Pakistan Journal of Psychological Research, 2013, Vol. 28, No. 2, 317-334

Workplace Incivility and Counterproductive Work
Behavior: Moderating Role of Emotional
Intelligence

Zainab Bibi and Jahanvash Karim

University of Balochistan

Siraj ud Din

Gomal University

The present study was conducted to examine the moderating
role of emotional intelligence in the relationship between
workplace incivility and counterproductive work behavior
(abuse, production deviance, sabotage, theft, and withdrawal
behavior). A total of one hundred and sixty university teachers
completed measures of emotional intelligence, workplace
incivility, and counterproductive work behavior in seven public
and private sector universities of Pakistan. Moderated multiple
regression analyses were employed to test the interaction
between workplace incivility and emotional intelligence on five
facets of counterproductive work behavior. Results showed that
there was a positive relationship between incivility and
counterproductive work behavior and negative relationship
between emotional intelligence and counterproductive work
behavior. The interaction of workplace incivility and emotional
intelligence explained a significant portion of variance in five
facets of counterproductive work behavior. Emotional
intelligence emerged as a significant moderator between
workplace incivility and counterproductive work behavior.
Keeping in view the strong and positive relationship between
workplace incivility and counterproductive work behavior,
training on both etiquette and emotional intelligence had been
recommended for employees.
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Workplace deviant behaviors have remained the focus of
researchers’ attention for many years. These behaviors have been
studied from different perspectives; both as outcome variable and
predictor variable (Bruursema, 2004; Mount, Ilies, & Johnson, 2006).
Workplace deviant behaviors, on one hand, spoil the organizational
environment and on the other, lower the morale of the employees
(Hoel, Einarsen, & Cooper, 2003; Keashly & Jagatic, 2003). Initially,
research regarding workplace deviance has been limited to different
types of mistreatment such as harassment, bullying, aggression, and
injustice (e.g., Chen & Spector, 1992). However, recently incivility
has gained the attention of management researchers (e.g., Anderson &
Pearson, 1999; Lim & Cortina, 2005; Penney & Spector, 2005).

Anderson and Pearson (1999) defined incivility as “low intensity
deviant behavior with ambiguous intent to harm the target, in violation
of workplace norms for mutual respect. Uncivil behaviors are
regarded as characteristically rude and discourteous, displaying a lack
of regard for others” (p. 457). Incivility is somehow less intense than
aggression but it is more prevalent in the organizations (Pearson,
Andersson, & Porath, 2000). The most common uncivil behaviors
include demeaning, derogatory, and condescending comments,
indifference to worker’s opinion, ignoring a coworker, and
browbeating (Cortina, Magley, Williams, & Langhout, 2001).
Although incivility is at the low end of the workplace mistreatment
continuum, but it may not be ignored or overlooked because of the
devastating results that it brings along to the organization (Vickers,
2006).

Researchers have found workplace incivility to be negatively
related to productivity and job satisfaction, and positively associated
with absenteeism, tardiness, and turnover intentions (Lim & Cortina,
2005; Penney & Spector, 2005). According to some researchers,
workplace incivility leads to more violent and aggressive behaviors
(Andersson & Pearson, 1999; Neuman & Baron, 1997; Pearson et al.,
2000; Pearson, Andersson, & Wegner, 2001). Andersson and Pearson
(1999) have also argued that incivility can draw a similar reaction
from other party or lead to more serious behaviors. It may lead to an
escalating spiral where one act of incivility can provoke more serious
acts on the part of the other party. Such situations would lead to
extreme forms of counterproductive work behaviors, which may result
in aggression or violence.

There are some studies that have focused on the link between
incivility and counterproductive work behaviors (CWB; Penney &
Spector, 2005; Roberts, 2012) but none of the studies, to the best of
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our knowledge, have tried to unearth the moderating role of emotional
intelligence on this link. The current study aimed to fill this gap by
testing the moderating role of emotional intelligence in the incivility
and CWB relationship in the Pakistani context. Moreover, of the
studies conducted in the higher education arena, had focused mainly
on students or administrative staff (see Caza & Cortina, 2007). This
study, however, has focused on teaching faculty in higher education
institutions of Pakistan.

The rationale behind the focus of current study on university
teachers was to reveal the vital role that incivility may play in the
higher educational institutions. According to Marchand-Stenhoff
(2009), incivility faced by teachers poorly affects the teachers’ ability
to teach, as well as, affects students’ learning. According to Clark and
Springer (2010), all troublesome acts falling in the category of
incivility must be addressed before these behaviors turn into
aggression and endanger the healthy academic work environment. It is
unfortunate that many stakeholders including faculty members,
students, and administrative staff, are unaware of the negative effects
of their harmful behavior on others. Moreover, they are not well
equipped to handle and/or deal with such kind of problematic
situations. Although the main focus of previous researches in this area
has been on the class room incivility (instigated by students), the
current study focused on the deteriorating effects that incivility may
cause even if both the instigators and targets are from the teaching
faculty. Incivility in higher educational institutions is, therefore, an
important concern that needs to be addressed. The current study was
intended to fill this gap by focusing on incivility and CWB as
experienced by teaching faculty in the higher education institutions.

Counterproductive Work Behavior

CWB is basically a voluntary or intentional behavior that could
harm the interest of the organization either directly or indirectly by
hurting the employees which resultantly reduces their effectiveness
(McShane & Glinow, 2005). Spector et al. (2006) has categorized
CWB into five facets: (a) abuse; behaviors that can be harmful
physically or psychologically. It may include making nasty comments
about coworker or reduce the effectiveness of coworker; (b) sabotage;
affects the physical property of the organization (i.e. undermining the
physical workplace of the organization); (c) production deviance;
behaviors that destroy the work process; (d) theft; results from
economic need, job dissatisfaction or injustice and can be regarded a
form of aggression against the organization (Mustaine & Tewksbury,
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2002; Neuman & Baron, 1997) and; (e) withdrawal; behaviors that
reduce the amount of time one works to less than what the
organization requires. Sabotage and production deviance has a direct
impact while the withdrawal behavior of employees has an indirect
impact on the functioning of the organization (Fox, Spector, & Miles,
2001). Some employees may engage in CWB as emotional reaction or
retaliation while others may opt it as a well planned behavior (Fox &
Spector, 2010).

Emotional Intelligence as a Moderator in the Incivility and
Counterproductive Work Behavior

Goleman (1995) defined emotional intelligence (EI) as the
“abilities such as being able to motivate oneself and persist in the face
of frustrations; to control impulse and delay gratification; to regulate
one’s moods and keep distress from swamping the ability to think; to
empathize and to hope” (p. xii). Hence, it is the ability to manage
oneself and one’s relationships in a constructive and mature manner.
Many scholars have treated emotional intelligence as a moderator of
relationship between different variables including: Negative emotions
and job insecurity (Jordan & Ashkanasy, 2002); negative emotions
and counterproductive work behaviors (Yin, 2010); conscientiousness
and performance (Douglas, Frink, & Ferris, 2004); and stress and
burnout (Gorgens-Ekermans & Brand, 2012).

Results of previous studies suggest that EI may serve as a
moderator in the link between incivility and CWB. For instance,
emotionally intelligent people are more able to control themselves;
therefore they are more able to avoid indulging in activities (e.g.,
deviant behaviors) that may harm their organizations (Petrides,
Frederickson, & Furnham, 2004). Martin, Knopoff, and Beckman
(1998) were of the opinion that employees’ EI plays a role in
controlling deviant behaviors. Mayer, Salovey, and Caruso (2000)
also found negative relationship between emotional intelligence and
employees’ deviant behaviors. They argued that improvement in
employees’ emotional intelligence results in a decline in their deviant
behaviors. A research conducted by Deshpande (2005) also found that
people with high levels of EI consider CWB more unethical than their
counterparts. Similarly Khalid et al. (2009) found that emotionally
intelligent people aptly control their emotions and are more able to
avoid misbehaviors that could harm their organizations. Jung and
Yoon (2012) proposed that employees who lack EI are more prone to
engage in CWBs. Furthermore, incivility has been discussed as a
stressor variable by many scholars (Kern & Grandey, 2009) and
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emotional intelligence has been identified as one of the major
protective factor against the stress (Lopes, Grewal, Cadis, Gall, &
Salovey, 2006). In line with above arguments, people with different EI
levels respond to and cope with the uncivil environment differently.
The severity of their response ultimately determines the degree to
which they cause damage to the organization. Thus, we hypothesize
that EI will moderate the relationship between workplace incivility
and CWB facets. Specifically, the relationship between workplace
incivility and the CWB facets will be stronger for individuals low in
EI than their counterparts who are high on EI (see Figure 1).

Hypotheses

1. Emotional intelligence will moderate the relationship
between workplace incivility and abuse.

2. Emotional intelligence will moderate the relationship
between workplace incivility and production deviance.

3. Emotional intelligence will moderate the relationship
between workplace incivility and sabotage.

4. Emotional intelligence will moderate the relationship
workplace incivility and theft.

5. Emotional intelligence will moderate the relationship
between workplace incivility and withdrawal.

Emotional
Inteligence

Abuse

Workplace
Incivility

.
|
Counterproductive Work Behaviors

Figure 1. Research Model
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Method
Sample

We used non probability convenience sampling method in order
to obtain the appropriate number of respondents for this study. A total
of 250 questionnaires were distributed (in three private and four public
sector universities) and 160 responses were obtained (64% response
rate). The sample comprised of 73 women and 87 men, having an
average age of 35.04 years (SD = 8.20). Of the overall sample, 65
were from private universities and the rest were from public
universities. Sample consisted of faculty members having
qualifications of Masters (n = 74), M.S. (n = 70), and Ph.D. (n = 16).
Years of experience ranged from 2-20 years, with an average of 8.7
years.

Measures

Uncivil Workplace Behavior Questionnaire. The Uncivil
Workplace Behavior Questionnaire (UWBQ); Martine & Hine, 2005)
was a 17-item multi-dimensional instrument assessing four different
facets of workplace incivility: gossiping, hostility, exclusionary
behavior, and privacy invasion. Participants were asked to rate how
often they experienced particular uncivil workplace behavior (from
their supervisors or co-workers) on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from
Never (1) to Very Often (5). Sample items were Talked about you
behind your back, Gossiped behind your back, and Raised their voice
while speaking to you. We used an aggregate score for the 17-item
UWBAQ scale. Higher scores indicated experience of more frequent
uncivil behaviors from supervisor or co-workers. Martine and Hine
(2005) reported that coefficient alpha for the UWBQ was .92 and in
this study, the coefficient alpha for the overall UWBQ was .93.

Counterproductive  Work  Behavior  Checklist.  The
Counterproductive Work Behavior Checklist (CWB-C; Spector et al.,
2006) is a multidimensional instrument assessing five basic
dimensions of counterproductive work behavior: Abuse (9 items),
production deviance (3 items), sabotage (3 items), theft (5 items), and
withdrawal (4 items). Participants were asked to rate how often they
committed or engaged in various counterproductive workplace
behaviors on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from Never (1) to
Everyday (5). Sample items were Came fto work late without
permission; Left work earlier than you were allowed; and Ignored
someone at work. Spector et al. (2006) reported excellent reliability
and validity for the CWB-C. In this study the coefficient alphas for
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abuse, production deviance, sabotage, theft, and withdrawal were .96,
.76, .81, .60, and .78, respectively. In the current study, we were
interested in finding the relationships of incivility and EI with five
facets of CWB-C, therefore, we calculated and employed aggregate
scores for each of the five facets of CWB-C separately.

Wong and Law Emotional Intelligence Scale. The 16 item
Wong and Law Emotional Intelligence Scale (WLEIS; Wong & Law,
2002) was a multi-dimensional EI scale which assessed four
conceptually related EI skills: Self-Emotion Appraisal (SEA; 4 items),
Others Emotion Appraisal (OEA; 4 items), Use of Emotion (UOE; 4
items), and Regulation of Emotion (ROE; 4 items). Participants
indicated the extent of their agreement with each statement on a 7-
point Likert scale strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (7). Sample
items were [ really understand what I feel; I am sensitive to the
feelings and emotions of others; and I am a self~-motivated person. The
WLEIS has demonstrated excellent reliability and validity (Cronabach
alpha = .92; Wong & Law, 2002). In this study the coefficient alpha
for overall scale was .89. Previous researches (e.g., Karim, 2010),
found support for the second factor structure of WLEIS, therefore, in
the current study, we calculated and used an aggregate score for the
16-item WLEIS.

Procedure

Teachers from seven universities in Pakistan formed the
population from which the sample was selected. Permissions were
obtained from the administrative heads of these universities to
approach the teachers during office hours. Participants were informed
about the objectives of the study and were assured about anonymity
and confidentiality of their responses.

Results

Correlations among emotional intelligence, workplace incivility,
and various types of counterproductive work behaviors were
tabulated. As shown in Table 1, workplace incivility was significantly
related to all five dimensions of CWB-C: Abuse, production deviance,
sabotage, theft, and withdrawal. Similarly, EI was significantly
correlated with all five dimensions of CWB-C: Abuse, production
deviance, sabotage, theft, and withdrawal. Finally, EI was
significantly correlated with workplace incivility.
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Table 1
Descriptive Statistics and Correlations among Variables of the Study
(N=160)
Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1. Age -
2. Incivility .02 -
3.El a1 25" -
4. Abuse =217 29 377 -
5. Proquctlon 4" 33 35t 80" )
Deviance
6. Sabotage =337 26" -357 807 4T -
7. Theft -267 32" 337 927 78T 8Tt -
8. Withdrawal ~ -13 557 -38" 677 707 59" 677 -
M 35.04 2.15 4.06 136 143 127 132 1.68
SD 8.20 .86 .59 .58 .65 .63 .66 71
Minimum 24 1 1.25 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Maximum 63 435 5.00 400 400 433 420 4.50

Note. EI = Emotional Intelligence
* <05, "p<.01

Hierarchical Regression Analysis

Various researches have indicated that age and gender are
significantly related with CWB, whereas tenure is non-significantly
related with CWB (e.g., Cohen, Panter, & Turan, 2013). Therefore, we
controlled for age, gender, and organization. In line with Cohen,
Cohen, West, and Aiken (2003) recommendations, we conducted five
separate moderated multiple regression analyses to test the interaction
between workplace incivility and EI on five facets of CWB-C: Abuse,
production deviance, sabotage, theft, and withdrawal. In the first step,
gender, age, and organization were entered as control variables. In the
second step, the main effects of workplace incivility and EI were
regressed on the five facets of CWB. In the final step, the cross-
product term representing the interaction of workplace incivility and
EI was regressed on the dependent variable. In line with Frazier, Tix,
and Barron’s (2004) recommendations, we first computed the
standardized scores for predictors and then we created a new variable
for interaction term by multiplying standardized scores for predictors.
An interaction is established when the interaction term significantly
predicts the outcome variables after controlling for the influence of
main effects alone.

First, it was expected that EI would moderate the relationship
between workplace incivility and abuse. Specifically, the relationship
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between workplace incivility and abuse was expected to be stronger
for individuals low in EI than for individuals high in EI

Table 2

Summary of Hierarchical Regressions for Variables Predicting Abuse,
Production Deviance, Sabotage, Theft, and Withdrawal

Production
Abuse Deviance Sabotage Theft Withdrawal
Step and B AR’ p AR’ B AR’ B AR’ B AR’
Variable
Step 1
Age -01” 02" 02" 02" -.01
Gender  -.13 -.01 -.01 -.03 23"
Organi- -317 117 -307 .09 -15 117 =327 a1 -38" .08
zation
Step 2
Incivility 13" 16™ 127 16™ 317
EI 17716 -177 16 -177 13" -167 147 18" 30™
Step 3
Incivility — -.18" .06 S157 037 207 077 -177" 05” -120 .02
X EI
Total R? 31 29 30 31 41
F 13.14 10.87™ 12.18 11.43™ 18.417

Note. EI = Emotional Intelligence; df (6, 153)
*» <05, "p<.01

As evidenced in Table 2, the main effects of workplace incivility
and EI entered in the second step accounted for a significant amount
of variance beyond the demographic variables (AR’ = .16, p < .01).
Within this block, workplace incivility demonstrated a positive (f =
.13, p < .01) relationship with abuse, while EI exhibited a negative
relationship (f = -.17, p < .01). The workplace incivility x EI
interaction was significant (f = -.18, p < .01) and explained
incremental variance (AR’ = .06, p < .01) in the final step. A second
moderated multiple regression analysis was conducted to assess the
workplace incivility x EI interaction on production deviance. It was
expected that the relationship between workplace incivility and
production deviance would be stronger for individuals low in EI than
for individuals high in EI. Entering the main effect variables
(workplace incivility and EI) into the equation in step 2 showed that
workplace incivility positively predicted production deviance (f = .16,
p < .01), while EI negative predicted production deviance (f = -.17,
p < .01). Finally, the interaction of workplace incivility and EI
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explained a significant portion of the variance in production deviance
(AR’ = .03, p < .01).

Third, we predicted that EI would moderate the relationship
between workplace incivility and sabotage. As shown in Table 2, the
main effects of workplace incivility and EI (step 2) accounted for a
significant amount of variance beyond the demographic variables (AR’
= .13, p <.01). Within this block, workplace incivility demonstrated a
positive (f = .12, p < .05) relationship with sabotage, while EI
exhibited a negative relationship (f = -.17, p < .01). The workplace
incivility X EI interaction effect entered in the third step was
significant (f = -.20, p < .01) and explained incremental sabotage
variance (AR’ = .07, p < .01).

A fourth moderated multiple regression analysis was conducted
to assess the workplace incivility x EI interaction on theft. As shown
in table 2, the main effects of workplace incivility and EI entered in
the second step accounted for a significant amount of variance beyond
the demographic variables (AR’ = .14, p < .01). Both workplace
incivility and EI significantly predicted the theft (f = .16, p < .01 and
p=-.16, p < .01, respectively). In step 3, the workplace incivility x EI
interaction was significant (§ = -.17, p < .01). The interaction term
accounted for a significant amount of variance in theft beyond the
main effects of workplace incivility and EI (AR’ = .05, p <.01).

A fifth and final moderated multiple regression analysis was
conducted to assess the incivility x EI interaction on withdrawal. In
the second step of analysis, workplace incivility positively predicted
withdrawal (f = .31, p < .01), while EI negatively predicted
withdrawal (f = -.18, p < .01). The main effects accounted for a
significant amount of variance in withdrawal beyond demographic
variables (AR’ = .30, p < .01). Finally, in step 3, the interaction of
workplace incivility and EI was significant (f = -.12, p <.05), and
explained a significant amount of variance in withdrawal beyond the
main effects of workplace incivility and EI (AR’= .07, p <.01).

Interaction Plots

In line with Stone and Hollenbeck (1989) recommendations, we
plotted significant workplace incivility x EI interactions across three
levels of workplace incivility; at one standard deviation above the
mean, at the mean, and at one standard deviation below the mean (see
Figures 2 through 6).
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Figure 3. Workplace Incivility x EI

Figure 2. Workplace Incivility x EI Interaction on Production Deviance.
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Figure 5. Workplace Incivility x EI

Figure 4. Workplace Incivility x EI Interaction on Theft.

Interaction on Sabotage.

Figure 6. Workplace Incivility x EI
Interaction on Withdrawal.

For abuse, the slopes for both the mean EI group, #156) =2.77, p
<.01; and the low EI group, #(156) = 4.90, p < .01, were significantly
different from O (Figure 2). For production deviance, the slopes for the
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mean EI group, #156) = 3.34, p < .01; and the low EI group #(156) =
4.38, p < .01, were significantly different from 0 (Figure 3). For
sabotage, the slopes for the mean EI group, #(156) = 2.49, p < .05; and
the low EI group #(156) = 4.52, p < .01, were significantly different
from 0 (Figure 4). For theft, the slopes for the mean EI group, #156)
= 3.31, p < .01; and the low EI group #156) = 4.55, p < .01, were
significantly different from 0 (Figure 5). Finally, for the withdrawal,
the slopes for the high EI group #156) = 2.66, p <.01; for the mean EI
group, #(156) = 6.13, p < .01; and the low EI group #156) = 6.08, p <
.01, were significantly different from 0 (Figure 6).

Discussion

The results of this study showed that there was a positive
relationship between incivility and different facets of CWB. Many
scholars have treated workplace incivility as workplace stressor/
deviant behavior and CWB as an emotional response to deal with
incivility (see Chen & Spector, 1992; Fox & Spector, 1999). Different
people respond to and cope with the uncivil environment differently.
The severity of their responses ultimately determines the degree to
which they cause damage to the organization.

Among CWB facets, withdrawal behavior was found to be the
most prevalent response of the teaching faculty to uncivil treatment.
This result supports the findings of the previous researchers who argue
that withdrawal is a behavior that employees engage in while dealing
with the workplace incivility (Crocker, 2005). They get even by
shrinking their responsibilities and duties through late arrival to
workplace and taking long breaks. Employees resort to these
behaviors in order to avoid confronting worrying situation and
accompanying stress (Krischer, Penney, & Hunter, 2010).

Findings of the present study also revealed that production
deviance (intentionally working slowly, doing work incorrectly, or
neglecting to follow procedures) was the second most prevalent
behavior of the teaching faculty. These results confirm the previous
researches which assert that employees use production deviance
behavior “as a strategy to gain control over stressors and the
accompanying negative emotional reactions” (Krischer et al., 2010, p.
155). It has also been found that sabotage and theft (which are high on
CWB continuum) were the least preferred CWB responses of the
teaching faculty to incivility (see Table 1). This finding suggests that
nature of job is also an important factor in selection of CWB
responses ranging from more severe to less severe.
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From the results of this study, it is clear that EI played an
important role in moderating the relationship between incivility and
CWB. We found that EI was negatively correlated with CWB. This, in
turn, suggests that people high in EI are low on different dimensions
of CWB including abuse, production deviance, sabotage, theft and
withdrawal compared to their counterparts who are low in EI. People
high in EI tend to understand their emotions and control their
behaviors in a much better way (Mayer et al., 2000). Our study also
revealed that people with low EI engage in CWB more frequently than
their counterparts.

Limitations and Suggestions

First, the questionnaire was distributed at the peak of the semester
due to which the response rate was poor and below expectations. Only
160 participants completed the survey, so it lessens the
generalizability of the findings on the overall higher education
institutions of Pakistan. Future researchers should increase the sample
size to acquire better results. Moreover, the questionnaire was
basically a tool of self-evaluation and its results might be influenced
by self-bias (Glenn, 2004). It would be more appropriate that, the
questionnaires should be distributed to the respondents as well as to
their immediate supervisors and colleagues in order to get a better
picture of the respondents. Third, in the present study we did not
control for educational level, job tenure, job designation, and other
related demographics of the sample. It is recommended that future
studies should take into account these variables while analyzing the
relationships among EI, workplace incivility and CWB behavior.
Finally, since causality cannot be inferred with cross-sectional data, it
is suggested that future studies would prefer longitudinal data and
replicate the findings of the current study.

The variations in teachers’ responses to different facets of CWB
suggest a new line of research for future researchers concerning the
nature of jobs that employees hold and the facets of CWB that they
would prefer to engage in either as planned behavior or as an
emotional response to workplace stressor.

Implications

The analysis and conclusions showed a clear picture that the
targets of uncivil behaviors produce deviant responses. Given the
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significant interactive and protective role that EI seems to play,
organizations might focus more on promoting better levels of EI at all
levels within a higher education institution. Similarly, CWB in its
severe forms like sabotage and abuse, as well as in its less severe form
like withdrawal behavior has proved to be a costly endeavor to the
organizations. Therefore, organizations should pay due consideration
to such practices. Proper investigations should be carried out and
appropriate actions should be taken to cope with such incidents.

Emotional intelligence emerged to have a significant moderating
effect in the relationship between incivility and CWB. Since
emotional intelligence competencies can be learnt, an implication for
organizations can be to conduct regular training programs on EI.
Emotional intelligence training may improve the employees’ ability in
two ways: to refrain from involving in deviant behaviors; and to deal
with the experiences of workplace stressful conditions.

Conclusion

This research has examined the relationship between incivility
and counterproductive work behavior. The moderating effect of
emotional intelligence was also examined in the relationship between
CWB and incivility. The relationship between incivility and CWB was
found to be positively significant but with varying degrees to the
facets of CWB. Among CWB, withdrawal behavior was found to be
the most prevalent practice of teaching faculty as response to
incivility. Emotional intelligence was negatively correlated with CWB
and workplace incivility. The relationship was found to be negative
between emotional Intelligence and Workplace Incivility. Moreover,
emotional intelligence moderated the relationship between incivility
and CWB.
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