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Abstract  

Across three independent studies, we explored mediators and moderators for the relationship 

between supervisor incivility and emotional exhaustion. The current study investigated the 

moderating effect of gender on the supervisor incivility-emotional exhaustion relationship via 

rumination. Through an online survey, data was collected from 143 employees, mainly 

recruited in Germany. Results showed that the effect of rumination on the relationship 

between supervisor incivility and emotional exhaustion was significant for men, but not for 

women. Consequently, it is important for companies to deploy zero-tolerance policies for 

workplace incivility but also equip employees with protective mechanisms to reduce 

ruminative thoughts. 
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Introduction 

In an unusual attempt to research supervisor incivility, we searched the streaming platform Netflix 

for movies or TV shows on bad supervisor behavior. Interestingly, mostly comedies, such as “The 

Devil Wears Prada”, “The Office”, or “Horrible Bosses”, were among the top search results. 

Sadly though – Hollywood aside – workplace mistreatment is a real and substantial problem in 

organizations that comes in many shapes and forms (Dhanani, LaPalme, and Joseph 2021; Schyns 

and Schilling 2013). Various research directions have evolved over the last two decades, 

exploring different types of mistreatments, including mobbing, bullying, social undermining, 

emotional abuse, incivility or abusive supervision (Hershcovis 2011). Although many types of 

mistreatments overlap in specific characteristics, they vary in their source (e.g., supervisors, 

coworkers, customers), motivation (ambiguous intent vs intent), and severity (low intensity vs 

high intensity; Hershcovis 2011).  

In the current study, we explore supervisor incivility, a dimension of workplace incivility, which 

also falls under the broad concept of destructive leadership. Supervisor incivility is uncivil 

behavior directed at an employee by a supervisor in the form of unpleasant remarks, gossip, or 

sarcasm (Reio 2011). The low intensity and ambiguity in the intent to harm distinguish supervisor 

incivility from other forms of destructive leadership, such as abusive supervision (Andersson and 

Pearson 1999). This could be, for example, a disparaging remark, ignoring a subordinate, or 

spreading a rumor. Because of this ambiguity of behavior, it is difficult for victims to determine 

the cause of incivility and control it (Cortina 2008). Over the last years, various studies have 

explored the impact of supervisor incivility on employee outcomes. Some of the findings include, 

for example, the adverse effects on employees’ intrinsic motivation, job satisfaction, task, and 

citizenship performance (Jawahar and Schreurs 2018; Lim and Lee 2011; Liu et al. 2020), or the 

positive relation to anxiety, depression, job stress, and emotional exhaustion (Han, Kim, and Hur 

2021; Lim and Lee 2011). The latter is particularly worrying in a society where burnout is on the 
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rise, notably affecting the youth (Deloitte 2018). Job burnout is a psychological syndrome 

resulting from excessive job demands and interpersonal pressures at the workplace (Maslach, 

Schaufeli, and Leiter 2001) and is based on three key dimensions – exhaustion, cynicism, and 

inefficacy. Emotional exhaustion describes the feeling of physical and emotional depletion 

(Halbesleben and Buckley 2004), cynicism refers to a negative, detached attitude toward several 

job-related aspects, and inefficacy describes a feeling of being unproductive and incompetent at 

work (Maslach, Schaufeli, and Leiter 2001). Of all three factors, emotional exhaustion is the most 

widely reported dimension because it reflects the stress dimension of burnout that is commonly 

seen as the core of this complex syndrome (Maslach, Schaufeli, and Leiter 2001). According to 

previous research, emotional exhaustion is stronger related to certain work-related outcome 

variables (e.g., turnover intentions) than the other dimensions (Lee and Ashforth 1996). 

Therefore, the current study looks at how supervisor incivility is linked to emotional exhaustion. 

Because incivility is a chronic stressor (Cortina et al. 2001), we argue that it severely impacts 

states of emotional exhaustion by continuously depleting individuals’ emotional resources. 

While various studies have found that supervisor incivility damages employee well-being, we 

identified several gaps that we aim to address and which we consider our contributions to existing 

research.  

First, we address the call for further research examining potential mediators (Schilpzand, De 

Pater, and Erez 2016), by considering negative affect, rumination, and technology invasion as 

mechanisms that impact the relationship between supervisor incivility and emotional exhaustion. 

We use the Conservation of Resources (COR) theory (Hobfoll 1989) to explain this relationship. 

The COR model proposes that individuals possess resources to fulfil their central needs and that 

stress arises when those resources are threatened. This might happen due to increased job 

demands or a lack of resource return following considerable effort (Hobfoll 2001). We argue that 

supervisor incivility, such as ongoing rude remarks or ignorance, is a process through which 
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employees lose resources. Individuals who experience bad supervisor behavior might react with 

negative emotions, engage in ruminative thoughts that keep them fixated on the negative 

incidents, or feel their lives increasingly invaded by technology. In an attempt to control these 

emotions and behaviors, individuals lose further resources and burn out over time (Hobfoll 2001).  

Second, we consider potential moderators to understand the nuances of the relationships 

mentioned above. Our moderators are related to personal and social characteristics, i.e., we seek to 

determine whether the mediating effects on the supervisor incivility-emotional exhaustion 

relationship differ among women and men, and whether loneliness and core self-evaluations make 

individuals more or less vulnerable to experiences of uncivil supervisor behavior. We include 

moderators because, based on our understanding of the most affected individuals, we can provide 

better recommendations for corrective and preventive actions. Understanding the mechanisms 

through which incivility affects work and non-work outcomes, as well as identifying resources 

that can alleviate the negative effects of supervisor incivility, is crucial to design better workplaces 

(Dedahanov, Miao, and Semyonov 2021; Jawahar and Schreurs 2018; Schilpzand, De Pater, and 

Erez 2016). 

Third, we argue that recent global events like the Covid-19 pandemic have given rise to new 

perspectives and insights into the existing problems of supervisor incivility and emotional 

exhaustion, as the intensity and prevalence of both conditions may have grown. Among others, 

we see raising job insecurities due to economic instability, physical distance from colleagues and 

supervisors, and personal crisis-related concerns as factors that can increase conflict between 

supervisors and subordinates. We aim to provide insights into the relationship between supervisor 

incivility and emotional exhaustion at a time where we believe that Covid-19 has an ongoing 

strong impact on our lives. After all, it will be particularly interesting to see whether we can 

observe the effects that we anticipate based on previous empirical evidence and theoretical 

frameworks in the current time. 
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To put it in a nutshell, our analyses will be guided by the following research questions: What 

factors mediate the relationship between supervisor incivility and emotional exhaustion? Who is 

at risk of emotional exhaustion, and what characteristics make people more vulnerable or resilient 

in the face of incivility? Finally, in this era of heightened vulnerability, are we witnessing the 

patterns that we expect based on our theoretical framework and earlier empirical evidence?  

We conducted three conceptually and methodologically similar studies to answer these questions, 

each using a separate individual sample of employed individuals, mainly recruited from Germany 

and Austria during September and October 2021. At that time, Covid-19 had already been present 

for over a year and a half, and several lockdown phases had been bridged. Though contact and 

travel restrictions were largely relaxed during those two months, many companies have retained 

their virtual workplace concepts. The report begins with a common section on the relevant 

theoretical frameworks and includes the hypothesis about the relationship between supervisor 

incivility and emotional exhaustion. Our results are then presented in three individual sections, 

each with its own set of hypotheses about mediating and moderating factors. Study 1 examined 

the moderating effect of core self-evaluations on the relationship between supervisor incivility and 

emotional exhaustion via negative affect. Study 2 focused on the indirect effect of supervisor 

incivility on emotional exhaustion via increased rumination and the conditional effects of gender 

on this relationship. Study 3 analyzed whether the relationship between supervisor incivility and 

emotional exhaustion via technology invasion is moderated by loneliness. Lastly, we end this 

report with a joint discussion, summarizing our findings across the three studies and providing 

final remarks for future research.  
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Theoretical framework and hypotheses development 

Workplace incivility 

Workplace mistreatment is a phenomenon that represents stressful working conditions for 

employees around the globe and can be defined as “interpersonal behavior aimed at intentionally 

harming another employee in the workplace” (Bowling and Beehr 2006, 998). The broad term 

“workplace mistreatment” encompasses different forms of interpersonal abuse, for example, 

physical violence, aggression, bullying, sexual harassment, discrimination, abusive supervision, 

and incivility (Dhanani, LaPalme, and Joseph 2021). In the current study, we focus on workplace 

incivility because it seems to affect employees on a large scale. In fact, researchers have identified 

incivility as the most prevalent form of harmful workplace behavior in a recent meta-analytical 

estimate, with prevalence rates ranging from 16% for bullying to 75% for incivility (Dhanani, 

LaPalme, and Joseph 2021). 

Workplace incivility was first defined by Andersson and Pearson (1999) as “low-intensity deviant 

workplace behavior with an ambiguous intent to harm the target, in violation of workplace norms 

for mutual respect” (1999, p. 457). In the last two decades, the construct has received great 

attention from researchers showing that incivility is indeed a universal problem, that affects 

employees around the globe, in various jobs and professions and across cultures (Schilpzand, De 

Pater, and Erez 2016). In addition, it seems to be increasingly common in the workplace. A major 

study with over 14,000 participants across the United States and Canada has indicated that 98% of 

U.S. employees encounter incivility, and 50% experience it at least once a week (Porath and 

Pearson 2013).  

The mild severity of incivility, as well as the lack of evident intent to harm, separate the construct 

from other forms of workplace mistreatment (Andersson and Pearson 1999; Schilpzand, De Pater, 

and Erez 2016). Rather than being openly shouted at, or physically attacked, victims of workplace 
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incivility experience more subtle and covert mistreatment. Examples of uncivil behavior include 

withholding information, talking condescendingly to or about others, or paying little attention to 

someone’s statements (Porath and Pearson 2010). Importantly, it is a subjective phenomenon 

because it reflects how people interpret certain actions and how these actions make them feel 

(Porath and Pearson 2010). This implies that two people with different characteristics may 

analyze the same behavior as more or less uncivil, but also that certain behavior may be 

interpreted as uncivil by the victim, while the instigator claims their actions were unintentional or 

harmless (Porath and Pearson 2010). Being confronted with such ambiguous behaviors may be 

extremely stressful for employees as they try to make sense of the situation, and need to decide 

whether or how to respond (Lim, Cortina, and Magley 2008). Furthermore, workplace incivility 

has been defined as a chronic stressor (Cortina et al. 2001; Lim, Cortina, and Magley 2008) – 

rather than an acute stressor – that occurs over an extended period combined with ambiguous 

onsets and offsets (Hepburn, Loughlin, and Barling 1997).   

As research on the topic has evolved in recent years, different concepts have emerged to explain 

antecedents of incivility. One factor is organizational pressures such as major changes causing 

uncertainty (e.g., restructuring, mergers) or inappropriate expectations (e.g., high demands, 

compressed deadlines; Pearson and Porath 2005). Furthermore, uncivil behavior may be a 

reaction to organizational forms of power such as discipline or force (Lawrence and Robinson 

2007). Higher-level members of the organization use their power to persuade their subordinates to 

behave in certain ways (Townley 1993), which may cause frustration among employees and 

ultimately result in deviant behavior (Lawrence and Robinson 2007). Aside from these 

organizational antecedents, experiencing workplace aggression is a potential source of uncivil 

behavior (Hauge, Skogstad, and Einarsen 2009). Incivility can even cause a vicious circle as 

victims of uncivil behavior tend to retaliate by acting uncivil themselves (Jex et al. 2010). In a 
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study by Gallus et al. (2014), 70% of participants indicated to be both victims and perpetrators of 

incivility. 

Numerous studies have also demonstrated the detrimental outcomes of incivility. Those who are 

victims of incivility, evidently experience affective outcomes such as increased levels of stress, 

depression or negative emotions (Bunk and Magley 2013; Cortina et al. 2001; Lim and Lee 2011). 

Concretely, researchers have found that incivility positively relates to feelings of anger, guilt, 

sadness and fear (Bunk and Magley 2013). Attitudinal outcomes of workplace incivility include 

lower job satisfaction (Cortina et al. 2001) and reduced commitment to the organization (Lim and 

Teo 2009). Researchers argue that when employees perceive that they are not treated as desired, 

their trust in the organization decreases, and they may respond in ways that are detrimental to the 

organization (Lim and Teo 2009). Building on this, incivility is also related to counterproductive 

behavioral outcomes such as turnover intentions (Lim, Cortina, and Magley 2008). In addition to 

employee outcomes, this can commit to negative financial consequences for the employer 

(Schilpzand, De Pater, and Erez 2016). 

Although the destructive impact of incivility is evident, there have been calls to analyze the 

nuances of types of incivility more closely (Schilpzand, De Pater, and Erez 2016). While in earlier 

years of incivility research, little attention was put on the distinction of workplace incivility, 

recent literature differentiates between different sources of workplace incivility, including 

supervisor, coworker, and customer incivility (Jawahar and Schreurs 2018), as well as different 

types of incivility, namely experienced, witnessed, or instigated incivility (Holm, Torkelson, and 

Bäckström 2015; Schilpzand, De Pater, and Erez 2016).  

Of all the types of incivility, experienced incivility is the best studied. It implies being the target of 

an uncivil act at the workplace (Schilpzand, De Pater, and Erez 2016). For witnessed incivility, 

research is still developing, while some studies discovered similar impacts as for experienced 

incivility, such as decreased well-being and lower task performance of witnesses (Porath and Erez 
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2009). Lastly, instigated incivility brings the perpetrator of the misbehavior into focus. Here, 

research examines what causes uncivil behavior and what effects uncivil behavior has on 

offenders (Schilpzand, De Pater, and Erez 2016).  

Looking at the different sources of incivility, research has shown that supervisor, coworker, and 

customer incivility share equal characteristics in how incivility is enacted, but that they differ in 

terms of (organizational) authority (Reio 2011), perceived threat, and continuity of the situation 

(Walker, van Jaarsveld, and Skarlicki 2014). Concretely, there is empirical evidence that victims 

of workplace incivility perceive mistreatment by their superior as more unfair than mistreatment 

by a subordinate (Günsoy 2020), feel more embarrassed and frustrated (Lim, Cortina, and Magley 

2008), and experience more discomfort (Moon et al. 2021). For this report, we focus on 

supervisor incivility as it seems to have the most detrimental impact on employees. Recent calls to 

investigate the nuances of different forms of incivility more closely reinforce our approach of 

focusing on one specific source of incivility (Schilpzand, De Pater, and Erez 2016).  

Subsequently, we look into the concept of destructive leadership, as the general perspective on 

leadership brings us closer to workplace incivility enacted by a supervisor. 

Destructive leadership 

The leader role is undoubtedly a key position that, through its particular position of power, 

strongly influences both the business and social context in the work environment (Einarsen, 

Aasland, and Skogstad 2007). Regarding literature, leadership is one of the most studied and 

researched topics in management and organizational behavior, as it plays a crucial role in today’s 

management education and business success (Pandey et al. 2021; Itzkovich, Heilbrunn, and 

Aleksic 2020). While research on leadership has grown tremendously, many past studies and 

papers concentrated on constructive leadership, i.e., the positive side of leadership. Since it is 

evident that, amongst others, bad leadership has severe consequences on employees and business 
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outcomes, more and more papers on the darker side of leadership (Itzkovich, Heilbrunn, and 

Aleksic 2020), i.e., destructive leadership, have been published. 

A widespread definition of destructive leadership goes back to Einarsen, Aarsland and Skogstad 

(2007), who described the issue as “the systematic and repeated behavior by a leader, supervisor 

or manager that violates the legitimate interest of the organization by undermining and/or 

sabotaging the organization’s goals, tasks, resources and effectiveness and/or the motivation, 

well-being or job satisfaction of his/her subordinates” (2007, p. 208). The authors categorize their 

definition as a holistic idea of destructive leadership, that covers all physical and literal forms of 

behavior, including physical and verbal (e.g., hitting and cursing), or passive and active (e.g., 

gossiping and insulting) aggression (Einarsen, Aasland, and Skogstad 2007). Since the previous 

idea is very broad, a subsequent definition of the concept narrows the leadership component to 

being “a process in which over a longer period of time the activities, experiences and/or 

relationships of an individual or the members of a group are repeatedly influenced by their 

supervisor in a way that is perceived as hostile and/or obstructive” (Schyns and Schilling 2013, p. 

141). With this definition, the authors explicitly identify the supervisor as the source of the 

problem, which emphasizes a top-down direction of abuse (Tepper 2007).  

As we can see from the last two definitions, the dividing line between two different concepts is 

minimal. In a summary of different forms of destructive leadership, Schyns and Schilling (2013) 

show that in only a few years, several versions of a somewhat equal idea have emerged in 

research. The summary includes “abusive supervision” (Tepper 2000), the “abusive leader” 

(Hornstein 1996), the “petty tyrant” (Ashforth 1994), “bullies” (Namie and Namie 2000) and 

“toxic leaders” (Lipman-Blumen 2006), to name only a few. Although the multitude of definitions 

of quite similar concepts may seem complicating at first glance, being as precise as possible is a 

central aspect for further research. So, having delineated the leadership component to the 

supervisor, the aspects of intention and intensity in destructive behavior remain to be questioned. 
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In the past two decades, a line of research has emerged that particularly examines negative 

leadership behavior in the workplace that is less intense and overt – incivility (Namie and Namie 

2000). In our paper, we aim to focus our attention on this relatively new and less frequently 

explored addition to the field of negative leadership (Schilpzand, De Pater, and Erez 2016), and 

examine supervisor incivility – a sub-component of workplace incivility. Thus, we aim to 

contribute to the growing body of research on the outcomes of uncivil supervisor behavior 

(Anjum et al. 2021; Kabat-Farr, Walsh, and McGonagle 2019; Shin and Hur 2020).  

Supervisor incivility 

Supervisor incivility is among the most harmful forms of workplace incivility (Lim, Cortina, and 

Magley 2008) and can be classified as destructive leadership. Building on the previously 

mentioned characteristics of workplace incivility, it describes uncivil behavior in the form of rude 

remarks, gossip, sarcasm, or else directed toward an employee by a supervisor (Reio 2011). We 

put our focus on this specific form of mistreatment, since even though we know that supervisor 

incivility has major impacts on the well-being and job performance of subordinates, as well as on 

the organization’s outcomes (e.g., Shin and Hur 2020; Porath and Pearson 2010; Jawahar and 

Schreurs 2018), we only know little about this connection in the current situation influenced by 

the Covid-19 pandemic. Also, we concentrate on the supervisor because previous research has 

shown that individuals with greater power are more likely to engage in uncivil behavior than 

individuals with equal or less power (i.e. coworkers and subordinates) (Cortina et al. 2001). For 

example, respondents in a study reported that they experienced higher levels of incivility from 

their supervisors than from their co-workers and subordinates (Lim and Lee 2011). Similarly, 

60% of all reported workplace incivility incidents involve an employee being treated poorly by a 

person superior to him or her (Porath and Pearson 2010). This might be due to the fact that 

supervisors are in a better position to treat others poorly without having to fear sanctions (compare 

Lim, Cortina, and Magley 2008). 
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Researchers suggest that it is generally difficult to cope with incivility because the intent 

underlying incivility is ambiguous, i.e., it is challenging for employees to determine its cause, 

which in turn leads to reduced perceptions of control (Cortina 2008). Also, as workplace incivility 

is categorized as a chronic stressor (Cortina et al. 2001; Lim, Cortina, and Magley 2008), victims 

of uncivil supervisor behavior are on a constant stress level (Cho et al. 2016). Since the supervisor 

is in a powerful position to reward or allocate resources (Günsoy 2020), incivility exerted by an 

authority figure puts the target in an even more stressful situation, which can result in a variety of 

consequences (Kabat-Farr, Walsh, and McGonagle 2019). Concretely, supervisor incivility 

negatively affects employees’ work engagement, creativity, work ability, and task performance 

(Jawahar and Schreurs 2018; Kabat-Farr, Walsh, and McGonagle 2019; Liu et al. 2020).  

As indicated above, some of these studies have found that outcomes of incivility are worse when 

the perpetrator is a supervisor vs. a coworker. For example, job satisfaction and organizational 

commitment among employees was lower when the perpetrator of incivility was a manager (vs. a 

subordinate) in a study by Moon et al. (2021). Furthermore, supervisor incivility can also lead to 

negative employee feelings and attitudes such as anxiety, depression, insomnia symptoms and job 

stress (Lim and Lee 2011; Demsky et al. 2019).  

Although an increasing body of research has examined the effects of supervisor incivility on 

employee outcomes in recent years, some gaps remain. While numerous studies have focused on 

employee performance outcomes (Jawahar and Schreurs 2018; Shin, Lee, and Hur 2021; Shin and 

Hur 2020), only a few researchers have provided recent evidence of emotional outcomes (Fritz, 

Park, and Shepherd 2019). We therefore focus on emotional exhaustion as a potential outcome of 

supervisor incivility, since it is a major factor in the development of burnout (Maslach, Schaufeli, 

and Leiter 2001). Relating to its chronic nature, we argue that supervisor incivility is particularly 

likely to increase employees’ states of feeling exhausted. Rather than having to cope with single 
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incidents of bad behavior, employees are repeatedly confronted with rude remarks, ignorance, or 

such like, which might put a constant strain on their well-being.  

Supervisor incivility and emotional exhaustion 

According to Maslach and Jackson (1982), burnout is a syndrome that is characterized by the 

three components emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, and lack of personal accomplishment. 

Emotional exhaustion represents the stress component of burnout and is the most often reported 

dimension. Individuals who are emotionally exhausted feel drained and deprived of their 

emotional and physical resources as a result of accumulated stress (Maslach and Jackson 1982). 

That is, they are left without the resources they need to successfully perform their job. The 

interpersonal context dimension of burnout is represented by the depersonalization or cynicism 

component which describes a negative, detached attitude toward job-related aspects (Maslach and 

Jackson 1982). Depersonalization is a common reaction to emotional exhaustion (Halbesleben 

and Buckley 2004). Lack of personal accomplishment or inefficacy is based on self-evaluation 

and refers to a perceived lack of productivity and incompetence at work (Maslach, Schaufeli, and 

Leiter 2001). Hence, burning out is a long-term process, and symptoms are primarily mental and 

behavioral, rather than physical (Maslach and Schaufeli 1993).  

Initially, burnout was studied almost exclusively among human services professions (Maslach and 

Jackson 1982). Later research indicated that burnout is a syndrome that occurs across a variety of 

professions (W. Schaufeli 2003). For example, empirical evidence has shown that job demands 

were significantly correlated with burnout across a group of human professionals (e.g., nurses, 

social workers, and teachers) and a group of other professionals (e.g., insurance agents, engineers, 

and technicians; Shirom and Melamed 2006). At the same time, burnout has been conceptualized 

as a construct that may occur outside the occupational domain, for example, couple burnout 

(Pines 1996; Pamuk and Durmuş 2015) or parental burnout that is characterized by a state of 

exhaustion and perceived ineffectiveness concerning an individual’s parental role (Mikolajczak et 
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al. 2018). This work, however, will focus on burnout symptoms in a work-related context and 

define job burnout as a psychological syndrome that develops as a result of excessive job 

demands and interpersonal pressures at the workplace (Maslach, Schaufeli, and Leiter 2001). 

Job burnout has been on the rise in recent years. In a Gallup poll of 7,500 full-time employees 

(Wigert and Agrawal 2018), 23% indicated that they feel burned out at work very often or always, 

while almost 50% report feeling it sometimes. These high numbers are extremely alarming 

because the consequences of burnout are detrimental. Burnout has been found to positively 

correlate with turnover intentions, and negatively correlate with job satisfaction (J. Lee et al. 

2011). Furthermore, emotional exhaustion, in particular, was found to be negatively correlated 

with organizational commitment, job performance, and organizational citizenship behavior 

(Cropanzano, Rupp, and Byrne 2003). Our study therefore aims to further explore the 

mechanisms linking incivility and emotional exhaustion as a component of burnout.  

COR theory (Hobfoll 1989) has emerged as the most widely accepted theory for describing the 

mechanisms that lead to burnout (Halbesleben and Buckley 2004). The COR model proposes that 

individuals have limited resources which they use to fulfil their central needs, and that stress 

emerges when those resources are threatened (Hobfoll 2001). Resources may be classified into 

physical resources (e.g., personal health), cognitive resources (e.g., ability to organize things), 

financial resources (e.g., salary and pension), social resources (e.g., family stability) and 

motivational resources (Wang 2007; Hobfoll 2001). A perceived threat of resource loss may be 

directly linked to the workplace or the non-work environment. Related to the non-work domain, 

empirical evidence suggests that negative personal life events are positively related to professional 

burnout. Concretely, experiencing a major illness was found to be strongly associated with 

burnout (Dyrbye et al. 2006). Threats of resource loss in the workplace are typically linked to job 

characteristics (especially quantitative job demands) or organizational characteristics such as the 

management environment (Maslach, Schaufeli, and Leiter 2001). An initial resource threat may 



   

 

 

   

Group Section 

- 15 - 

be only recognized as a stressor, but prolonged loss or threat is considered to lead to burnout 

(Hobfoll 2001). In the current study, we argue that supervisor incivility represents a threat to an 

employee’s resource of a positive supervisor relationship. It is a particularly serious threat because 

it is a chronic stressor (Cortina et al. 2001) and because its ambiguous nature leads to reduced 

perceptions of control (Cortina 2008). 

Another premise of the COR model is that the impact of resource losses is greater than the impact 

of resource gains, and that resource loss has a spiraling nature (Hobfoll 2001). When resources are 

lost, a protection mechanism activates, and individuals invest other resources to counter the 

primary resource loss. When these loss control strategies prove to be inefficient, the resources that 

are required to regulate emotions and behaviors deplete ever more rapidly, and a downward spiral 

sets off (Hobfoll 2001). Job demands, therefore, are decisive in the development of burnout than 

resources are when it comes to protecting individuals against burnout (Hobfoll and Freedy 1993). 

For this reason, we focus on how to prevent supervisor incivility as a potential cause of resource 

loss, rather than identifying positive leadership styles that might promote resource gain.  

In addition, researchers have identified differences in antecedents among the three key dimensions 

of burnout. Looking at emotional exhaustion, Lee and Ashforth’s (1996) have found that work 

overload (i.e., job demands) was more strongly related to emotional exhaustion than social 

support (i.e., resources). The cynicism and inefficacy components, in contrast, tended to be more 

related to resource variables than to job demand variables. Similarly, job stress and over-

involvement, experienced time pressure, role conflict, and role ambiguity (job demands) have 

been found to be most closely associated with emotional exhaustion (Lee et al. 2011; Maslach, 

Schaufeli, and Leiter 2001). Supervisor incivility may represent such a type of increased job 

demands that most strongly promotes emotional exhaustion. Previous research supports this 

notion (Cho et al. 2016; Rahim and Cosby 2016). In a study with restaurant frontline service 
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employees, workplace incivility was positively related to emotional exhaustion, which in turn 

negatively impacted job service performance (Cho et al. 2016).  

The Covid-19 pandemic may have amplified these effects. Levels of experienced supervisor 

incivility may have risen due to increased fear, stress, and social isolation in the wake of the 

pandemic. At the same time, Covid-19 may present an additional environmental stressor to 

employees’ resources, making them more vulnerable to further resource losses through 

experienced supervisor incivility, as proposed by COR theory (Hobfoll 2001). In a study with 

frontline service employees, the negative indirect effect of customer incivility on job performance 

via emotional exhaustion was significantly stronger during the pandemic than before the 

pandemic (Hwang, Hur, and Shin 2021). We therefore want to highlight the urgency of 

examining these effects in the light of a particularly vulnerable time. 

Drawing on COR theory (Hobfoll 1989), we therefore argue that supervisor incivility is positively 

related to emotional exhaustion as a component of burnout. 

H1. Supervisor incivility will be positively related to emotional exhaustion. 

Even though researchers have studied the relationship between supervisor incivility and emotional 

exhaustion, we have limited knowledge of the mechanisms linking the two constructs. In the 

current study, we aim to extend prior research by examining why individuals burn out when 

experiencing supervisor incivility and propose emotional processes, cognitive appraisal, and 

overuse of technology as mediating mechanisms. Concretely, we look at negative affect, 

rumination, and technology invasion as such possible mediators for the relationship between 

supervisor incivility and emotional exhaustion.  

In addition, we contribute to the discussion on potential moderators of the supervisor incivility-

emotional exhaustion relationship by examining under which circumstances individuals feel 

emotionally drained as a result of uncivil supervisor behavior. Researchers have already analyzed 
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various aspects to understand why some people burn out, and others do not. Demographic 

variables (e.g., gender, education, age), personality characteristics (e.g., big five personality 

characteristics), and job attitudes (e.g., high expectations regarding the likelihood of achieving 

success) have been suggested to be unique employee characteristics in the relationship between 

job demands and burnout (Maslach, Schaufeli, and Leiter 2001). From a resource perspective 

(COR theory), we aim to examine the moderating effects of variables that are related to personal 

and social characteristics. Employees with certain characteristics may be able to allocate more or 

less resources to regulate work-related emotions and behaviors while experiencing a resource loss 

due to uncivil treatment. Concretely, we examine the moderating effect of core self-evaluations, 

gender, and loneliness.  

Research questions and study design 

Based on our theoretical framework, we propose the following research questions to be answered 

by our studies: How does supervisor incivility contribute to emotional exhaustion, i.e., what are 

the mediators of the relationship between supervisor incivility and emotional exhaustion? Which 

characteristics make individuals more vulnerable or more resilient when facing incivility, i.e., 

what are the moderators of this process? And finally, are the patterns aligned with the theoretical 

framework and prior empirical evidence in a time that is characterized by extreme vulnerability? 

Figure 1 depicts our full model. 

Figure 1: Full model 
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In the following sections, three individual studies will be presented. Each study will first build on 

the existing theoretical framework and provide further context on the examined mediating and 

moderating variables. Then, the results of testing the respective sub-model will be analyzed. 

While the three studies are based on individually collected samples, we all followed the same 

procedure and will use the full sample to re-test our hypotheses and give more weight to our 

individual findings, given the added statistical power of using a larger sample (Cohen 1992). 

We all carried out a study with a time-lagged design to collect data in three moments in time, with 

a one-week time lag between them. Using a snowballing sampling method, we reached out to 

people from our personal networks and asked them to forward the survey link to their friends, 

colleagues, and families. In order to be able to reflect on the presence of emotional exhaustion 

among the youth, participants recruited for our study were mainly young professionals. In fact, a 

study in the US revealed that burnout, as a possible consequence of emotional exhaustion, notably 

affects the youth. Compared to 77% of all respondents, 84% of millennials have experienced 

burnout in their current job (Deloitte 2018). 

Together, we collected 609 surveys in time 1 and 446 surveys in time 2. The final matching 

sample (t1-t3) was 379 participants (62% of the original time 1 sample). The majority of 

participants were female (62%), and German (71%) or Austrian (19%), and the average age was 

30.0 years (SD = 10.63; ranging from 17 to 64). Most respondents worked either in the consulting 

(17.8%) or in the technology (10.3%) industry, followed by banking and finance (8.2%) and 

education (7.5%). The sample was mostly single (73.8%) and well-educated, with 33.7% holding 

a master’s degree or higher and 19.5% holding a Bachelor’s degree
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Study 2: The roles of rumination and gender (Lena Bierl) 

Rumination as a mediator 

In the current study, we examine the potential mediating effect of rumination on the supervisor 

incivility-emotional exhaustion relationship. Rumination generally refers to repetitive, negative 

thoughts that circle around a certain topic (Martin and Tesser 1996). In the work context, 

rumination is characterized as having recurring thoughts about negative work situations that may 

continue even after working hours (Frone 2015). Ruminative thoughts are multifaceted, with 

“problem-focused thoughts”, “counterfactual thinking”, “repetitive thoughts”, and “anticipatory 

thoughts” being suggested as subcomponents by literature (Tanner et al. 2013). While problem-

focused thoughts refer to repetitive thinking about causes and consequences of one’s distress, and 

reflect an inability to solve problems, counterfactual thinking involves thoughts about alternative 

outcomes. Repetitive thoughts reflect the traditional conception of rumination as they highlight 

the frequency of occurring thoughts. In addition, this component points to the idea that ruminative 

thoughts are unintentional and difficult to control (Martin and Tesser 1996). Finally, anticipatory 

thoughts involve ruminating about future eventualities (Tanner et al. 2013). 

Various explanations exist as to why people ruminate. According to goal-process theory, 

rumination is based on a perceived discrepancy in goal progress, meaning that ruminative 

thoughts develop when a goal is maintained despite obstacles in accomplishing it (Martin and 

Tesser 1996). While individuals ruminate primarily over goals that they believe are central to their 

well-being, they may also ruminate when the frustration of not achieving a series of lower-level 

goals mounts (Martin and Tesser 1996). A higher-order goal for employees might be to have a 

stable, positive connection with their supervisor. While a single act of incivility may go unnoticed, 

a series of subtle, negative remarks may put the goal's achievement at risk and encourage 

rumination. Preliminary research also suggests that supervisor incivility relates positively to 
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rumination (Demsky et al. 2019; Fritz, Park, and Shepherd 2019). We therefore argue that 

supervisor incivility is positively related to rumination. 

In addition, we argue that ruminating after having experienced supervisor incivility may be 

harmful to individuals’ well‐being because it takes away resources. COR theory posits that 

individuals deploy resources when they are confronted with work stressors (Hobfoll 1989), but 

effective coping strategies may prevent the actual loss of resources (Hobfoll 2001). Coping is 

defined as “cognitive and behavioral efforts to manage specific external and/or internal demands” 

(Lazarus and Folkman 1984, 141). It can either be adaptive and helpful to improve the situation, 

or maladaptive (Wang et al. 2010). Hence, individuals are more likely to lose resources and 

become unable to manage stress if their coping mechanisms are ineffective. 

According to response styles theory, rumination is one of various emotion-focused coping 

strategies in response to distress (Nolen-Hoeksema et al. 1991). In contrast to more adaptive 

responses (e.g., reframing; seeking social support), rumination involves individuals focusing 

passively on the symptoms of their distress, instead of deploying active problem-solving (Nolen-

Hoeksema and Jackson 2001). That is, individuals who are treated badly by their supervisor might 

remain fixated on the negative incidents instead of taking action to address the uncivil behavior. 

Relevant to this context, researchers have found that rumination impairs problem-solving abilities 

(Lyubomirsky and Nolen-Hoeksema 1995), and is positively related to non-work outcomes such 

as insomnia symptoms (Fritz, Park, and Shepherd 2019), anxiety and depression (Raes 2010). 

This supports our notion that rumination may be an inadequate coping mechanism because it 

sustains the stress that drains an employee’s resources (Dedahanov, Miao, and Semyonov 2021) 

and eventually encourages burnout.  

Thus, we also hypothesize that rumination may be one mechanism that explains the incivility‐

emotional exhaustion relationship. Concretely, ruminative thoughts might be linked to negative 

outcomes through perseverative cognition. Perseverative cognition is defined as “the repeated or 
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chronic activation of the cognitive representation of one or more stressors” (Brosschot, Gerin, and 

Thayer 2006, 114). As rumination involves repetitive and recurring thoughts about one’s distress, 

it may be seen as a form of perseverative cognition (Demsky et al. 2019). According to the 

perseverative cognition model of stress, sustained cognitive activation is a possible explanation 

for the relationship between stress and strain. Hence, rumination might sustain cognitive 

activation after experiencing supervisor incivility, which in turn increases strain outcomes. 

Consistent with COR theory, we therefore argue that supervisor incivility represents workplace 

stress that activates an ineffective coping mechanism, namely rumination as a form of sustained 

cognitive activation, thereby draining cognitive and emotional resources and increasing levels of 

emotional exhaustion. Evidence supports this suggestion. For example, researchers have found 

that when individuals ruminate under supervisor incivility, insomnia symptoms increase (Demsky 

et al. 2019; Fritz, Park, and Shepherd 2019). Hence, when employees hold on to their negative 

work experiences and wonder why their supervisor ignores them, their sleep quality suffers. In 

addition, co-worker incivility has led individuals to ruminate, which in turn increased burnout (He 

et al. 2020).  

Based on COR theory (Hobfoll 1989) and the perseverative cognition model (Brosschot, Pieper, 

and Thayer 2005), we thus argue that when supervisors are uncivil, employees start to ruminate, 

which depletes their resources and results in emotional exhaustion. 

H4. The positive relationship between supervisor incivility and emotional exhaustion will be 

mediated by rumination. 

The moderating effect of gender  

We also propose that gender acts as a buffer of the mediated relationship between supervisor 

incivility and emotional exhaustion via negative rumination. Research on the relationship between 

workplace incivility and gender has shown mixed results. First, it is unclear whether men and 
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women experience equal levels of incivility at the workplace. Following the theory of selective 

incivility (Cortina 2008), some studies indicate that women, being members of a traditional 

minority group, are more frequently the target of incivility than men (Cortina et al. 2001; 2013; 

Gabriel et al. 2018). While incivility toward women may be motivated by implicit stereotypic 

attitudes, it could also be a cover for overt prejudice and antipathy (Cortina 2008). Again, these 

findings highlight how problematic supervisor incivility is in light of its underlying uncertainties 

and ambiguity. Contrary, authors of a study conducted in Asia found that men reported 

experiencing incivility more frequently than women (S. Lim and Lee 2011). Culture 

particularities are used by the authors to explain this counterintuitive finding. Because they rank 

higher in the social hierarchy, Asian men may be more sensitive to disrespectful behavior than 

Asian women (S. Lim and Lee 2011). 

Generally, there appears to be a divide in how men and women experience conflict, but also how 

they react to it (Loi, Loh, and Hine 2015). First, women and men may have different perceptions 

of interpersonal relationships which in turn might lead to more or less severe responses to distress. 

For example, women generally show greater sensitivity to nuances of the behaviors of others 

(Hall 2006) and therefore may be more aware of and affected by interpersonal work-related issues 

(Montgomery, Kane, and Vance 2004). In a study conducted by Abubakar (2018), gender 

moderated the relationship between incivility and psychological distress. In fact, workplace 

incivility had a greater influence on women’s level of psychological distress than on men’s. 

Similarly, women indicated a higher tendency to ruminate in response to distress than men in 

previous studies (Frone 2015; Nolen-Hoeksema and Jackson 2001). 

Gender theory suggests several reasons as to why women would be more prone than men to 

ruminate in response to distress, for example cultural norms, socialization, and gender 

expectations (Nolen-Hoeksema and Jackson 2001). Generally, women and men appear to use 

different coping strategies when confronted with uncivil behavior (e.g., Cortina et al. 2002). As a 
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result of socialization and gender expectations, women seem to be more likely to apply problem-

solving and relationship-oriented positions (Heavey, Layne, and Christensen 1993) as well as 

social support (Cortina et al. 2002) to manage conflicts. However, they also show the tendency to 

engage in more passive coping strategies (Nolen-Hoeksema and Jackson 2001). When being 

victimized, women tend to master their anger and avoid their instigators because they have been 

socialized to avoid active self-defense that is seen as inappropriate for women (Rothleder 1992). 

In contrast, research has shown that men tend to be more prone to openly retaliate and express 

their anger when being confronted with mistreatment (Pearson, Andersson, and Porath 2000).  

Going beyond socialization, women and men might react differently to incivility because they 

have diverging perceptions about the controllability of stress. Previous research has shown that 

women generally consider stressors as less manageable compared to men (Nolen-Hoeksema and 

Jackson 2001; Matud 2004). Concretely, researchers found that the gender difference in 

rumination appeared to be mediated by a variety of factors. Women reported more difficulty in 

controlling sadness, fear, and anger, felt more responsible than men for maintaining positive 

relationships, and felt less control over important events in their lives, and this contributed to their 

tendency to ruminate (Nolen-Hoeksema and Jackson 2001). Further, selective incivility theory 

(Cortina 2008) suggests that women may be more inclined than men to perceive uncivil incidents 

as uncontrollable, when there is ambiguity about whether the uncivil behavior is a subtle form of 

gender discrimination. 

Still, there is no clarity on gender differences in work and non-work outcomes. Studies have also 

reported that outcomes from workplace mistreatment are similar for women and men (Cortina et 

al. 2001; 2002; S. Lim, Cortina, and Magley 2008). For example, women and men reported 

comparable outcomes (e.g., work satisfaction and turnover intentions) in response to coworker 

and supervisor incivility, although women faced more incivility than men (S. Lim, Cortina, and 

Magley 2008).  
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Combined, the frameworks mentioned above suggest that the effect of supervisor incivility on 

emotional exhaustion via rumination should be different for women and men. Based on gender 

theory, we suggest that the indirect effect will be stronger for women. Given the inconsistent 

empirical findings, we believe it is critical to investigate the moderating effect of gender. The full 

conceptual model is presented in Figure 5. 

H5. The positive relationship between supervisor incivility and emotional exhaustion via 

rumination is moderated by gender, such that this relationship is stronger for women vs. men. 

Figure 5: Conceptual moderated mediation model (Study 2) 

 

 

 

 

 

Method 

Sample and procedure 

We carried out a study with a time-lagged design to test our model (Figure 5). Supervisor 

incivility was measured at time 1, rumination at time 2, and emotional exhaustion at time 3, with a 

one-week time lag between them. The use of time lags in study design is common in 

organizational studies (Matthews and Toumbeva 2015), but also enabled us to avoid response bias 

and reduce mortality rates during the data collection.  

Using a snowballing sampling method to recruit participants, we contacted people from our 

personal networks (via WhatsApp, LinkedIn, and Facebook) and asked them to share the 



   

 

- 39 - 

Individual Section 

invitation to the survey with their own personal contacts. The questionnaires were generated using 

QualtricsXM, and covered 15 (time 1), 4 (time 2), and 5 (time 3) questions. 

At time 1, we collected data from 209 employed participants. To match data collected through the 

three surveys, we requested participants to provide their email address in time 1 and re-use the 

same email address in times 2 and 3. Out of the 209 completed surveys, 17 did not include the 

required email address, so that participants could not be contacted for time 2. One week after 

completing the first survey, we sent the link to the second survey to the individuals who have 

provided their email address via mail. We collected 158 matching surveys in time 2 (t1-t2) and the 

final matching sample (t1-t3) was 143 participants (68% of the time 1 sample). Our analysis of 

variance (coded as 0 – dropped out; 1 – completed) revealed no significant differences among 

supervisor incivility (F(1,207) = 0.01, p = 0.91) and gender (F(1,207) = 0.58, p = 0.45), as well as 

time in current employment (F(1,207) = 2.12, p = 0.15) and age (F(1,207) = 1.85, p = 0.18), 

between respondents who finished all surveys and respondents who dropped out. 

The majority of participants were female (60%) and German (89%). The average age of 

participants was 31.6 years (SD = 10.67; ranging from 17 to 64). The educational attainment was 

reported as follows: 9th grade: 1.4%; high school diploma: 4.2%; apprenticeship: 7.7%; bachelor’s 

degree: 25.2%; master’s, MBA, or doctorate degree: 57.3%; other: 4.2%. 

Measures 

Supervisor Incivility (time 1). To measure supervisor incivility, we used the five-item scale (1 – 

never to 5 – always) developed by (Cortina et al. 2001). Sample items are: “My supervisor puts 

me down or was condescending to me”, “My supervisor paid little attention to my statement or 

showed little interest in my opinion”. Cronbach’s alpha was 0.83. 

Rumination (time 2). We assessed rumination with 15 items on a 5-point Likert scale (1 – never to 

5 – always). The items covered the four rumination subcomponents suggested by Tanner et al. 
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(2013): problem-focused thoughts (e.g. “I have never been able to distract myself from unwanted 

thoughts”), counterfactual thinking (e.g. “I find myself daydreaming about things I wish I had 

done”), repetitive thoughts (e.g. “I find that my mind goes over things again and again”), and 

anticipatory thoughts (e.g. “If I have an important event coming up, I can’t stop thinking  it”). 

Cronbach’s alpha was 0.90. 

Emotional Exhaustion (time 3). To assess emotional exhaustion, we used the 7-item scale (1 – 

never to 7 – always) of Maslach, Jackson, and Leiter (2016). Example items are: “I feel 

emotionally drained from my work”, “I feel used up at the end of the workday”, “I feel burned out 

from my work”. Cronbach’s alpha was 0.87. 

Results 

Descriptive statistics and correlations 

Descriptive statistics, reliabilities and zero-order correlations are presented in Table 4 for the 

Study 2 sample in Table 5 for the full sample.  

Table 4: Correlations, means, standard deviations and reliabilities (Sample 2) 

 Mean SD 1 2 3 4 

1. Supervisor Incivility 1.38 0.44 (0.83)    

2. Rumination 2.69 0.62 -0.01 (0.90)   

3. Emotional Exhaustion 3.88 0.96 0.29** 0.39** (0.87)  

4. Gender 
60.1% 

females 
0.49 -0.05 0.17* 0.09  

Notes: N = 143; Gender was coded as follows: 0 = male; 1 = female; Cronbach’s α coefficients are given in brackets along the 

diagonal; *p < .05; **p < .01 

Table 5: Correlations, means, standard deviations and reliabilities (Full sample) 

 Mean SD 1 2 3 4 

5. Supervisor Incivility 1.39 0.46 (0.83)    

6. Rumination 2.73 0.61 0.18** (0.89)   

7. Emotional Exhaustion 3.77 1.06 0.33** 0.39** (0.88)  

8. Gender 
61.5% 

females 

0.49 0.01 0.13** 0.10*  

Notes: N = 379; Gender was coded as follows: 0 = male; 1 = female; Cronbach’s α coefficients are given in brackets along the 

diagonal; *p < .05; **p < .01  
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Test of hypotheses 

Hypothesis 1 was tested for with a linear regression. To test the remaining hypothesis, we 

performed a bootstrapping analysis (Preacher, Rucker, and Hayes 2007), as it represents a robust 

method for testing conditional indirect effects (MacKinnon, Lockwood, and Williams 2004). We 

tested our models with 5,000 bootstrap samples using Hayes’ (2013) PROCESS macro for SPSS. 

Using Model 4, we first tested Hypothesis 4, which suggests that supervisor incivility influences 

emotional exhaustion via increased rumination (Hayes 2013). Afterwards, we tested the 

moderating effect of gender (Hypothesis 5) in another bootstrapping analysis by using Model 7 

(Hayes 2013). In all the analyses, we calculated 95% confidence intervals (CI) of the 

hypothesized effects. The predictors were mean centered as recommended by Aiken and West 

(1991). 

Sample 2 results. Supervisor incivility was directly related to emotional exhaustion (B = 0.63; 

95% CI[0.28, 0.98]). That is, as supervisor incivility increased, so did employees’ levels of 

emotional exhaustion. Hypothesis 1 was therefore supported.  

We then tested Hypothesis 4 with the PROCESS Model 4 (Hayes 2013). The relationship 

between supervisor incivility and rumination (B = -0.01; 95% CI[-0.25, 0.22]) was non-

significant. Subsequently, we tested the relationship between rumination and emotional 

exhaustion and found rumination to be positively related to emotional exhaustion (B = 0.61; 95% 

CI[0.38, 0.83]). The indirect effect of supervisor incivility on emotional exhaustion via rumination 

(B = −0.01; 95% CI[−0.16, 0.15]) was non-significant. Hypothesis 4 was therefore not supported. 

In a next step, we analyzed the conditional indirect effects of Model 7. Bootstrapping results for 

sample 2 and the full sample can be found in Table 6. First, we examined the interaction effects 

and found that gender moderated the relationship between supervisor incivility and rumination (B 

= -0.64; 95% CI[-1.12, -0.16]). By estimating the simple slopes, we explored the nature of the 

interaction to support our findings (Cohen et al. 2003). Figure 6 and Figure 7 illustrate the 
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supervisor incivility-gender relationship for men and for women. The results from simple slope 

analysis showed that supervisor incivility was related to rumination for men (B = 0.42; 95% 

CI[0.03, 0.81]) but not for women (B = -0.22; 95% CI[-0.50, 0.06]). The interaction between 

supervisor incivility and gender explained 7.4% of the variance in rumination (R-sq = 7.4%). 

Interaction plots for Supervisor Incivility, Gender and Rumination 

Figure 6: Sample 2 (N = 143)    Figure 7: Full sample (N = 379) 

 

Lastly, we tested the conditional indirect effects for the interaction. For men, supervisor incivility 

significantly increased emotional exhaustion via rumination (B = 0.26; 95% CI[0.01, 0.53]); for 

women, the effect was not significant (B = −0.14; 95% CI[−0.30, 0.03]). The index of moderated 

mediation was significant (B = -0.39; 95% CI[-0.72, -0.09]). Thus, gender moderated the 

relationship between supervisor incivility and emotional exhaustion via rumination. However, as 

this relationship followed a different pattern than expected, we partially confirm Hypothesis 5. 

Full sample results. We have used the full sample with data from studies 1, 2 and 3 to confirm our 

findings. In line with the Study 2 sample, supervisor incivility was directly related to emotional 

exhaustion (B = 0.76; 95% CI[0.54, 0.98]). When testing Hypothesis 4, we found that supervisor 

incivility significantly increased rumination (B = 0.24; 95% CI[0.11, 0.37]) and that rumination 

was positively related to emotional exhaustion (B = 0.59; 95% CI[0.43, 0.74]). The indirect effect 

of supervisor incivility on emotional exhaustion via rumination (B = 0.14; 95% CI[0.06, 0.26]) 

was significant. Therefore, we did confirm Hypothesis 4 with the full sample, but not with the 
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Study 2 sample. Analyzing Model 7 for Hypothesis 5 (Bootstrapping results in Table 6), we found 

that gender moderated the relationship between supervisor incivility and rumination (B = -0.30; 

95% CI[-0.58, -0.02]). We again used a simple slope analysis (Figure 7) to show the nature of the 

interaction, which revealed that supervisor incivility was related to rumination for men (B = 0.44; 

95% CI[0.21, 0.67]) but not for women (B = 0.14; 95% CI[-0.02, 0.30]). For men, supervisor 

incivility also significantly increased emotional exhaustion via rumination (B = 0.26; 95% 

CI[0.13, 0.42]); for women, the indirect effect was not significant (B = 0.08; 95% CI[−0.02, 

0.21]). The index of moderated mediation was significant (B = -0.18; 95% CI[-0.35, -0.00]). 

Thus, we confirmed our findings from the Study 2 sample. 

Table 6: Bootstrapping results - Model 7  

 Rumination Emotional Exhaustion 

Sample 2 (N = 143) b t LLCI ULCI b t LLCI ULCI 

Main effects         

Supervisor Incivility 0.42 2.14* 0.03 0.81 0.64 3.96** 0.32 0.95 

Gender 0.22 2.13* 0.02 0.43     

Rumination     0.61 5.34** 0.38 0.83 

Interaction effects         

SI x Gender -0.64 -2.65** -1.12 -0.16     

Index of moderated mediation          

SI x Gender x Rumination     -0.39  -0.74 -0.10 

Full Sample (N = 379) b t LLCI ULCI b t LLCI ULCI 

Main effects         

Supervisor Incivility 0.44 3.81** 0.21 0.67 0.62 5.76** 0.41 0.83 

Gender 0.16 2.59** 0.04 0.29     

Rumination     0.59 7.31** 0.43 0.75 

Interaction effects         

SI x Gender -0.30 -2.12* -0.58 -0.02     

Index of moderated mediation          

SI x Gender x Rumination     -0.18  -0.35 -0.00 

Note: LLCI = lower limit confidence interval; ULCI = upper limit confidence interval 

*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01 
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Discussion 

In the current study, we show that gender moderated the indirect effect of supervisor incivility on 

emotional exhaustion via rumination. Our findings partially supported our predictions, by 

showing that supervisor incivility indirectly predicted emotional exhaustion via rumination for 

men, but not for women, both in the Study 2 sample and in the full sample. Even though the 

results diverge from our assumptions, we can conclude that women and men do not equally 

engage in ruminative thoughts as a coping response to experienced incivility. 

First, our study contributes to our knowledge of the mechanisms through which supervisor 

incivility affects emotional exhaustion. While rumination did not act as a mediator in the 

supervisor incivility-emotional exhaustion relationship in the simple mediation model (Hayes 

2013) with the Study 2 sample, the effect was significant in the full sample. This offers support 

for COR theory (Hobfoll 1989) and the perseverative cognition model (Brosschot, Gerin, and 

Thayer 2006) and is in line with earlier research that has established the link between rumination 

and detrimental employee outcomes (Baranik et al. 2017; Demsky et al. 2019; Raes 2010). Even 

though individuals sometimes argue that ruminative thoughts enable them to make sense of their 

problems, the reality is that ruminating is harmful most of the time (Mor and Winquist 2002). 

However, the presence of mixed findings between the full sample and Study 2 sample also 

highlights the general complexity of identifying mediators and raises the question of whether 

there are factors that impact the mediating effect of rumination.  

Second, we extend prior research on the questions of who engages in ruminative thoughts in 

response to supervisor incivility. Surprisingly, the effect of rumination on the relationship 

between supervisor incivility and emotional exhaustion was not significant for women. We found 

that women seem to have consistently high levels of rumination which supports previous research 

(Frone 2015; Nolen-Hoeksema and Jackson 2001), but rumination does not explain the link 

between supervisor incivility and emotional exhaustion. However, this result was not completely 
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unexpected, since ambiguous findings for gender differences in the outcomes of supervisor 

incivility have been reported (Abubakar 2018; S. Lim, Cortina, and Magley 2008). We thereby 

support the notion of a gender difference in both the experience of supervisor incivility and the 

reactions to it. There are several directions of future research to provide clarity on our findings.  

Women might be less prone to ruminative thoughts in response to supervisor incivility because 

they are more used to experiencing this kind of behavior than men. For example, Loi et al. (2015) 

found that women and men react differently to workplace incivility when they perceive the 

workplace to be tolerant towards mistreatment. Concretely, men’s job withdrawal behavior tended 

to increase, as perceived tolerance for incivility increased – but this trend was not significant. 

Women, however, significantly decreased their work withdrawal behaviors, as tolerance for 

incivility increased. The authors assume that women are more accustomed to uncivil behaviors 

and learned to cope with more life injustices than men (Loi, Loh, and Hine 2015). Others found 

that women had similar outcomes of incivility as men despite higher levels of rumination, and 

attribute this finding to women’s strength and resilience (Lim, Cortina, and Magley 2008).  

Differences in how individuals respond to supervisor incivility could also reside in the degree to 

which the experienced behavior is perceived as a threat. Employees are generally more likely to 

perceive an uncivil incident as threatening when they link their identity to their work (Petriglieri 

2011). Further, the concept of identity-relevant stressors (Thoits 1991) posits that individuals may 

be more prone to strain if they are stressed about a key aspect of their identity. That means, those 

who identify with their job may end up with particularly negative outcomes when they experience 

rude behavior from supervisors. Linking the concept of identity-relevant stressors with the goal 

process theory (Martin and Tesser 1996), we may conceptualize supervisor incivility as failure of 

higher order goals (i.e., appreciation in the job) that triggers ruminative processes. From this 

perspective, one may analyze whether men are more prone to rumination in response to 

supervisor incivility than women because of their different assessments of goal failure.  
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Vandello et al. (2008) have conducted several studies on the construct “precarious manhood” and 

suggest that while womanhood is considered a definite status once reached, manhood is more 

seen as a social achievement that must be protected by exhibiting masculinity. Their findings 

indicate that men may be particularly alert when they believe their social standing is in danger. 

For example, men displayed heightened anxiety and threat-related thinking after receiving more 

negative feedback than other persons of the same gender. In contrast, this effect was not 

significant for women (Vandello et al. 2008). That means, men might also feel more threatened by  

negative supervisor behavior and respond with increased levels of negative thoughts.  

Third, we draw attention to the particularities of the working life during the Covid-19 pandemic. 

Our findings were counterintuitive because, based on gender theory, we expected the mediating 

effect of rumination to be greater for women than for men. Thus, we propose that the pandemic 

may has such an impact on our personal and professional life that past patterns are difficult to 

apply to the present. Fundamentally higher levels of role conflict could present one reason for the 

high levels of rumination but at the same time non-significant effect of rumination on the 

incivility-emotional exhaustion relationship among women (compare Tao, Janzen, and Abonyi 

2010). Already prior to the pandemic, women in Germany spent on average 52.4% more time 

than men on unpaid care work each day (German Federal Ministry for Family Affairs, Senior 

Citizens, Women and Youth 2020). During the first Covid-19 lockdown (Spring 2020), a study in 

the UK found that women did 64% of the housework and childcare and were more likely than 

men to work less due to increased time spent on unpaid care (Xue and McMunn 2021). We may 

argue that the importance of work for women declined during the pandemic because they had 

more personal issues to manage, and hence supervisor incivility had less of an impact.  

We conclude that men seem to be more vulnerable when it comes to rumination as a response to 

supervisor incivility. However, in light of their constantly high levels of rumination, women seem  

to be at least as much in need of protective mechanisms than men.
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General discussion 

The primary purpose of this research was to increase our knowledge of why supervisor incivility 

is related to emotional exhaustion (mediators), and for whom these effects are especially relevant 

(moderators). Across three studies, we found partial support for our hypotheses. Study 1 results 

suggest that negative affect acts as a mediator in the relationship between supervisor incivility and 

emotional exhaustion. The impact of supervisor incivility on emotional exhaustion through 

negative affect was found to be conditional on core self-evaluations. Generally, this indirect effect 

was strongest for individuals with lower levels of core self-evaluations, although a moderate 

effect was also visible for individuals with higher levels of core self-evaluations. In study 2, 

rumination acted as a mediator for the supervisor incivility-emotional exhaustion relationship in 

the full sample. In addition, we found that gender moderated the positive effect of supervisor 

incivility on emotional exhaustion through rumination. Only for men, supervisor incivility 

resulted in higher levels of emotional exhaustion via increased ruminative thoughts. For women, 

this indirect effect appeared to be non-significant. In study 3, loneliness moderated the 

relationship between supervisor incivility and emotional exhaustion via technology invasion in the 

full sample. The effect was significant for people with low levels of loneliness. It was not 

significant for individuals with high levels of loneliness. 

Our research contributes to the knowledge about mediators and moderators of the impact of 

supervisor incivility on emotional exhaustion in the light of the Covid-19 pandemic.  

First, we indicate that multiple mechanisms may be at play that link supervisor incivility to 

emotional exhaustion and thereby highlight the importance of examining this relationship from 

various perspectives. We lend support to COR theory by showing that employees lose or risk 

losing resources (Hobfoll 1989) when they face workplace stressors such as supervisor incivility. 

For example, supervisor incivility takes away emotional resources as it causes emotional distress 

that depletes an individual’s positive mood. Further, it demands cognitive resources because 
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employees engage in ruminative thoughts when trying to make sense of the negative incidents. 

Finally, incivility threatens employees’ work-life-balance as it causes them to feel that their lives 

are being increasingly invaded by technology. 

In line with COR theory, we also suggest a loss spiral in which employees become sensitive to 

higher resource loss once they have suffered initial resource loss (Hobfoll 1989), ultimately 

resulting in a state where employees feel deprived of their physical and cognitive resources. 

Concretely, employees who experience negative affect in response to supervisor incivility may 

invest additional resources to cope with their negative emotions, especially when the work-related 

negative affect spills over to negative affect at home (Song, Foo, and Uy 2008; Zhou et al. 2018). 

Rumination itself is a maladaptive coping mechanism because it is associated with sustained 

cognitive activation that depletes cognitive resources (Demsky et al. 2019). Perceived techno-

invasion, in turn, may require employees to invest additional resources to recover from the 

resource-loss through the deterioration of their work-life balance (compare Harris et al. 2021). All 

these mechanisms may also put a strain on employees’ emotional resources which finally results 

in a state of feeling emotionally drained. Hence, the (in)ability to regulate negative emotions, 

apply effective cognitive and emotional coping mechanisms, and control connectivity to work 

through mobile devices seem to be crucial elements in explaining why supervisor incivility may 

cause emotional exhaustion. 

Second, we add nuances to these mediating effects and expand the knowledge of moderating 

variables. COR theory posits that individuals with fewer resources are more vulnerable to 

resources loss (Doane, Schumm, and Hobfoll 2012). Consistently, the negative effect of stressors 

can be buffered when individuals are provided with resources (e.g., social, energy or personal 

resources). Previous research has found that trust in supervisor moderated the indirect effect 

between supervisor incivility and citizenship performance via work engagement (Jawahar and 

Schreurs 2018), and that coworker emotional support acted as a moderator of the indirect effect of 
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supervisor incivility on service performance via job insecurity (Shin, Lee, and Hur 2021). As 

many of these studies have focused on moderating effects of situational resources such as 

different types of work-related support (e.g., Lim and Lee 2011), our studies provide a broader 

picture of various resources, including personality, gender, and social resources.  

We show that low levels of core self-evaluations reinforce the effect of supervisor incivility on 

emotional exhaustion through negative affect; that is, employees that have a less positive image of 

themselves lack the personal resources to buffer negative supervisor experiences, and therefore 

feel more negative emotions after incidents of supervisor incivility. Hence, the outcomes of 

supervisor incivility are especially detrimental when the victims of this type of behavior think 

negatively about themselves. This is particularly worrying because – in line with victim 

precipitation theory – people with a negative self-image are already more likely to experience 

abuse from their supervisor (Kluemper et al. 2019).  

Furthermore, we manifest the assumption that gender differences in the reaction to supervisor 

incivility exist. Apparently, the loss of cognitive resources through ruminative thoughts in 

response to supervisor incivility is only relevant for men. Women, in turn, seem to have high and 

stable levels of rumination. We have already discussed possible explanations for this finding, for 

example, that women might be less prone to ruminative thoughts in response to supervisor 

incivility because they are more used to experiencing this kind of behavior than men (Loi, Loh, 

and Hine 2015). 

Finally, we indicate that social resources play an important role in employees’ reactions to 

supervisor incivility. Contrary to our expectations, supervisor incivility seems to be only related to 

emotional exhaustion via techno invasion for individuals with low levels of loneliness. Not only 

does this mean that people who have stable resources are at serious risk of depleting their 

resources due to experiences of uncivil workplace behavior, but it also shows that even with civil 

supervisors, techno-invasion is a serious issue for people experiencing general loneliness.  
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The findings of studies 2 and 3 bring an interesting nuance to the relationship between supervisor 

incivility and emotional exhaustion. Men and individuals with low levels of loneliness appear to 

react strongly to supervisor incivility with heightened levels of rumination or techno invasion. For 

others, techno invasion and rumination do not serve as linking mechanisms between supervisor 

incivility and emotional exhaustion. Indeed, women seem to have continuously high levels of 

rumination and individuals with high levels of loneliness seem to perceive continuously high 

levels of techno-invasion. It follows that individuals with these characteristics already experience 

heightened levels of distress and are generally more at risk of ruminating or experiencing techno 

invasion, respectively. With supervisor incivility being a subtle form of mistreatment, they might 

simply react less strongly to uncivil behavior and remain fixated on other sources of distress.  

Third, we deliver evidence for the detrimental effects of supervisor incivility in a particular 

vulnerable time that is characterized by job insecurity and social distancing. The present findings 

underscore the role of supervisors in employees’ levels of emotional exhaustion and confirm that 

this relationship also exists during times affected by the pandemic (also see Hwang, Hur, and Shin 

2021). With our sample mean age being relatively low, we also confirm that this effect exists 

among young professionals. During the pandemic, levels of emotional exhaustion among 

employees generally increased. Interestingly, this effect was strongest for younger and short-

tenured employees, which might be attributable to less effective stress-coping strategies used by 

the youth compared to older individuals (Hwang, Hur, and Shin 2021). Another explaining factor 

could be a higher use of social media by the youth during the pandemic, which, as research has 

shown, in times of disaster adds to negative emotions and increases mental health problems (Zhao 

and Zhou 2020). 

Nonetheless, we also indicate that the patterns we observed during the pandemic are not fully 

aligned with prior empirical evidence. Adapting COR theory, some researchers argue that the 

Covid-19 pandemic is an environmental stressor that causes a resource loss and thereby makes it 
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harder for individuals to cope with interpersonal stressors in the workplace. As stated before, 

levels of emotional exhaustion seem to have risen during the pandemic, with the increase being 

more pronounced for female employees than for male employees (Hwang, Hur, and Shin 2021). 

However, as indicated by our results, for women emotional exhaustion does not seem to be 

triggered by ruminative thoughts in response to supervisor incivility. Rather, women may be more 

prone to feel more emotionally drained during the pandemic as time spent on care work increased 

(Hwang, Hur, and Shin 2021; Xue and McMunn 2021). Similarly, we may assume that levels of 

techno-invasion are already very pronounced among lonely individuals due to working from 

home and social distancing, as the opportunity costs might be substantially smaller and that 

supervisor incivility as a stressor may be of reduced relevance in this respect. We therefore argue 

that the Covid-19 pandemic presents circumstances that may challenge previously perceived 

patterns. Thus, increased attention needs to be devoted to supervisor incivility, its consequences, 

as well as mediating and moderating variables in the context of Covid-19. 

Practical implications  

Our results confirm that supervisor incivility has damaging consequences for employees. 

Importantly, the detrimental effects of incivility go beyond direct employee outcomes. When 

employees believe their employer condones mistreatment in the workplace, this can have a 

serious impact on the organizational culture (Pearson and Porath 2005). Organizations that do not 

punish uncivil behavior risk to create an organizational climate that tolerates uncivil behavior, 

which may result in increased withdrawal behavior (Loi, Loh, and Hine 2015). Furthermore, 

incivility tends to cause a spiral effect as victims often become predators themselves in order to 

compensate their negative experience (Jex et al. 2010). Therefore, policy makers in organizations 

cannot ignore bad leadership behavior, but must take preventive actions instead. Despite the low 

intensity of supervisor incivility, organizations must pursue zero-tolerance policies when they 

receive reports about recurring incidents of uncivil supervisor behavior from employees.  
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Previous research suggests that such interventions can be successful, but require an integrated 

strategy covering individual, job, organizational and societal levels due to the complex nature of 

workplace incivility (Hodgins, MacCurtain, and Mannix-McNamara 2014). Researchers have 

compared various interventions addressing workplace incivility and found the CREW (Civility, 

Respect, and Engagement at Work) intervention to be most effective (Hodgins, MacCurtain, and 

Mannix-McNamara 2014). CREW is a multi-component intervention and is designed to facilitate 

cultural change by fostering a change in attitudes, values, and beliefs (Leiter et al. 2011), thereby 

building on the link between incivility and organizational culture as described above. Concretely, 

CREW entails various actions such as management explicitly encouraging civility as a core value 

of the organization (e.g., public statements), surveys to identify baselines of incivility and 

organizational attitudes on work group level, and educating facilitators in methods for leading 

structured exercises with respective work groups (Leiter et al. 2011).  

At the same time, companies should encourage positive leadership styles. Supervisor fairness and 

transformational leadership may help employees achieve their goals and increase well-being 

(Bakker and Demerouti 2007). Researchers have found that high levels of transformational 

leadership were associated with high levels of perceived meaningfulness of the work, and low 

levels of rumination, thereby decreasing depressive symptoms (Perko, Kinnunen, and Feldt 2014). 

Although it is critical to prevent supervisor incivility, employees also need to be equipped with 

positive coping mechanisms as negative workplace experiences cannot be avoided at all costs.  

Negative Affect. Our results show, that building and maintaining a positive self-image is key for 

the emotional well-being of employees. Even though neither a positive mindset nor a large 

resource buffer can serve as a guarantee to avoid emotional exhaustion, it prolongs individual’s 

resilience to it. We therefore see a necessity in building on employee’s personality by providing 

resources to develop or enhance the positive self-perception, for example, by offering 

psychological support (Zhu et al. 2021). 
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Other than that, measures can be taken, and actions encouraged to minimize negative thoughts in 

the workplace. One suggestion is to include contact to natural environments into the daily 

working life, since this works as a buffer against negative affect reactions (McMahan and Estes 

2015). Organizations could support this by providing a garden, or by selecting office spaces close 

to parks or forests. Also, since well-being has become increasingly relevant in the workplace 

literature, we integrate research that proposes mindfulness as one angle to grasp the issue of 

negative affect (Junça‐Silva, Pombeira, and Caetano 2021). Indeed, integrating mindfulness into 

the work environment seems to positively affect well-being, through increasing awareness for 

small events that shape the workday (Junça‐Silva, Pombeira, and Caetano 2021). 

In addition, we want to emphasize the importance of taking a holistic approach to human 

resources, especially teambuilding and recruiting, that promotes diversity among employees. We 

do not suggest, that organizations should focus on hiring employees with high core self-

evaluations. Excluding individuals with a negative self-concept could violate discrimination 

policies, as there exists a correlation with lower socioeconomic background (Chang et al. 2012). 

Teams should therefore be staffed with people with more and less positive self-concepts, to 

provide a supportive environment for all, while avoiding marginalization. 

Rumination. Furthermore, our results suggest that employees’ (especially men’s) tendency to 

ruminate in response to incivility should be addressed. Cognitive-behavioral interventions have 

been found to help reduce rumination. An intervention that consisted of discussions on the impact 

of stress on health and well-being, theoretical sessions on cognitive awareness, as well as practical 

sessions to review individuals’ performance (e.g., time-management, communication under 

pressure) and recovery behaviors (e.g., sleep, diet, and social interaction) enabled participants in a 

study to reduce their levels of work-related rumination and chronic fatigue (Querstret et al. 2016). 

In addition, psychological detachment from work may help employees to alleviate negative 

rumination. Researchers have found that recovery experiences moderated the negative impact of 
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workplace incivility on sleep via rumination, with this indirect effect being weakest for 

individuals with higher levels of psychological detachment from work (Demsky et al. 2019). In 

terms of COR theory (Hobfoll 1989), psychological detachment indicates that resources can be 

restored. Concretely, mindfulness practices at home and the workplace may reduce perceived 

stress (Roeser et al. 2013) and levels of reported burnout (Flook et al. 2013). Using daily practices 

to develop awareness of thoughts and emotions (Good et al. 2016) may help employees to make 

sense of their situation. Similarly, engagement in leisure activities after work may enable 

employees to mentally let go of work. Empirical evidence has shown that off-job pleasure was 

negatively related to levels of fatigue (van Hooff et al. 2011). 

Our findings suggest that these coping mechanisms as a response to supervisor incivility are 

especially relevant for men. However, this in no way implies that women need less protection 

from supervisor incivility. Rather, our findings indicate that women generally are in need of 

mechanisms that help them to reduce ruminative thoughts, independent of supervisor incivility. In 

addition to methods for psychological detachment, programs addressing the additional burdens 

imposed by the pandemic may be required. Flexible time arrangements or additional time off that 

can be taken when unexpected family demands arise may help employees – especially women – 

to cope with the variety of stressors that they are exposed to (Turner et al. 2014). 

Techno-invasion. One of the most efficient ways how supervisors can improve their employees 

work-life balance and reduce the impact of techno-invasion is by communicating and enforcing 

certain limitations and rules defining the usage of business devices after work (Pflügner et al. 

2020). Similar to tackling rumination, the psychological detachment from work may help 

employees to avoid techno-invasion. Disabling access to work devices for certain times or 

limiting email traffic during after-work hours are some of the measures that can be implemented. 

Especially the last one can be highly efficient as it can be established on a technical level out of 

the employee’s decision making and has the potential to set a certain standard of work-culture 
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across the whole company (Pflügner et al. 2020). Furthermore, for those in critical positions 

where restricting access and availability might not be a viable option, certain protective measures 

must be put in place to assist victims of techno-invasion in recovering their resources more 

quickly. According to Pflügner (2021), practicing mindfulness can significantly reduce the 

perception of techno-stressors, including techno-invasion. Although it will not change the factual 

work-life balance of an employee, the perception of techno-invasion will be lowered and therefore 

the ability to cope with the experienced circumstances will be improved. However, there are 

certain limitations as once techno-invasion is experienced, mindfulness only has a limited impact 

on preventing emotional exhaustion and burnout (Pflügner, Maier, and Weitzel 2021).  

Furthermore, we want to highlight that techno-invasion seems to exist independent of supervisor 

influence. In line with previous research showing the correlation of loneliness and workaholism 

(Ng, Sorensen, and Feldman 2007), our study indicates that lonely people are trying to 

compensate their depleted social resources through being available for work outside of their work 

hours. However, researchers found that the personal consequences of workaholism outweigh the 

possible resource restoration by far (Clark et al. 2016), even causing medical health issues 

(Balducci, Avanzi, and Fraccaroli 2018). Although incivility does not relate to techno-invasion for 

these people, supervisors have the ability to reduce techno-invasion. They can proactively tackle 

loneliness by encouraging meaningful workplace relationships, including employees in decision-

making processes, encouraging teamwork and last but not least taking a personal interest in the 

life of the employees.  

Limitations and future research 

Our collection of studies has some limitations. First, the demographics of our study participants 

are somewhat restricted. We lacked variability in age, with a mean age of 30.0 years in the full 

sample. Therefore, our findings might be limited to young workers and particularly to young 

females, with a proportion of 60% of the total sample. Second, most of the participants from our 
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studies (85%) were from German-speaking Europe (German (63%); Austrian (22%)), while we 

lack international spread of survey participants. Our findings might therefore not be valid for an 

international context. This opens a first opportunity for further research, as other cultures and 

nationalities might provide a different view. Also, our sample mainly includes single participants 

(73.8%) with a high educational level, since 34% of respondents hold a Master’s degree or higher 

and more than half (54%) hold a Bachelor’s degree or higher (even 87% in sample 2). We see a 

possible bias here, since we assume that for young, career-driven individuals, the likelihood to 

experience emotional exhaustion due to personal reasons is somewhat greater, considering that the 

thirties are a crucial age in family and future planning. Additionally, previous research has 

indicated that work-related ruminative thoughts are more common among individuals with a 

higher socioeconomic status (Perko, Kinnunen, and Feldt 2017; Van Laethem et al. 2015). That 

is, participants with higher levels of work-related rumination indicated higher levels of education 

than participants with lower levels of work-related rumination. Assuming that highly educated 

individuals work in more complex jobs than individuals with lower levels of education, we may 

conclude that the type of job impacts an individual’s tendency to engage in ruminative thoughts 

(Perko, Kinnunen, and Feldt 2017). Hence, a further generational and demographic spread might 

serve different results regarding the connection between supervisor incivility and emotional 

exhaustion.  

Generally, our results lend support to the notion that multiple mechanisms may be at play when 

linking supervisor incivility to negative affect, rumination, techno-invasion, and emotional 

exhaustion. Hence, future research should seek to determine what distinguishes those people who 

experience negative thoughts, rumination, technology stress, and emotional exhaustion as a result 

of supervisor incivility from those who do not, from various angles.  
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Furthermore, research can further contribute to discover, if specific components of core self-

evaluations contribute more or less to negative affect feelings. With this knowledge, a better 

approach to countering supervisor incivility, especially during times of crisis, could be developed. 

Further research is also needed on the gender differences in stress response, in order to be able to 

provide targeted resources to protect men and women from emotional exhaustion as a negative 

outcome of supervisor incivility and burnout as a whole. Generally, future research should search 

for reasons for constantly high levels of rumination among women, especially in light of the 

pandemic. While role conflict might be a possible antecedent for rumination and mental health 

issues (Xue and McMunn 2021), researchers should aim at identifying resources that may buffer 

this relationship. 

Building on the concept of identity-relevant stressors (Thoits 1991), future research may also 

examine the moderating effect of job involvement in the supervisor incivility-rumination 

relationship and whether gender differences exist. Additionally, goal-process theory (Martin and 

Tesser 1996) may build the basis for analyzing whether perceived work success, self-efficacy or 

organization-based self-esteem may buffer the effect of supervisor incivility on rumination. 

Furthermore, as study 3 faced the problem of statistical power, further research should be 

conducted with a bigger sample size to confirm the observed effects. Moreover, Covid-19 might 

have had a significant impact on how people perceived their own levels of loneliness and their 

experienced techno-invasion. After working from home for nearly two years and being forced to 

social distance from friends, even very social people experienced loneliness and techno-invasion 

during Covid-19 (Walsh 2021). However, those people might still have a self-perception of not 

being lonely or not experiencing techno-invasion despite actually having those experiences. 

Additionally, for measuring loneliness, we used one of the two industry standards, the DJG scale. 

However, like the UCLA scale, the DJG scale does not consider or measure a third dimension of 
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loneliness: existential loneliness. Existential loneliness describes when a person experiences the 

immediate feeling of being fundamentally separated from existence (e.g., people, the universe). In 

contrast to other types of loneliness, existential loneliness is described as “immediate”, so it can 

be a temporary feeling that is difficult to measure. As this also makes existential loneliness 

difficult to define, it often gets disregarded in studies (Bolmsjö, Tengland, and Rämgård 2019). 

Lastly, further research should look into the long-term influence of supervisor incivility on 

emotional exhaustion during the Covid-19 pandemic. Having conducted our studies during the 

pandemic, we can make general statements about the investigated effects under the influence of 

the pandemic. However, additional research is needed to determine which specific crisis-related 

factors affect emotional exhaustion and the relationship between supervisor incivility and 

exhaustion. Future research may specifically control for surrounding factors, such as isolation 

phases, personal infection, or vaccination opinion, as these are currently relevant stressors to 

consider. Additionally, the degree of exposure to Covid-19 in the workplace, as well as general 

working conditions (e.g., remote vs. on-site), and job characteristics could be considered as 

possible moderators (Hwang, Hur, and Shin 2021). 

Conclusion 

This collection of studies examined the indirect effects of different moderators and mediators on 

the relationship between supervisor incivility on emotional exhaustion. Throughout the study, we 

were able to partially support our hypotheses: 

First, core self-evaluations moderated the effect of supervisor incivility on negative affect, which 

further led to emotional exhaustion. We found the relationship to be substantial for individuals 

with low levels of core self-evaluations. The effect was also significant for high levels of core 

self-evaluations, but it was only moderately salient and only observable in the full sample. 

Second, gender moderated the effect of supervisor incivility on emotional exhaustion via 
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rumination. Contrary to our expectations, this effect was only significant for men, but not for 

women. That is, when men experience uncivil behavior from their supervisor, they feel more 

emotionally exhausted because they increasingly engage in ruminative thoughts.  

Finally, when analyzing the full sample, we found that the effect of supervisor incivility on 

emotional exhaustion via techno-invasion was significant for low level of loneliness, but not for 

high levels. The results indicate that lonely people are generally experiencing high levels of 

techno-invasion, and that people with stable social resources are at risk of draining their resources 

due to experienced supervisor incivility. 

Our findings provide empirical support for the importance of mitigating supervisor incivility in 

the workplace and instead promoting healthy work environments. We contribute to the 

understanding of the links between workplace incivility and emotional exhaustion, and direct 

attention to the differences in the experience of and reactions to supervisor incivility based on 

personality, gender, and social environment. We offer several practical implications, including 

suggestions for workplace interventions to reduce supervisor incivility and to provide employees 

with resources to mentally and emotionally distance from work after working hours. 

… Or as Miranda Priestly from “The Devil Wears Prada” would say: “That’s all.” 

 



   

 

 

   

 

A 

Bibliography 

Abubakar, A. Mohammed. 2018. “Linking Work-Family Interference, Workplace Incivility, 

Gender and Psychological Distress.” Journal of Management Development 37 (3): 226–

42. https://doi.org/10.1108/JMD-06-2017-0207. 

Aiken, Leona S., and Stephen G. West. 1991. Multiple Regression: Testing and Interpreting 

Interactions. Sage Publications. 

Andersson, Lynne M., and Christine M. Pearson. 1999. “Tit for Tat? The Spiraling Effect of 

Incivility in the Workplace.” Source: The Academy of Management Review. Vol. 24. 

https://www.jstor.org/stable/259136. 

Anjum, Muhammad Adeel, Ammarah Ahmed, Lin Zhang, and Dilawar Khan Durrani. 2021. 

“How Rude! Linking Supervisor Incivility to Subordinates’ Discretionary Work Effort.” 

International Journal of Conflict Management. https://doi.org/10.1108/IJCMA-04-2021-

0054. 

Ashforth, Blake. 1994. “Petty Tyranny in Organizations.” Human Relations 47 (7): 755–78. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/001872679404700701. 

Bakker, Arnold B., and Evangelia Demerouti. 2007. “The Job Demands-Resources Model: State 

of the Art.” Journal of Managerial Psychology 22 (3): 309–28. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/02683940710733115. 

Balducci, Cristian, Lorenzo Avanzi, and Franco Fraccaroli. 2018. “The Individual ‘Costs’ of 

Workaholism: An Analysis Based on Multisource and Prospective Data.” Journal of 

Management 44 (7): 2961–86. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206316658348. 

Baranik, Lisa E., Mo Wang, Yaping Gong, and Junqi Shi. 2017. “Customer Mistreatment, 

Employee Health, and Job Performance: Cognitive Rumination and Social Sharing as 

Mediating Mechanisms.” Journal of Management 43 (4): 1261–82. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206314550995. 

Bolmsjö, Ingrid, Per-Anders Tengland, and Margareta Rämgård. 2019. “Existential Loneliness: 

An Attempt at an Analysis of the Concept and the Phenomenon.” Nursing Ethics 26 (5): 

1310–25. https://doi.org/10.1177/0969733017748480. 

Bowling, Nathan A., and Terry A. Beehr. 2006. “Workplace Harassment from the Victim’s 

Perspective: A Theoretical Model and Meta-Analysis.” Journal of Applied Psychology 91 

(5): 998–1012. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.91.5.998. 

Brosschot, Jos F., William Gerin, and Julian F. Thayer. 2006. “The Perseverative Cognition 

Hypothesis: A Review of Worry, Prolonged Stress-Related Physiological Activation, and 

Health.” Journal of Psychosomatic Research 60 (2): 113–24. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpsychores.2005.06.074. 

Brosschot, Jos F., Suzanne Pieper, and Julian F. Thayer. 2005. “Expanding Stress Theory: 

Prolonged Activation and Perseverative Cognition.” Psychoneuroendocrinology 30 (10): 

1043–49. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psyneuen.2005.04.008. 



   

 

 

   

 

B 

Bunk, Jennifer A., and Vicki J. Magley. 2013. “The Role of Appraisals and Emotions in 

Understanding Experiences of Workplace Incivility.” Journal of Occupational Health 

Psychology 18 (1): 87–105. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0030987. 

Chang, Chu-Hsiang (Daisy), D. Lance Ferris, Russell E. Johnson, Christopher C. Rosen, and 

James A. Tan. 2012. “Core Self-Evaluations: A Review and Evaluation of the Literature.” 

Journal of Management 38 (1): 81–128. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206311419661. 

Cho, Meehee, Mark A. Bonn, Su Jin Han, and Kyung Hee Lee. 2016. “Workplace Incivility and 

Its Effect upon Restaurant Frontline Service Employee Emotions and Service 

Performance.” International Journal of Contemporary Hospitality Management 28 (12): 

2888–2912. https://doi.org/10.1108/IJCHM-04-2015-0205. 

Clark, Malissa A., Jesse S. Michel, Ludmila Zhdanova, Shuang Y. Pui, and Boris B. Baltes. 2016. 

“All Work and No Play? A Meta-Analytic Examination of the Correlates and Outcomes 

of Workaholism.” Journal of Management 42 (7): 1836–73. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206314522301. 

Cohen, Jacob. 1992. “A Power Primer.” Psychological Bulletin 112 (1): 155–59. 

Cohen, Jacob, Patricia Cohen, Stephen G. West, and Leona S. Aiken. 2003. Applied Multiple 

Regression/Correlation Analysis for the Behavioral Sciences. 3rd ed. Lawrence Erlbaum 

Associates Publishers. 

Cortina, Lilia M. 2008. “Unseen Injustice: Incivility as Modern Discrimination in Organizations.” 

Academy of Management Review 33 (1): 55–75. 

https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2008.27745097. 

Cortina, Lilia M., Dana Kabat-Farr, Emily A. Leskinen, Marisela Huerta, and Vicki J. Magley. 

2013. “Selective Incivility as Modern Discrimination in Organizations: Evidence and 

Impact.” Journal of Management 39 (6): 1579–1605. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206311418835. 

Cortina, Lilia M., Kimberly A. Lonsway, Vicky J. Magley, Leslie V. Freeman, Linda L. 

Collinsworth, Mary Hunter, and Louise F. Fitzgerald. 2002. “What’s Gender Got to Do 

with It? Incivility in the Federal Courts.” Law & Social Inquiry 27: 235–70. 

Cortina, Lilia M., Vicki J. Magley, Jill Hunter Williams, and Regina Day Langhout. 2001. 

“Incivility in the Workplace: Incidence and Impact.” Journal of Occupational Health 

Psychology 6 (1): 64–80. https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.6.1.64. 

Cropanzano, Russell, Deborah E. Rupp, and Zinta S. Byrne. 2003. “The Relationship of 

Emotional Exhaustion to Work Attitudes, Job Performance, and Organizational 

Citizenship Behaviors.” Journal of Applied Psychology 88 (1): 160–69. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.88.1.160. 

Dedahanov, Alisher Tohirovich, Siyuan Miao, and Aleksey Aleksandrovich Semyonov. 2021. 

“When Does Abusive Supervision Mitigate Work Effort? Moderating Roles of Cognitive 

Reappraisal and Rumination.” Leadership and Organization Development Journal 42 (3): 

467–79. https://doi.org/10.1108/LODJ-07-2020-0312. 



   

 

 

   

 

C 

Deloitte. 2018. “Workplace Burnout Survey.” https://www2.deloitte.com/us/en/pages/about-

deloitte/articles/burnout-survey.html. 

Demsky, Caitlin A., Charlotte Fritz, Leslie B. Hammer, and Anne E. Black. 2019. “Workplace 

Incivility and Employee Sleep: The Role of Rumination and Recovery Experiences.” 

Journal of Occupational Health Psychology 24 (2). https://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000116. 

Dhanani, Lindsay Y., Matthew L. LaPalme, and Dana L. Joseph. 2021. “How Prevalent Is 

Workplace Mistreatment? A Meta-Analytic Investigation.” Journal of Organizational 

Behavior 42 (8): 1082–98. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2534. 

Doane, Lisa Stines, Jeremiah A. Schumm, and Stevan E. Hobfoll. 2012. “The Positive, 

Sustaining, and Protective Power of Resources: Insights from Conservation of Resources 

Theory.” In Handbook of Social Resource Theory, edited by Kjell Törnblom and Ali 

Kazemi, 301–10. Critical Issues in Social Justice. New York, NY: Springer New York. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4614-4175-5_19. 

Dyrbye, Liselotte N., Matthew R. Thomas, Jefrey L. Huntington, Karen L. Lawson, Paul J. 

Novotny, Jeff A. Sloan, and Tait D. Shanafelt. 2006. “Personal Life Events and Medical 

Student Burnout: A Multicenter Study:” Academic Medicine 81 (4): 374–84. 

https://doi.org/10.1097/00001888-200604000-00010. 

Einarsen, Ståle, Merethe Schanke Aasland, and Anders Skogstad. 2007a. “Destructive Leadership 

Behaviour: A Definition and Conceptual Model.” The Leadership Quarterly 18 (3): 207–

16. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2007.03.002. 

———. 2007b. “Destructive Leadership Behaviour: A Definition and Conceptual Model.” 

Leadership Quarterly 18 (3): 207–16. https://doi.org/10.1016/J.LEAQUA.2007.03.002. 

Flook, Lisa, Simon B Goldberg, Laura Pinger, Katherine Bonus, and Richard J Davidson. 2013. 

“Mindfulness for Teachers: A Pilot Study to Assess Effects on Stress, Burnout, and 

Teaching Efficacy.” Mind, Brain, and Education 7 (3): 182–95. 

Fritz, Charlotte, YoungAh Park, and Brittnie R. Shepherd. 2019. “Workplace Incivility Ruins My 

Sleep and Yours: The Costs of Being in a Work-Linked Relationship.” Occupational 

Health Science 3 (1): 1–21. https://doi.org/10.1007/s41542-018-0030-8. 

Frone, Michael R. 2015. “Relations of Negative and Positive Work Experiences to Employee 

Alcohol Use: Testing the Intervening Role of Negative and Positive Work Rumination.” 

Journal of Occupational Health Psychology. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0038375.supp. 

Gabriel, Allison S., Marcus M. Butts, Zhenyu Yuan, Rebecca L. Rosen, and Michael T. Sliter. 

2018. “Further Understanding Incivility in the Workplace: The Effects of Gender, 

Agency, and Communion.” Journal of Applied Psychology 103 (4): 362–82. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000289. 

Gallus, Jessica A., Jennifer A. Bunk, Russell A. Matthews, Janet L. Barnes-Farrell, and Vicki J. 

Magley. 2014. “An Eye for an Eye? Exploring the Relationship between Workplace 

Incivility Experiences and Perpetration.” Journal of Occupational Health Psychology 19 

(2): 143–54. https://doi.org/10.1037/A0035931. 



   

 

 

   

 

D 

German Federal Ministry for Family Affairs, Senior Citizens, Women and Youth. 2020. “Who 

Takes Care of Children, Household and the Elderly?” Publikationsversand der Deutschen 

Bundesregierung. 

Good, Darren J., Christopher J. Lyddy, Theresa M. Glomb, Joyce E. Bono, Kirk Warren Brown, 

Michelle K. Duffy, Ruth A. Baer, Judson A. Brewer, and Sara W. Lazar. 2016. 

“Contemplating Mindfulness at Work: An Integrative Review.” Journal of Management 

42 (1): 114–42. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206315617003. 

Günsoy, Ceren. 2020. “Rude Bosses versus Rude Subordinates: How We Respond to Them 

Depends on Our Cultural Background.” International Journal of Conflict Management 31 

(2): 175–99. https://doi.org/10.1108/IJCMA-01-2019-0012. 

Halbesleben, Jonathon R.B., and M. Ronald Buckley. 2004. “Burnout in Organizational Life.” 

Journal of Management 30 (6): 859–79. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jm.2004.06.004. 

Hall, Judith A. 2006. “Nonverbal Behavior, Status, and Gender: How Do We Understand Their 

Relations?” Psychology of Women Quarterly 30: 384–91. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-

6402.2006.00313.x. 

Han, Youjin, Yeonshin Kim, and Won Moo Hur. 2021. “The Effects of Perceived Supervisor 

Incivility on Child-Care Workers’ Job Performance: The Mediating Role of Emotional 

Exhaustion and Intrinsic Motivation.” Current Psychology 40 (4): 1979–94. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-019-0133-7. 

Harris, Kenneth J., Ranida B. Harris, Matthew Valle, John Carlson, Dawn S. Carlson, Suzanne 

Zivnuska, and Briceön Wiley. 2021. “Technostress and the Entitled Employee: Impacts on 

Work and Family.” Information Technology & People ahead-of-print (ahead-of-print). 

https://doi.org/10.1108/ITP-07-2019-0348. 

Hauge, Lars Johan, Anders Skogstad, and Ståle Einarsen. 2009. “Individual and Situational 

Predictors of Workplace Bullying: Why Do Perpetrators Engage in the Bullying of 

Others?” Work and Stress 23 (4): 349–58. https://doi.org/10.1080/02678370903395568. 

Hayes, Andrew F. 2013. Introduction to Mediation, Moderation, and Conditional Process 

Analysis: A Regression-Based Approach. Methodology in the Social Sciences. New 

York: The Guilford Press. 

He, Yimin, Jessica Walker, Stephanie C. Payne, Kathi Miner, and Saudi Aramco. 2020. 

“Explaining the Negative Impact of Workplace Incivility on Work and Non-Work 

Outcomes: The Roles of Negative Rumination and Organizational Support.” Stress and 

Health. https://doi.org/10.1002/smi.2988. 

Heavey, Christopher L., Christopher Layne, and Andrew Christensen. 1993. “Gender and 

Conflict Structure in Marital Interaction: A Replication and Extension.” Journal of 

Consulting and Clinical Psychology 61 (1): 16–27. 

Hepburn, C. Gail, Catherine A. Loughlin, and Julian Barling. 1997. “Coping with Chronic Work 

Stress.” Coping with Chronic Stress, 343–66. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4757-9862-

3_13. 



   

 

 

   

 

E 

Hershcovis, M. Sandy. 2011. “‘Incivility, Social Undermining, Bullying...Oh My!’: A Call to 

Reconcile Constructs within Workplace Aggression Research.” Journal of Organizational 

Behavior 32 (3): 499–519. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.689. 

Hobfoll, Stevan E. 1989. “Conservation of Resources A New Attempt at Conceptualizing Stress.” 

American Psychologist 44 (3): 513–24. 

———. 2001. “The Influence of Culture, Community, and the Nested-Self in the Stress Process: 

Advancing Conservation of Resources Theory.” Applied Psychology: An International 

Review 50 (3): 337–421. 

Hobfoll, Stevan E, and John Freedy. 1993. “Conservation of Resources: A General Stress Theory 

Applied to Burnout.” In Professional Burnout: Recent Developments in Theory and 

Research, edited by W B Schaufeli, C Maslach, and T Marek, 115–29. Washington, DC: 

Taylor & Francis. 

Hodgins, Margaret, Sarah MacCurtain, and Patricia Mannix-McNamara. 2014. “Workplace 

Bullying and Incivility: A Systematic Review of Interventions.” International Journal of 

Workplace Health Management 7 (1): 54–72. https://doi.org/10.1108/IJWHM-08-2013-

0030. 

Holm, Kristoffer, Eva Torkelson, and Martin Bäckström. 2015. “Models of Workplace Incivility: 

The Relationships to Instigated Incivility and Negative Outcomes.” BioMed Research 

International 2015: 1–10. https://doi.org/10.1155/2015/920239. 

Hooff, Madelon L.M. van, Sabine A.E. Geurts, Debby G.J. Beckers, and Michiel A.J. Kompier. 

2011. “Daily Recovery from Work: The Role of Activities, Effort and Pleasure.” Work 

and Stress 25 (1): 55–74. https://doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2011.570941. 

Hornstein, Harvey A. 1996. Brutal Bosses and Their Prey. New York: Riverhead Books. 

Hwang, Hansol, Won‐Moo Hur, and Yuhyung Shin. 2021. “Emotional Exhaustion among the 

South Korean Workforce before and after COVID‐19.” Psychology and Psychotherapy: 

Theory, Research and Practice 94 (2): 371–81. https://doi.org/10.1111/papt.12309. 

Itzkovich, Yariv, Sibylle Heilbrunn, and Ana Aleksic. 2020. “Full Range Indeed? The Forgotten 

Dark Side of Leadership.” Journal of Management Development 39 (7/8): 851–68. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/JMD-09-2019-0401. 

Jawahar, I. M., and Bert Schreurs. 2018. “Supervisor Incivility and How It Affects Subordinates’ 

Performance: A Matter of Trust.” Personnel Review 47 (3): 709–26. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/PR-01-2017-0022. 

Jex, S. M., J. L. B. Geimer, O. Clark, A. M. Guidroz, and J. E. Yugo. 2010. “Challenges and 

Recommendations in the Measurement of Workplace Incivility.” In Insidious Workplace 

Behavior, edited by J. Greenberg, 1:239–71. New York, NY: Taylor & Francis. 

Junça‐Silva, Ana, Catarina Pombeira, and António Caetano. 2021. “Testing the Affective Events 

Theory: The Mediating Role of Affect and the Moderating Role of Mindfulness.” Applied 

Cognitive Psychology 35 (4): 1075–81. https://doi.org/10.1002/acp.3843. 



   

 

 

   

 

F 

Kabat-Farr, Dana, Benjamin M. Walsh, and Alyssa K. McGonagle. 2019. “Uncivil Supervisors 

and Perceived Work Ability: The Joint Moderating Roles of Job Involvement and Grit.” 

Journal of Business Ethics 156 (4): 971–85. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-017-3604-5. 

Kluemper, Donald H., Kevin W. Mossholder, Dan Ispas, Mark N. Bing, Dragos Iliescu, and 

Alexandra Ilie. 2019. “When Core Self-Evaluations Influence Employees’ Deviant 

Reactions to Abusive Supervision: The Moderating Role of Cognitive Ability.” Journal of 

Business Ethics 159 (2): 435–53. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-018-3800-y. 

Lawrence, Thomas B., and Sandra L. Robinson. 2007. “Ain’t Misbehavin: Workplace Deviance 

as Organizational Resistance.” Journal of Management 33 (3): 378–94. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206307300816. 

Lazarus, Richard S., and Susan Folkman. 1984. Stress, Appraisal, and Coping. New York: 

Springer. 

Lee, Jayoung, Nayoung Lim, Eunjoo Yang, and Sang Min Lee. 2011. “Antecedents and 

Consequences of Three Dimensions of Burnout in Psychotherapists: A Meta-Analysis.” 

Professional Psychology: Research and Practice 42 (3): 252–58. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/a0023319. 

Lee, Raymond T., and Blake E. Ashforth. 1996. “A Meta-Analytic Examination of the Correlates 

of the Three Dimensions of Job Burnout.” Journal of Applied Psychology 81 (2): 123–33. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.81.2.123. 

Leiter, Michael P., Heather K.Spence Laschinger, Arla Day, and Debra Gilin Oore. 2011. “The 

Impact of Civility Interventions on Employee Social Behavior, Distress, and Attitudes.” 

Journal of Applied Psychology 96 (6): 1258–74. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0024442. 

Lim, Sandy, Lilia M. Cortina, and Vicki J. Magley. 2008. “Personal and Workgroup Incivility: 

Impact on Work and Health Outcomes.” Journal of Applied Psychology 93 (1): 95–107. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.93.1.95. 

Lim, Sandy, and Alexia Lee. 2011. “Work and Nonwork Outcomes of Workplace Incivility: Does 

Family Support Help?” Journal of Occupational Health Psychology 16 (1): 95–111. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/a0021726. 

Lim, Vivien K.G., and Thompson S.H. Teo. 2009. “Mind Your E-Manners: Impact of Cyber 

Incivility on Employees’ Work Attitude and Behavior.” Information & Management 46 

(8): 419–25. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.im.2009.06.006. 

Lipman-Blumen, Jean. 2006. The Allure of Toxic Leaders: Why We Follow Destructive Bosses 

and Corrupt Politicians - and How We Can Survive Them. Oxford: Oxford University 

Press. 

Liu, Chang E., Yahui Chen, Wei He, and Jie Huang. 2020. “Supervisor Incivility and Millennial 

Employee Creativity: A Moderated Mediation Model.” Social Behavior and Personality 

47 (9). https://doi.org/10.2224/SBP.8365. 

Loi, Natasha M., Jennifer M.I. Loh, and Donald W. Hine. 2015. “Don’t Rock the Boat: The 

Moderating Role of Gender in the Relationship between Workplace Incivility and Work 



   

 

 

   

 

G 

Withdrawal.” Journal of Management Development 34 (2): 169–86. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/JMD-12-2012-0152. 

Lyubomirsky, Sonja, and Susan Nolen-Hoeksema. 1995. “Effects of Self-Focused Rumination on 

Negative Thinking and Interpersonal Problem Solving.” Journal of Personality and Social 

Psychology 69 (1): 176–90. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.69.1.176. 

MacKinnon, David P., Chondra M. Lockwood, and Jason Williams. 2004. “Confidence Limits 

for the Indirect Effect: Distribution of the Product and Resampling Methods.” Multivariate 

Behavioral Research 39 (1): 99–128. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327906mbr3901_4. 

Martin, Leonard L., and Abraham Tesser. 1996. “Some Ruminative Thoughts.” In Ruminative 

Thoughts., edited by Robert S. Jr. Wyer, 1–47. Advances in Social Cognition, Vol. 9; 

ISSN: 0898-2007 (Print). Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Inc. 

https://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&db=psyh&AN=1996-97335-

001&authtype=sso&custid=s1020420&site=eds-

live&scope=site&custid=s1020420&authtype=sso. 

Maslach, Christina, and Susan Jackson. 1982. “Burnout in Health Professions: A Social 

Psychological Analysis.” In Social Psychology of Health and Illness. Berkeley. 

Maslach, Christina, Susan Jackson, and Michael P. Leiter. 2016. The Maslach Burnout Inventory 

Manual. 4th ed. Mind Garden, Inc. 

Maslach, Christina, and Wilmar B. Schaufeli. 1993. “Historical and Conceptual Development Pf 

Burnout.” In Professional Burnout: Recent Developments in Theory and Research, 1–16. 

Taylor & Francis. 

Maslach, Christina, Wilmar B Schaufeli, and Michael P Leiter. 2001. “Job Burnout.” Annual 

Review of Psychology 52: 397–422. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.52.1.397. 

Matthews, Russell A., and Tatiana H. Toumbeva. 2015. “Lagged Effects of Family-Supportive 

Organization Perceptions and Supervision in Relation to Generalized Work-Related 

Resources.” Journal of Occupational Health Psychology 20 (3): 301–13. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/a0038377. 

Matud, M. Pilar. 2004. “Gender Differences in Stress and Coping Styles.” Personality and 

Individual Differences 37 (7): 1401–15. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2004.01.010. 

McMahan, Ethan A., and David Estes. 2015. “The Effect of Contact with Natural Environments 

on Positive and Negative Affect: A Meta-Analysis.” The Journal of Positive Psychology 

10 (6): 507–19. https://doi.org/10.1080/17439760.2014.994224. 

Mikolajczak, Moïra, Marie-Emilie Raes, Hervé Avalosse, and Isabelle Roskam. 2018. “Exhausted 

Parents: Sociodemographic, Child-Related, Parent-Related, Parenting and Family-

Functioning Correlates of Parental Burnout.” Journal of Child and Family Studies 27 (2): 

602–14. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-017-0892-4. 

Montgomery, Kathleen, Kathleen Kane, and Charles M. Vance. 2004. “Accounting for 

Differences in Norms of Respect: A Study of Assessments of Incivility through the Lenses 



   

 

 

   

 

H 

of Race and Gender.” Group & Organization Management 29 (2): 248–68. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1059601103252105. 

Moon, Chanki, Catarina Morais, Georgina Randsley de Moura, and Ayse K. Uskul. 2021. “The 

Role of Organizational Structure and Deviant Status in Employees’ Reactions to and 

Acceptance of Workplace Deviance.” International Journal of Conflict Management 32 

(2): 315–39. https://doi.org/10.1108/IJCMA-03-2020-0036. 

Mor, Nilly, and Jennifer Winquist. 2002. “Self-Focused Attention and Negative Affect: A Meta-

Analysis.” Psychological Bulletin 128 (4): 638–62. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-

2909.128.4.638. 

Namie, Gary, and Ruth Namie. 2000. The Bully at Work: What You Can Do to Stop the Hurt and 

Reclaim Your Dignity on the Job. Naperville, IL: Sourcebooks. 

Ng, Thomas W. H., Kelly L. Sorensen, and Daniel C. Feldman. 2007. “Dimensions, Antecedents, 

and Consequences of Workaholism: A Conceptual Integration and Extension.” Journal of 

Organizational Behavior 28 (1): 111–36. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.424. 

Nolen-Hoeksema, Susan, Albert Bandura, Laura Carstensen, Jannay Morrow, Christopher 

Peterson, David Rosenhan, and Martin E. P. Seligman. 1991. “Responses to Depression 

and Their Effects on the Duration of Depressive Episodes.” Journal of Abnormal 

Psychology 100 (4): 569–82. 

Nolen-Hoeksema, Susan, and Benita Jackson. 2001. “Mediators of the Gender Difference in 

Rumination.” Psychology of Women Quarterly 25: 37–47. https://doi.org/10.1111/1471-

6402.00005. 

Pamuk, Mustafa, and Emine Durmuş. 2015. “Investigation of Burnout in Marriage.” International 

Journal of Human Sciences 12 (1): 162. https://doi.org/10.14687/ijhs.v12i1.3002. 

Pandey, Agrata, Ranjeet Nambudiri, Patturaja Selvaraj, and Ashish Sadh. 2021. “A Temporal 

Study on Subordinate’s Response to Destructive Leadership: Voice Withdrawal as a 

Conflict Coping Mechanism.” International Journal of Conflict Management 32 (5): 886–

911. https://doi.org/10.1108/IJCMA-09-2020-0164. 

Pearson, Christine M., Lynne M. Andersson, and Christine L. Porath. 2000. “Assessing and 

Attacking Workplace Incivility.” Organizational Dynamics 29 (2): 123–37. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/S0090-2616(00)00019-X. 

Pearson, Christine M., and Christine L. Porath. 2005. “On the Nature, Consequences and 

Remedies of Workplace Incivility: No Time for ‘Nice’? Think Again.” Academy of 

Management Perspectives 19 (1): 7–18. https://doi.org/10.5465/ame.2005.15841946. 

Perko, Kaisa, Ulla Kinnunen, and Taru Feldt. 2014. “Transformational Leadership and 

Depressive Symptoms among Employees: Mediating Factors.” Leadership and 

Organization Development Journal 35 (4): 286–304. https://doi.org/10.1108/LODJ-07-

2012-0082. 



   

 

 

   

 

I 

———. 2017. “Long-Term Profiles of Work-Related Rumination Associated with Leadership, 

Job Demands, and Exhaustion: A Three-Wave Study.” Work and Stress 31 (4): 395–420. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2017.1330835. 

Petriglieri, Jennifer Louise. 2011. “Under Threat: Responses to and the Consequences of Threats 

to Individuals’ Identities.” Academy of Management Review 36 (4): 641–62. 

https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2009.0087. 

Pflügner, Katharina, Christian Maier, and Tim Weitzel. 2021. “The Direct and Indirect Influence 

of Mindfulness on Techno-Stressors and Job Burnout: A Quantitative Study of White-

Collar Workers.” Computers in Human Behavior 115 (February): 106566. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2020.106566. 

Pflügner, Katharina, Lea Reis, Christian Maier, and Tim Weitzel. 2020. “Communication 

Measures to Reduce Techno-Invasion and Techno-Overload: A Qualitative Study 

Uncovering Positive and Adverse Effects.” In Proceedings of the 2020 on Computers and 

People Research Conference, 114–22. Nuremberg Germany: ACM. 

https://doi.org/10.1145/3378539.3393855. 

Pines, Ayala. 1996. Couple Burnout: Causes and Cures. Routledge. 

Porath, Christine L., and Amir Erez. 2009. “Overlooked but Not Untouched: How Rudeness 

Reduces Onlookers’ Performance on Routine and Creative Tasks.” Organizational 

Behavior and Human Decision Processes 109 (1): 29–44. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2009.01.003. 

Porath, Christine L., and Christine M. Pearson. 2010. “The Cost of Bad Behavior.” Organizational 

Dynamics 39 (1): 64–71. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.orgdyn.2009.10.006. 

———. 2013. “The Price of Incivility.” https://hbr.org/2013/01/the-price-of-incivility. 

Preacher, Kristopher J., Derek D. Rucker, and Andrew F. Hayes. 2007. “Addressing Moderated 

Mediation Hypotheses: Theory, Methods, and Prescriptions.” Multivariate Behavioral 

Research 42 (1): 185–227. https://doi.org/10.1080/00273170701341316. 

Querstret, Dawn, Mark Cropley, Pieter Kruger, and Richard Heron. 2016. “Assessing the Effect 

of a Cognitive Behaviour Therapy (CBT)-Based Workshop on Work-Related Rumination, 

Fatigue, and Sleep.” European Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology 25 (1): 

50–67. https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2015.1015516. 

Raes, Filip. 2010. “Rumination and Worry as Mediators of the Relationship between Self-

Compassion and Depression and Anxiety.” Personality and Individual Differences 48 (6): 

757–61. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2010.01.023. 

Rahim, Afzalur, and Dana M. Cosby. 2016. “A Model of Workplace Incivility, Job Burnout, 

Turnover Intentions, and Job Performance.” Journal of Management Development 35 

(10): 1255–65. https://doi.org/10.1108/JMD-09-2015-0138. 

Reio, Thomas G. 2011. “Supervisor and Coworker Incivility: Testing the Work Frustration-

Aggression Model.” Advances in Developing Human Resources 13 (1): 54–68. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1523422311410648. 



   

 

 

   

 

J 

Roeser, Robert W., Kimberly A. Schonert-Reichl, Amishi Jha, Margaret Cullen, Linda Wallace, 

Rona Wilensky, Eva Oberle, Kimberly Thomson, Cynthia Taylor, and Jessica Harrison. 

2013. “Mindfulness Training and Reductions in Teacher Stress and Burnout: Results from 

Two Randomized, Waitlist-Control Field Trials.” Journal of Educational Psychology 105 

(3): 787–804. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0032093. 

Rothleder, Diane. 1992. “Disappearing.” Philosophy Today 36 (1): 173–80. 

https://doi.org/10.5840/philtoday199236229. 

Schaufeli, WB. 2003. “Past Performance and Future Perspectives of Burnout Research.” SA 

Journal of Industrial Psychology 29 (4): 1–15. 

Schilpzand, Pauline, Irene E. De Pater, and Amir Erez. 2016. “Workplace Incivility: A Review of 

the Literature and Agenda for Future Research.” Journal of Organizational Behavior 37 

(February): S57–88. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.1976. 

Schyns, Birgit, and Jan Schilling. 2013. “How Bad Are the Effects of Bad Leaders? A Meta-

Analysis of Destructive Leadership and Its Outcomes.” Leadership Quarterly 24 (1): 138–

58. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2012.09.001. 

Shin, Yuhyung, and Won Moo Hur. 2020. “Supervisor Incivility and Employee Job Performance: 

The Mediating Roles of Job Insecurity and Amotivation.” Journal of Psychology: 

Interdisciplinary and Applied 154 (1): 38–59. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/00223980.2019.1645634. 

Shin, Yuhyung, Eun Ju Lee, and Won Moo Hur. 2021. “Supervisor Incivility, Job Insecurity, and 

Service Performance among Flight Attendants: The Buffering Role of Co-Worker 

Support.” Current Issues in Tourism. https://doi.org/10.1080/13683500.2021.1905618. 

Shirom, Arie, and Samuel Melamed. 2006. “A Comparison of the Construct Validity of Two 

Burnout Measures in Two Groups of Professionals.” International Journal of Stress 

Management 13 (2): 176–200. https://doi.org/10.1037/1072-5245.13.2.176. 

Song, Zhaoli, Maw-Der Foo, and Marilyn A. Uy. 2008. “Mood Spillover and Crossover among 

Dual-Earner Couples: A Cell Phone Event Sampling Study.” Journal of Applied 

Psychology 93 (2): 443–52. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.93.2.443. 

Tanner, Alicia, David Voon, Penelope Hasking, and Graham Martin. 2013. “Underlying Structure 

of Ruminative Thinking: Factor Analysis of the Ruminative Thought Style 

Questionnaire.” Cognitive Therapy and Research 37 (3): 633–46. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10608-012-9492-1. 

Tao, Wenting, Bonnie L. Janzen, and Sylvia Abonyi. 2010. “Gender, Division of Unpaid Family 

Work and Psychological Distress in Dual-Earner Families.” Clinical Practice and 

Epidemiology in Mental Health 6. https://doi.org/10.2174/1745017901006010036. 

Tepper, Bennett J. 2000. “Consequences Of Abusive Supervision.” ® Academy of Management 

Journal 43 (2): 178–90. 



   

 

 

   

 

K 

———. 2007. “Abusive Supervision in Work Organizations: Review, Synthesis, and Research 

Agenda.” Journal of Management 33 (3): 261–89. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206307300812. 

Thoits, Peggy A. 1991. “On Merging Identity Theory and Stress Research.” Social Psychology 

Quarterly 54 (2): 101. https://doi.org/10.2307/2786929. 

Townley, Barbara. 1993. “Foucault, Power/Knowledge, and Its Relevance for Human Resource 

Management” 18 (3): 518–45. 

Turner, Nick, M. Sandy Hershcovis, Tara C. Reich, and Peter Totterdell. 2014. “Work-Family 

Interference, Psychological Distress, and Workplace Injuries.” Journal of Occupational 

and Organizational Psychology 87 (4): 715–32. https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12071. 

Van Laethem, Michelle, Debby G.J. Beckers, Michiel A.J. Kompier, Göran Kecklund, Seth N.J. 

van den Bossche, and Sabine A.E. Geurts. 2015. “Bidirectional Relations between Work-

Related Stress, Sleep Quality and Perseverative Cognition.” Journal of Psychosomatic 

Research 79 (5): 391–98. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpsychores.2015.08.011. 

Vandello, Joseph A., Jennifer K. Bosson, Dov Cohen, Rochelle M. Burnaford, and Jonathan R. 

Weaver. 2008. “Precarious Manhood.” Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 95 

(6): 1325–39. https://doi.org/10.4135/9781446269930.n8. 

Walker, David D., Danielle D. van Jaarsveld, and Daniel P. Skarlicki. 2014. “Exploring the 

Effects of Individual Customer Incivility Encounters on Employee Incivility: The 

Moderating Roles of Entity (in)Civility and Negative Affectivity.” Journal of Applied 

Psychology 99 (1): 151–61. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0034350. 

Walsh, Colleen. 2021. “Young Adults Hardest Hit by Loneliness during Pandemic, Study Finds.” 

Harvard Gazette (blog). February 17, 2021. 

https://news.harvard.edu/gazette/story/2021/02/young-adults-teens-loneliness-mental-

health-coronavirus-covid-pandemic/. 

Wang, Mo. 2007. “Profiling Retirees in the Retirement Transition and Adjustment Process: 

Examining the Longitudinal Change Patterns of Retirees’ Psychological Well-Being.” 

Journal of Applied Psychology 92 (2): 455–74. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-

9010.92.2.455. 

Wang, Mo, Songqi Liu, Yujie Zhan, and Junqi Shi. 2010. “Daily Work–Family Conflict and 

Alcohol Use: Testing the Cross-Level Moderation Effects of Peer Drinking Norms and 

Social Support.” Journal of Applied Psychology 95 (2): 377–86. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/a0018138. 

Wigert, Ben, and Sangeeta Agrawal. 2018. “Employee Burnout, Part 1: The 5 Main Causes.” 

Gallup Inc. https://www.gallup.com/workplace/237059/employee-burnout-part-main-

causes.aspx. 

Xue, Baowen, and Anne McMunn. 2021. “Gender Differences in Unpaid Care Work and 

Psychological Distress in the UK Covid-19 Lockdown.” Edited by Thach Duc Tran. 

PLOS ONE 16 (3): e0247959. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0247959. 



   

 

 

   

 

L 

Zhao, Nan, and Guangyu Zhou. 2020. “Social Media Use and Mental Health during the COVID‐

19 Pandemic: Moderator Role of Disaster Stressor and Mediator Role of Negative 

Affect.” Applied Psychology: Health and Well-Being 12 (4): 1019–38. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/aphw.12226. 

Zhou, Shiyi, Shu Da, Heng Guo, and Xichao Zhang. 2018. “Work–Family Conflict and Mental 

Health Among Female Employees: A Sequential Mediation Model via Negative Affect 

and Perceived Stress.” Frontiers in Psychology 9 (April): 544. 

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.00544. 

Zhu, Hongrui, Hua Zhang, Aixian Tu, and Siqi Zhang. 2021. “The Mediating Roles of Core Self-

Evaluation and Career Exploration in the Association Between Proactive Personality and 

Job Search Clarity.” Frontiers in Psychology 12: 1762. 

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.609050. 

 


