
Basitlestirmek amabcagy lnmd,i hdaetda stkeern

kovaryanslar go6ésterilmemistir. Z1

Hi potez 1, dninyigsuysearl i tniekzeankneet silezi gi ne

aile ¢ati smas.] arasi ndaki il i skiye araci
gor e, duyg,ussaylerti Ukneerznaek et s ilezil-aiiglien ec antalrsunza
arasindaki iliskiye anlamtiol ayRa®2a@t lair ac |
[. 14, . 5d4 |; a k+aaB CGht, K0 8, . 301]) . Buna gor e,

Hipotez 1 desteklenmektedir. Hipotezi2zg i | e cna,tni gumagu s ad t Uk en
aile nezaketsizligi sergileme arasindaki
Models onucunaaidaoer ec,atirssmasi nimi gar ael Hibpoeek
dest ekl enmedmulsda yidr®5(@e. Kidk , . 020 |; a ykta@d, 1 ent, k i

Cl [-.03, .12]). Hipotez 3issj uy gus al ,t Gikeyaeareini mezaket si z

kamaile ai | e nezaketsizligi sergil eme aras
Oner mektedir. An c adu yngoudsea | stoinkuecnl haer i inrel a k i
anlamli1i bulunmami s ve Hi pdootleazy+38l,degisktie k| e
.06, . ldol}y;l| ekPBQ4fi, OO, .11]). Hipotez 4, d
ail e cati smasinin, i syerie ainleeg almetzaikzltisg
sergil eme arasindaki I | ing&kn egremesketreidi o l. a rM

sonucl ar i1 nd&, sderbiulamaamiisk veet hi potez 4

dol ay+-83,&@.k09, . O0dlgl; a ykta@ed,Ceft,l0il, . 05] ). Dah

bir hipotez kurul mami s ol mamasi n-ale kar si1 n
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catirsmasininzligyeei meaaallkememaket si zI i gi ne

kal ma arasindaki il i skiye serdolodylréketakiaci |
05CI[ . 02, .dal ayxk@cCe[0X.05).
| ki nci (bkdzP|] MSe k itle me) benli k degerl endir me
etkisini O0neren Hipotez 5'i test etmektedir
kabul edilebilir bir uyu’d8Nslaoh+ 123.951 madi §i1 n
X4/df = 2.58,p < .001, GFI= .89, CFI=.74, RMSEA = .10. Modelin uyum
indekslerinin iyilestiril mesi amaciyla, modi
Temel Benlik -
Degerlendirmesi* Te_:mel B?r_lhk .
L o Degerlendirmesi
Isyeri Nezaketsizligine Erkek-71)
Maruz Kalma (Erkek) (Erkek
Isyeri Alle
Nezaketsizligine | | Duygusal Tikenme Is-Aile Catismast | | Nezaketsizligine
Maruz Kalma (Erkek-Z1) (Erkek-Z72) Maruz Kalma
(Erkek-Z1) ] V(_])E_r‘_l_ieik-ZE)
Isyeri “Alle
Nezaketsizligine Duygusal Tiikkenme Is-Aile Catismas1 | | Nezaketsizligine
Maruz Kalma (Kadin-Z1) (Kadin-Z2) Maruz Kalma
(Kadm-Z1) (Kadin-72)
T‘emel B.e nlik. Temel Benlik
Degerlendirmesi* - - .
Lo o Degerlendirmesi
Isyeri Nezaketsizligine (Kadin-Z1)
Maruz Kalma (Kadmn)

keliilki nci APIM Testi (Hipotez 5).
NotKesi k ¢izgiler opiaz (pikle@®r etehk kli ¢é reirr

Basitlestirmek amaciyl a, hata ter
kovaryansl ar godsterilmemistir. Z1

Modi fi kasyon i ndeksl eri, kadinl ar i1 n t em
kadinl ari1n ail e nlkeazlarhaeds isn a,| i girrkee k Imarr iurn t e
degerl endi rmesi nden vV e erkekl erin ail e nez
kadinlarin temel benli k -dielgercandsmmesnadern

eklenmegii 6 nmirsTamamen si1 nir | &6)di100ig=nil)sre mod e | (X
ortalama degerl erdeki si1 nf4FEamMprB3),l mani n Kka
erkeklerin ve kadinlarin temel benli k deger|
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kal ma arasi ndaki i li skidemagptirediBlualkli Igic
i s ki kadin ve erkeklerde ayni ol ar ak
eklenmesi ile birlikte modifiye edilen mode] kabul edilebilir bir uyuma sahip

ol db@u unmdi(sdtdu)r =3%d8= 6.22,p =x15, GFI= .95, CA=.97,
RMSEA=.04.

Model sonuc¢larinda, aktoér etkilerine |
i cin temel beniledbydegal | € i kBe=n42gs[a67,as 1 nda
-.28]) ve temel blesani |1 i ek ndeezgaekrel t esniadzi lrrngessni @ d @ a
(B=-.36,CI[-50,-. 23] ) anlamli iliski oldugu gor Ol
benl i k dedleir-dielnei ¢cameisg masi1 akrdesi adBal mns ai
=-40,CI[-61,-. 16] . Hi potez 5, temekbybenhdk dag
kal 1 nan n dezdalkkyeg lss azll i kK Ukenme aryesa qidraik i |
Oner mektedir. Ancak, mo d el sonuc¢l arina
diuzenl eyi ci et ki si bul unmamOtse vyaoHd ot e :
mo d el sonucl ar 1, kadi nl ar 1 n duygusal
nezaketsi zlalmaileneer km&krl ez i h ail e nezaket si
arasindaki i I i s ki ydeo |aaryatceb, Ce[tKk i12]),it G Wliende b u
Hi potez 3 e destek sunmustur.

Ucunciu (ARNM. , Pskiklol ®) i k uzakl asmanin
OneHepotez 6'i test etmektedir. Ucunciu AF
edilebilir bir uyuma 44BNEA560) mad/d@®On©9 3god
2.29,p < .001,GFI = .90,CFIl =.75,RMSEA = .09. Modifikasyon indeksleri, hem
kadi nl aerr kheekml edre i ¢ci n ies-akblkofgaki gmakhanaama

i ski ekl enmesi ni Oner mi st?6r=159Bamamen s
05)ileortal ama degerl erdeki si1 n?4y=l12amgdi r 1 | ma
<.01), erkeklerin ve kiled-anl ar cat pke mkolaoj
i liskide aylr edil ebilir ol dukl ar 1 ni go
erkeklerdegsr 1 ol arak model e dahil edil mistir.
modifiye edilen modéh, kabul edilebilir bir uyuma
Y(41,N=150) =*6fl=.126.p > .06, GFI= .95, CFI=.95, RMSEA = .04.

Mo del sonudgléar 1 red&, | eak ne baki |l di girnda
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uzakl asmalarinin kendi | BT-03GCI[R.244.01)) ¢eu s a | t Ukel

i-ai |l e cat iBmal2ad [-.24,i-1 @1]() , ancak kadi nl ar i1 n
uzakl asmal ari1 ni n-asaeéecaBxk-@nG[.IBe.12)iei n i s

anl aml i b ski | ol dugu bulunmustur. Hi pot e
mar uz kal 1 naled unyegzuaskeaelt stiizkleenkme ar asi ndaki i1
Oner mektedir. Ancadkr e mopgil k slomjuick auza amlkal as mar

et ki si bul unmami s ve Hi pBt®dZCIp.07d.25t ek | en me m
k a dB=n.05,CI [-.05, .17]).

f_‘51k910J1k Uzak.la',?lj“.ia* Psikolojik Uzaklasma
Isyeri Nezaketsizligine (Erkek-Z1)
Maruz Kalma (Erkek)

Isyeri Alle
Nezaketsizligine | | Duygusal Tiikenme Is-Aile Catgmast | | Nezaketsizligine
Maruz Kalma (Erkek-Z1) (Erkek-Z2) Maruz Kalma
(Erkek-Z1) (Ef}(tik—ll)
Isyeri Aile
Nezaketsizligine Duygusal Tiikenme Is-Aile Catismas: | | Nezaketsizligine
Maruz Kalma (Kadmn-Z1) (Kadin-Z2) Maruz Kalma
(Kadin-Z1) (Kadin-72)

Psikolojik Uzaklasma*
Isyeri Nezaketsizligine
Maruz Kalma (Kadin)

Psikolojik Uzaklasma
(Kadin-7Z1)

kekiUcudscu APIM Testi (Hipotez 6).
NotKesi k ¢izgiler opiazginleer eaki deret
Basitlestirmek amaciyl a, hata ter

kovaryanslar go6ésteril memi.stir. Z1

Dordunc(ObRrPEM,, Sbarkialr I1A) g1 n idBmerrleenyi ci
Hi potez 7' test et mektedir. Dérdiuncid API WM
edilebilir bir uyuma g&aNEA560) mad/d@Bni30gd Kt e
2.84,p < .001,GFI = .88,CFI =.68, RMSEA= .11.
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Aile
Nezaketsizligine
Maruz Kalma

Duygusal Tikenme

. ] (Erkek-72)
(Erkek-Z1) \ Is-Aile Catismasi T

(Erkek-72) AN Oz-Duyarliik
o / (Erkek-72)
Tsyeri Oz-Du *
A VN -Duyarhihk
Nezaketsizligine N S AN Is-Aile Catismasi
Maruz Kalma (Erkek)
(Erkek-Z1)
— T Ay ] Oz-Duyarlilik*
Isyeri S 7N 1 Is-Aile Catismast
Nezaketsizligine (Kadin)
Maruz Kalma 7 N
(Kadin-Z1) P | Oz-Duyarlilik
Is-Aile Catismasi (Kadin-Z2)
. (Kadn-Z2) R
Duygusal Tilkenme |- .
(Kadin-Z1) Aile
Nezaketsizligine
Maruz Kalma
(Kadin-Z2)

kekODOrdinciu API M Testi (Hi potez 7
NotKesi k ¢izgiler @iaz tpikle@mr eteh kli ¢ reir
Basitlestirmek amaciyl a, hata ter

kovaryansl ar go6ésteril mem2stir. Z1

Modi fi kasyon indeksl erinedbwagthi bl gr ak
erkekl-aril a cati smasi-ayarénrnkelkh aediamn @z Kk
nezaketsizIligine mar uzduwkyad rmailllairg innag avne kkaa
aile catismasina yollar ekl en?6iNsi50)r. Tam
=30.00p< . 05) ve ortalama degderl erdé&®i si1ni |
N=150)=2544p<. 01), erkekl erin ved-gkddsinsglaagrii n

arasinda iliskide ayir edilebilir ol dukl
erkekl erde ayri1 ol arak model e dahil ediln
modifiye edilen modé, kabul edil ebilir b iektediru y u ma

X(43,N=150) =2%d7=31.70,d< .01)GFI= .93, CFI=.89,RMSEA = .07.
Akt or etkilerine bakildiginda, erkekl eri
cat i1 sB=a33CI[68(-. 03] ) hem de aile nezBketsiz

=-32,CI[-48,-. 1 7] ) arasinda il i ski -doulydaurg w,l 16gtie
kendilerininsadece -a i | e ¢ B+-145@GI§63,-. 28] ) arasinda il i
gor al mastar . Ancak,, ormbulyedr | 9 d n @§q lksird inzae nd
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bulunmami s ve Hipotez BZ.0OJ@[E.t0e3K,| e.nli®e]lmi sktai dri n(,e
=-.05,ClI [-.13, .03)).

Besinci(bkBREzM, , Sekhhbhtll@2mani n dizenl eyici
Hi potez 8’ t est et mektedir. Besinci API M’
edilebilir bir uyuma §®OWN=Ad50) mad/dg: ni199g 0o st e
2.02,p<.001,GFIl=.91,CFI=.77,RMSEA= .08.

Aile
Nezaketsizligine
Maruz Kalma

Duygusal Titkenme

- (Erkek-72)
(Erkek-Z1) \ Is-Aile Catismas: | ———— ™%
(Erkek-72) P Rahatlama
- / (Erkek-Z72)
ai?»ye_r 11' . Rahatlama*
Nezaketsizligine Is-Aile Catismasi
Maruz Kalma (Erkek)
(Erkek-71)
- - Rahatlama*
Isyeri Is-Aile Catismasi
Nezaketsizligine (Kadin)
Maruz Kalma d S VA
(Kadin-Z1) ) . . | Rahatlama
Is-Aile Catigmasi Ty (Kadin-Z2)
. (Kadm-Z2) Syl
Duygusal Tilkkenme |- Aile

(Kadin-Z1)

Nezaketsizlifine
Maruz Kalma
(Kadin-Z2)

kek2Besi nci API M Testi (Hi potez 8)
Not Kesi k ¢izgil ercimamikitrgar ett Kiill eerr|

Basitlestirmek amaciyl a, hata ter
kovaryansl ar go6ésterilmemistir. Z1

Modi fi kasyon indeksl erine bagl i ol ar ak,
deger | enikikranda Ind-glie ¢ ant 1issma s | arasinda, er kekl
degdger | enigierrhkelkéreiri n aile nezaketsizligine
kadi nl ar 1 de gearhlagd ddkmmthe héar 1 ml ail e nezaket si

kal ma arasinda yoll ar eHkImersmf@NHEID).=( Kamamen

3154p< .05) ve ortalama degerlerde?ddj sinirlar
N=150)=348p=. 48) sonuc¢larina bagli1 ol arak erkek
degi skeni ve aile nezaketsitbkkgi mgnmaolarlk&
e k | e n modffiyeiedilenbu modein, kabul edil ebilir bir uy u
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gor 0l me’a, MdiB0) =2Rf=133p= .06, GFl= .94, CFI=.93,
RMSEA= . 05. Akt or et kil eri nenebzakk dtdsiigz Inidg
mar uz kalma arasi ndB=allICah[m22,-. 0d]i)s, ki a yorlidc
kadi nl aridegahhbhehdimaimeé ecati $ mas] arasin
ol duBg=u-.18,Cl [-.28,-. 08] ) gor 0l mastar . Armr,cea k m
rahatlama de gi s k edrniizreind ey i ci et ki si bul unmam
destekl eBmre®®i&{-i04,( .09]) . Ancak, besi nc
duygusal tukenmel erinin, i syeile alenezake:
nezaketsizil ggdkineingi | e nk iursniutgrgdnol | aanyl41& beut!l k i
.06,CI[.00, .12]) ve Hipotez8 est ekl enmi st i r

Al ti1 nc(blaiPrd M,, Sekidesltdegi ne yodénel i k ar
et mektedir. Byl indeksleri, moéelinMkabiul redilebilir bir uyuma
sahip ol madi §gA(7hN= DGt ex df F347,85.00LHGF| =

.87,CFlI =.62,RMSEA=.10.Modi fi kasyon indeksleri, k a
destegi nden kadiraltaritani | marnuezzakat di kIl i gi
al gr Il adi kl ar i es desteginden erkeklerin
ekl enmesi ni Onermi stir. @ Ma1b@)r6.38pni rl an

=.38) ve ortal ama de gkearlldeirrd el kdi(4, §sr1150 ordl eal n d(i
319,p=. 53) sonucl ari1 na beargd n u zo | laa lalkkn aes

nezaketsizliggi arasi ndaki i s ki kadi n v
Modifiye edilen model, kabul edilebilir bir uyuma sahipj#(67,N = 150) = 75.79,

¥3/df =1.13,p = .22,GFl= .93,CFl= 97,RMSEA= . 03. Model sonucg]l
es deisstyeegrii nde maruz ilkdbygasalherzakehmezhli
i skivyi d UBz=e 0% |CE[md@ e kt. el 1(] ) , ayni-gilez amand a
cati smasi ve aile nezaketsizI|ligi Bsergiler

.01,CI [-.04, .08]).
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Alile

QO T 9 9 T

o -

Es Destegi
(Erkek-7Z1)

Es Destegi*
Is-Aile Catismasi
(Erkek)

Es Destegi*
Is-Aile Catismasi
(Kadin)

. .E$ Desteg.i* . Es Destegi Nezaketsizligine
Isyeri Nezaketsizlifine (Erkek-Z1) Maruz Kalma
Maruz Kalma (Erkek) (Erkek-72)
Is-Aile -
Catismasi
Igyeri (Erkek-Z2) | .-~
Nezaketsizligine D,‘:lygu sal
Titkenme ’
Maruz Kalma Erkek.Z1
(Erkek-71) (Erkek-Z1)
Isyeri
> D 1
Nezaketsizligine | | nggﬂn:;ae
MIEl(fU; Kazlim (Kadin-Z1)
(Kadm-Z1) Is-Aile Catigmasi
(Kadin-72) [ 23y
__ Aile
Es Destegi Es Destegi Nezaketsizligine

Isyeri Nezaketsizligine
Maruz Kalma (Kadin)

keWdAl t 1 ncTe AtPil M( Es

(Kadin-Z1)

NotKesi k ¢izgiler @iaz tpikle@mr eteh kli ¢ reir
Basitlestirmek amaci1iyl a, hata ter
kovaryansl|l ar go6st el Z2[=@@man2st i r Z1
TARTI k MA
Bu c¢al kimmad a ,zvermeplandraki sy er i
ve tasiuneabs/i meakraansitmmatNiez aket si zIl i gin

asitndirgi1na

| iglkdugu, duygusali |Itel kceantmesnmans 1insdea kiis art 1 s
ul unmust uDuygusal t Ukk@mane nli nk beit kilsgis,ki d@t U
rastirmal ar | nBreykia-gklh e sagt agnmgsnril e

ile nezaketsizlagliadhhshkmebehkérkaasas, ndaas!
ul gul ar-ai beregtinsmgsi1 ile esinin

rasti nadladudumskigodostermi sti-ail Buchtul gmasbnray
cin stres yarat mas.| i | eleragdighk Il @n achatliisrma Ar
ur umledgri @giim c¢cocuk baki1 niill mge bev eileg leevr iyniik y U
ar at a b ielirtraektedglér (Ferguson, Carlson, Hunter ve Whitten, 2012).

Mevcut ezl ieg mane h benl i k

tzeyl eri kontr ol edil di@imaemakad i halamalnar i
endil erinin duyrgtutsiarid Itgl knan medueyrgiunsiala t Gk ent
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Maruz Kalma
(Kadin-Z2)

Es Destegi
(Kadin-Z1)

Destegine

nezaketsizligi

bakzladegisnad, gigsiyeriduygusal

degerl endirmel e

YOne

kendi

sergiledi g



kadi nlarin eslerine yotneli k aile nezaket s
Bu iliskinin sadece kadinl ar i ¢cin gozl er
kendi deneyimleri e b a g Idie gayl mir a Xparmarkerthia deneyimleri ile

de armtlmadre aci1 kl anabiddrmey iAmyael dciead, ic aetriksenga
sadece is stresl elrarnidre nd eent ég il helna ¢ ekkelng meksaic
i's hem de ev st tedirs(\Westmannve Etaion, 200H.0 t B nyne k d e
gel eneksel toplumsal Ikadisrelyernisnht efFi edenes
ol mal ar Jbeekekra d mae kkaregserb olursa da bu kariyeri aile
sorumlukl aritndan o6diun vermrme(dAeync ayng p n2als0i4 ) b
ol ar ak, Turk kadinlaritnin omuzlarinda ¢o
buayduk bir y 0, bt hlwal uduryagku saa | tukenmeyl e
kontrol dnid kull anan kadinl ar. esl erine
getirebilmektedir.

Mevcut atreamd il r manl i sinidregeuyeusalk me Gke
negatify 6 nkdiel i s ki sirken,t edmeslit ek kol i kinidregeslend,i
nezaketiei diuiy@ius al tuokenmeidzenl eskiicsii nde &
dest ek| eBoeboigysettikri | esi muydg ks alynybndaknada me
t emel benl i k dagaeetrkliesnidnidrerme séohén ek varya
ol maas 1 bagl anBbmndnr yani nda, nezaketsi zl
dayani smasinin yararl brenhhil 20L6]J|tdapanrt
kaynakl arit mi zin t emedi gibkeindd&k| de grird eyns
kaynakl| adaha zdaeaml i ol abilecegini Onerir
nezaketsitk d avr anmoguutae hai t edi cvie dbEorgdaassi, (2V0alsot)i,
benli k degerl endirmesinin nezaketsizIlige
stnirlandirabil mektedir.

Psi kolojik uzakl awmag adg iydduyeghui ska I ut | Ggkuel n
tzerindeki ol umsuz et kirsk ean, ek &keikrd lear
destekl ememi stir. Bur ada psi kol oj ik uza
yenilemef 1 r s at | suhkaykhak ]| akadi nsyi egnind eunz akkd zaasn
yeterl. ol mami s ol abilir. Ot e yanidan, he

uzakl asmani n i dlgcuyguseazlaktelilserzrme gdi | i ski s
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et ki si destek go6rmemistir. Bu bul gu, cal 1 s
capraz kesitsel yontem ile toplanmis ol mas:i
od&k | 1 ol uml vy adchg it nydasnraaissnimian yonel i k bul gul ar

Dumani, 2016),psi kol oj i k saltzgedeHlil@gis mdie me n didsiuncenin

iceriginin 6nemini ortaya koymaktadir.
Ozduyarl i1l 1 ga lywneé §kle Herakeigini li &i , ser gi | e me
Uzer inpgatéektik i si ni erkekler i1i¢in desteklerken,
Ayr i1 ca, hem kadi nl ar hemi-diel er girtlegmasici n ©
nezaketsizIligi s e r gyicil eskisiedested § rsrkd rsii satdierk.i @z z e
duyarl i1l 1rgrn Kkisilerarasi hat allirgi Iditkzel t me
6zelliklerimetibwagl| ol ah arakekl er icin faydal
(Baker Ve Mc Nul t vy, 2011) . Buna go6r e, 0z
segilemegy e e gi | i noif kel ndalyzaeny i duosiak (Meier & Se
uyuml ul uk dTayle &Kluempérk201@)Kiregler cyi anr ar 1 1+ ol abi | ece

dosdnidl muastar .

Bireylerin rahatlamad e g er | e n dyi ornneelliekr km@l ohd laard,a v e

erkeklerde rhat | a masgniilne cae mg m@sinezaketsizligi S
il i skisirndekiki dunenldest ekl ememi stir. Rahat|l
arastirmadaki 6l cim yont emi bu bul guya ac

arast rkramadla,yme | d @ mahatlama deneyimledikles or ul must ur .
Ancak ne tar ve ne st klikla rahatl ama f aal
ol abil mektedir. Bunun yaninda, rahatl amanin
bir giunl GOky ¢ ad reagpgntaisr ma c |1 yea ve Hahdy, 2018),, Ma
basari1 si1 zIl 1 k diosidncel er larda, rahatlaraah stiesllea may a e s | i
basiak ntgywaa di mc1 ol mayabil ece g hislerinenedenger gi nl i k

ol abilecegini ifade etmislerdir.

Es destegine yoneli k bulgular, es destegi
duozenl eyici et ki si ol madi gilniit eg@d tiegimidset i r .
kaynakl 1 destek fakt orilner iinsiyne,r i d rnneezgaikne tasmizrl
Gzerindeki et kisine karssi koruyucu ol dugu o
2014a) . Ote yandan, aile kaynakln destek f
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cal i1 sanl ar i syeri nez &kaetsasshisgiaginr d
bul unnfulsitrurve Lee, 2011) . BwWebtilegulkary,nats
arasiurydusgkhialze 1ac1 k| abdsa Wieisghedti ee $ ramdaln et ki |
cildrt ayni kurumda ya nhsadayreeamdielymélotl echidra (¢
Halbesleben vd., 2010Es | eymin lurumda ya da ayni IS
omd ar i1 nin, ilsi rylmisralmé rairninm yonel i H adama ac¢

ve birbirl er idaha enyétik evk i destekleyici davadiimelerini

sagl ayabil ecegi dadsidnul mektedir.
¢al ékma Séneéerl él éklaré ve ¥neriler

Mevcut arbstkagmamsuimirl il 1 g1 bul unmak
arasdbrnmbil em buyuk!l 0gRumwn sy am@amad at ng all n
kil tiure Ozdavmaenakleastr Cgkeecelr mami smal ar
davrani sl ar kapsayan 0l cekl erin kul | an
oneri | ntrknteekdlieemi n buyidk bir Kisminin egi
calir smanin genedtteelebéemmietli @i inbul angi rr
0r nekl egelirlire s¢ iedltdesnma s 1, gel ecek cal i1 smal ai

tek-gelirie s | detaebteedimeiger ek loirt agianik oy makt adi r .

Mevcut c¢cali sma bulguléamneri lgeld esehmak @:
ol ar ak, mevcut arasti-amhe dgggusmhsit UHen.
toketi ci olacagini varsaymaktadir .- Ancak

kontrol kapasiteleri azal t 1 p mzveel thhaddgr umun ese yo
davrani sl ar sergil emayal anye d @ nn ekl lueom oyl tnmat
i ncel enmesi bil gilendirici ol abilir. | ki

da psikolojik wuzakl asma girlaistalrabrhati f |

ol ar ak, nezaketsizIligin evden I se tasitin
diadsidnul mektedir. S on da birayinakendi topaeldnma e k G &
deneyimlerinin partnerinin topar |l anma
odaklanmas 1 o6 neri |l mektedir.
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¢al eékmanén Potansiyel Kat kél aré ve Dojurgul e
Mevcutar ast tbri mamikn ac1 dan ilesiyaerlie mnceazta ksentassil z |

' iteratk@éat ker isnven man oplodtuagnus i ge@és iinitl mektedir.

cal 1 sma kapsam mda ARBI Marwyidmit emiem aktor h e
etkilerinina y r 1 ayr. test edil mescalji smagl bml gul ar
i syer.i nezaketsizI|liginin ev ortamina nasi|

bireyin-akéedicat g smasseriglid ediedidi saiinien neza
davrani slpaztifi | drs&kd1 roek&k | emesi ne karsin, c¢cal 1 s
i-ail e cati smas.| ile esinin sergiledigi ail e
ol dugunu go6ster mistisrall Ayirkiecnaneb wleg ud ialre d ed un

davrani sl ar sergil eme arasi ndaki iliskide
koymustur. Son olarak, c¢calisma bul gulari1, di
acl kl amada nasi | e tlitkeratl rikead kd ulsluamuisit ugdst er et

Cal i1 sma bul gul ari ni n odaduind ghunlcagriyienkal eba k1 |

nezaketseehi enmesinin 6énine gec¢cmesi, daha
i's yasami ve ev yasamina olmaki ¢cogdharmsuz et ki
bul mal ar i geBekmakt edivir ani sl aritn bul asici |
uygulayitcilarin hangi davrani sl arin nezake

davr anicsallarsinma agnapgh ari1 gdy1 1 di g1 na yonel ik
kazandr rekmektedr Bunun y andekirstdea etkenlegnjedrt il

muamel e davrani sl ari1 na dydéonniestmecsiilneir ovnel egreelki
i sgunl erinde yeni s eyl er(zZhang vde R04R) gakdh e r i fi1rs
uyku kaliteleriniar t 1 r 1 p, egzersiz yapabilirler (Barb
bul gul ar dogrul tusunda,yi wey-giug aycath smadugag

azaltmaya odakl anail edcat agsma®r gigteazal t mgk

odakl| 1 d e det (Kdsseks RichlarpBodiner, & Hammer, 201Duygusal

tukenmeyi azal tmak i¢in c¢calisanlar ol umlu i
Ve hdaar ki1 k egzersizler:i (HO Il &dmg g2618), Al bert s
uygul amal aritna katilabilirler.
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