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 ABSTRACT 

 

Workplace incivility, a form of workplace mistreatment, has lasting effects on both 

individuals and organizations. What is less clear, however, is how power and status differences 

between those involved in uncivil interactions affect outcomes for targets. To address this gap in 

the literature, this study examines experiences of incivility from the target’s perspective, taking 

into account power and status characteristics of the target (in the form of occupational position, 

sex, race, and occupational rank) and instigator (in the form of occupational position). Such 

status characteristics may affect the experience of uncivil behavior and the subsequent impact on 

work outcomes for targets.  

Structural equation models (SEM) were used to test hypotheses using data from an online 

faculty climate survey (N = 1,583; 42% female) at a large Southern university. Results showed 

differential effects of incivility on outcomes due to status differentials between the occupational 

positions of targets and instigators. More specifically, administrator-to-faculty incivility had the 

strongest relationships with academic turnover intentions, job turnover intentions, and job 

satisfaction, followed by faculty-to-faculty incivility, and staff-to-faculty incivility. Student-to-

faculty incivility exhibited a significant relationship with academic turnover intentions. 

However, no significant relationships emerged for student-to-faculty incivility on job satisfaction 

or job turnover intentions.  

To further examine how power and status differentials may affect the relationship 

between incivility from different sources and outcomes, multigroup SEM models were used to 

test the moderating effect of additional target status characteristics (sex, race, and organizational 

rank) on target outcomes. Neither achieved (occupational position and tenure status) nor ascribed 
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(sex) status characteristics of the target showed significant moderating effects. Finally, because 

there were estimation problems with the race multigroup SEM models, no hypotheses regarding 

race could be tested. Overall, results showed that top-down incivility had the strongest negative 

effect on job outcomes, followed by lateral and bottom-up incivility. These findings highlight the 

importance of power and status differentials on the relationship between workplace incivility and 

job outcomes. 
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1. INTRODUCTION  

 

At first glance, explaining the consequences of workplace incivility can seem relatively 

simple: being treated rudely is stressful for employees who are targeted, leading to declines in 

work performance and increases in negative work attitudes (Schilpzand, Pater, & Erez, 2014). 

However, this approach assumes a behaviorist viewpoint, treating incivility as a stimulus that 

causes a negative response in individuals. But workplace incivility is likely a much more 

complex phenomenon, with many interconnected parts. While the behaviorist approach is not 

incorrect, I argue that more can be gained by taking a more interactionist perspective. By taking 

an interactionist perspective, I argue that individuals’ perceptions of incivility at work arise from 

complex interactions among the individual and their surrounding environment. To get a more 

complete picture of uncivil workplace behavior, we must deconstruct the relational environment 

in which incivility occurs.  

Workplace incivility is a widespread phenomenon that occurs with staggering frequency 

in a variety of job contexts (Caza & Cortina, 2007; Pearson & Porath, 2009; Porath & Pearson, 

2013; Twale & De Luca, 2008). Porath and Pearson (2013) reported that 98% of employees 

sampled reported being a target of workplace incivility, with 50% experiencing uncivil behavior 

on a weekly basis. In a university setting, 75% of employees reported experiences of incivility 

(Caza & Cortina, 2007). Similarly, in a federal court environment, 71% of employees reported 

being targeted with uncivil behavior at work (Cortina, Magley, Williams, & Langhout, 2001). 

Thus, incivility is not only a pervasive phenomenon, but a frequent one. 

Further, incivility is present at all levels of the organizational hierarchy. Employees can 

be targeted with uncivil behavior from individuals at all levels of the organizational hierarchy. 
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This means uncivil behavior can be perpetrated by supervisors, coworkers, customers, and even 

subordinates (Caza & Cortina, 2007; Herscovis & Barling, 2010; Reio, 2011). For example, Reio 

(2011) found that 78% of employees reported experiencing supervisor incivility and 81% 

experienced coworker incivility. I propose that the experience of workplace incivility differs 

based on the power and status differential between the target and instigator, a proposition that 

has not been adequately addressed in past incivility research. 

The purpose of the present study is to examine the extent to which workplace incivility 

differs based on the power and status differential between the target and instigator. I propose that 

incivility likely has a greater negative impact on the target when there is a greater occupational 

position power differential between target and instigator, such as when the instigator is a 

supervisor compared to a coworker. I also examine how several additional characteristics 

indicating status and power in the workplace affect the impact of incivility on targets. These 

characteristics include sex, race, and occupational rank of targets. I test the hypotheses in a large 

sample of university faculty.  

Background 

Workplace incivility is defined as “low intensity deviant behavior with ambiguous intent 

to harm the target, in violation of workplace norms for mutual respect. Uncivil behaviors are 

characteristically rude and discourteous, displaying a lack of regard for others” (Andersson & 

Pearson, 1999, p. 457). Examples of incivility include belittling others, behaving in a 

condescending manner, and interruptions. Those targeted with uncivil behavior often suffer 

several negative consequences.  

In a recent review of workplace incivility literature, Schilpzand et al. (2014) summarized 

the outcomes for targets of incivility into four categories: affective, attitudinal, cognitive, and 
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behavioral. Decreased well-being, increased stress levels, and lowered perceived fairness were 

among the most documented outcomes of workplace incivility for targets (Schilpzand et al., 

2014). Andersson and Pearson (1999) posited that negative outcomes of incivility occur because 

they trigger a sense making process, whereby incivility serves as a signal that the organization 

and its members do not value, care, or respect the employee.  

Beyond its individual-level impact, incivility can be damaging for entire organizations. 

Those who experience incivility at work are less motivated and committed, leading to 

withdrawal from work, higher turnover intentions, and ultimately organizational exit (Cortina et 

al., 2001, 2009). Among sampled targets of uncivil behavior, half think about leaving the 

organization, and one in eight actually leave their job to escape or avoid the occurrence of future 

incivility (Pearson, Andersson, & Porath, 2000). Even when employees remain with the 

organization after being targeted with uncivil behavior, most report declines in subsequent work 

effort and quality (Porath & Pearson, 2010). Because organizations are forced to absorb the costs 

associated with lower employee productivity and turnover, uncivil behaviors are financially 

costly. 

While considerable progress has been made in the study of workplace incivility, there 

remains several promising research avenues yet to be fully pursued. For example, sparse research 

focuses on examining incivility from different sources and how those experiences might 

differentially relate to outcomes for targets. Few researchers have theorized the role workplace 

status and power dynamics play in uncivil interactions—a key focus of the present investigation. 

Indeed, several demographic characteristics are salient indicators of status in the workplace, 

thereby determining the appropriate responses available to individuals targeted with uncivil 

behavior. In this study, I examine several characteristics that indicate status and power to others 
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in the workplace. These include the sex, race, and occupational rank of targets. It is important to 

clarify the relationship between status-related demographics and incivility, as they may cause 

differences in how incivility is experienced. 

Purpose of Current Study 

This study draws on power, status, and social hierarchy as a lens to investigate how 

individuals are affected by workplace incivility from different sources. Even though the 

existence of social and formal hierarchies in organizations is well known (Anderson, Srivastava, 

Beer, Spataro, & Chatman, 2006), our knowledge of how these hierarchies influence the impact 

of incivility on job outcomes is not well understood. When researchers have explored different 

sources of incivility, the focus has been on examining how targets behave toward instigators of 

incivility (e.g., Aquino, Tripp, & Bies, 2001). It is plausible, however, that power and status 

differences between the instigator and target also affect the impact of workplace incivility, 

though sparse research on the topic currently exists (Caza & Cortina, 2007). 

Incivility represents a status challenge, where individuals treat others uncivilly with the 

goal to maintain or gain power (Porath, Overbeck, & Pearson, 2008). Indeed, individuals often 

know their place in the status hierarchy, along with an understanding of the appropriate norms 

and behavior expected by their given role (Anderson et al., 2006). When people treat others in a 

way that violates such norms, such as a subordinate speaking rudely to or challenging a superior, 

it can be seen as a challenge to status by targets (Porath et al., 2008). While some targets are 

armed with ample resources and have the behavioral freedom to respond directly to instigators of 

incivility or curtail its negative effects, others do not. Because incivility is often viewed as an 

interpersonal problem to be worked out between the individuals involved, no laws exist 

regarding incivility in the workplace (Cortina, Lonsway, Magley, Freeman, Collinsworth, 
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Hunter, & Fitzgerald, 2002; Pearson & Porath, 2005), leaving the responsibility for dealing with 

incivility in the hands of targets, who often feel powerless to guard against uncivil behavior. 

Moreover, because the risks associated with reporting incivility are high, uncivil events oftengo 

unreported (Cortina et al., 2002; Cortina & Magley, 2009; Pearson & Porath, 2009). Thus, 

instigators’ behavior goes unchecked, leaving them either unaware of how their behavior impacts 

others or empowered because they know there will be few to little consequences for their 

behavior. Therefore, how individuals react to incivility may depend on the relative status of the 

target in relation to the instigator.  

To examine the impact of incivility as function of the source of incivility, I examine 

incivility from each of four sources separately on outcomes. In the present study, I examine three 

job outcomes: job satisfaction, job turnover intentions, and academic turnover intentions. Job 

satisfaction and job turnover intentions were chosen because of the robust relationship between 

workplace incivility and these outcomes (Cortina et al., 2002; Cortina et al., 2001; Pearson et al., 

2001; Pearson et al., 2000). I extend these findings by isolating from exactly what source of 

incivility is most and least linked with these specific outcomes. I also examine academic 

turnover intentions (i.e., intentions to leave academia altogether), a form of turnover that is 

unique to this population (faculty in university settings) and has not been assessed in prior 

research, thereby extending the literature on the outcomes associated with workplace incivility. I 

further advance the literature by exploring how both ascribed (target sex and race) and achieved 

(target occupational rank) status characteristics impact job-related outcomes of workplace 

incivility from the four different sources. By examining status characteristics of the target and 

instigator, I illustrate how achieved and ascribed status characteristics might influence target 

reactions to incivility.  
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Methodological and Theoretical Importance 

Exploring status characteristics’ role in the experience of incivility is important because it 

addresses several methodological, theoretical, and practical concerns raised by past research. 

With regard to theory and methods, most researchers have not separated incivility by source, 

thereby ignoring the relationship between target and instigator. It is possible that incivility could 

be perpetrated by a higher-status individual such as a supervisor, a lower-status individual such 

as a subordinate, or by individuals with equal status such as coworkers. Typically, incivility is 

measured by conflating all sources of incivility and assuming they occur with the same 

frequency and relate to the same outcomes. Existing workplace incivility scales simply ask 

employees if they have experienced uncivil events and do not ask respondents to specify whether 

the instigator was of a higher, lower, or similar status in relation to the target (Cortina et al., 

2001). This strategy oversimplifies employees’ experience of incivility thereby limiting 

theoretical refinements of the phenomenology of workplace incivility and possible interventions 

to combat it.  

Power, Status, and the Instigation of Workplace Incivility 

Top-down Incivility. Top-down incivility refers to uncivil behavior from a superior or 

high-power source to someone holding less power within an organization (Caza & Cortina, 2007; 

Pearson et al., 2000). Top-down incivility draws upon power gained through formal position in 

the organizational hierarchy such as control over others’ pay, promotion, and work assignments 

(Rupp & Cropanzano, 2002; Chartrand & Bargh, 1996). This formal power not only allows high-

power individuals to reward and punish lower-status individuals, but also gives legitimacy to 

their behavior. Because high-power individuals are viewed as legitimate representatives of the 

organization, they also influence how employees feel and behave toward the organization (Frone, 
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2000). In an academic setting, administrator-to-faculty incivility is considered a form of top-

down incivility.  

Top-down incivility is theorized to be the most common form of incivility because few to 

no consequences exist for instigators and retaliation is often too costly for targets. Because of 

instigators’ control over valued outcomes, targets may find it more advantageous to maintain a 

relationship with a high-status offender than to sever it. This unequal power structure motivates 

the adoption of prosocial coping responses, thus discouraging revenge (Aquino et al., 2001). That 

is, lower-status individuals seek to minimize costs and maximize benefits by acquiescing to the 

higher-status instigator (Lively, 2000; Porath et al., 2008). Porath et al. (2008) found that as the 

status of the instigator increased, the perceived negative consequences of responding increased, 

thus decreasing the likelihood of resistance in lower-status individuals. Moreover, while sparse 

research exists on top-down incivility, the workplace aggression and abusive supervision 

literature suggests that top-down incivility is not a rare occurrence. In a meta-analysis on the 

related yet broader construct of workplace aggression, the most frequent source of aggressive 

behavior was from those with greater power, or from the top-down (Herscovis & Barling, 2010). 

Similarly, in their study of workplace aggression, Lee and Brotheridge (2011) reported that 75% 

of non-supervisory instigators held higher or similar status than their targets and 60% of 

supervisory instigators held higher or similar status than their targets.  

Bottom-Up Incivility. While most researchers conceptualize incivility as being 

instigated by someone with higher status onto someone with lower status, this is not always the 

case. Bottom-up incivility is uncivil behavior directed toward someone in an authoritative or 

administrative position from someone in a lower power position (DeSouza & Fansler, 2003). In 

the education literature, this is known as academic contrapower harassment (ACPH), which has 
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been expanded to include subtle forms of harassment, such as incivility from staff and students 

(Benson, 1984; DeSouza, 2011; Lampman, Phelps, Bancroft, & Beneke, 2009). Researchers 

suggest that ACPH or bottom-up forms of incivility may be common in the academic setting 

especially from students toward professors (Lampman, et al., 2009; Lampman, Crew, Lowery, & 

Tompkins, 2016).  

Bottom-up incivility is often explained through the lens of organizational justice, where 

bottom-up incivility occurs in response to a perceived interpersonal injustice. For example, 

changing or increased demands and uncivil behavior by high-power individuals can lead lower-

power individuals to seek revenge (Clark, 2008; Dalpezzo & Jett, 2010). Researchers suggest 

that bottom-up incivility may be the least common form of incivility, however, because 

individuals may decide that the serious consequences and risk associated with perpetrating 

uncivil behavior toward someone of higher status may not outweigh any potential rewards. Only 

14% of individuals in a non-supervisor role were targeted by customers and 22% of supervisors 

were targeted by subordinates (Lee & Brotheridge, 2011). Even though bottom-up incivility may 

be uncommon, it warrants further investigation to differentiate its outcomes from those 

associated with top-down incivility.  

Lateral Incivility. Lateral incivility is uncivil behavior between members who hold 

equal power in an organization (Caza & Cortina, 2007). In the academic setting, faculty-to-

faculty incivility is representative of lateral incivility.  

Even though coworkers do not necessarily have the large amount of power afforded to 

them by formal positions, they are not powerless. Coworkers have the capacity to influence an 

individual’s relationships with others in the organization, thus granting them social power 

(Herscovis & Barling, 2010). Coworkers’ use of social power could be used to indicate to an 
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employee that they are unwelcome in the group, thus affecting the target’s fundamental need to 

belong (Herscovis & Barling, 2010).  

Lateral incivility has been found to be relatively common in the workplace. One study 

found that 81% of employees reported being the target of incivility from coworkers (Reio, 2011). 

Another found that 78% of non-supervisory targets and 71% of supervisory targets held status 

similar to or below the instigator (Lee & Brotheridge, 2011). Furthermore, lateral incivility may 

be more common due to the higher degree of everyday interaction among individuals of similar 

status (Lee & Brotheridge, 2011).  

Instigator Status and Target Outcomes 

Transactional stress theory (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984) provides a framework for 

understanding how workplace incivility from different sources may affect outcomes for targets. 

Within the stressor-strain framework, incivility is conceptualized as a daily hassle (Caza & 

Cortina, 2007; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984) that has the potential to become a chronic stressor for 

individuals in turn leading to a host of negative outcomes. Indeed, researchers have documented 

the plethora of consequences for targets of experiencing uncivil behavior at work (Schilpzand et 

al., 2014). I propose that not all incivility is appraised as equally stressful or harmful, however, 

and that how targets appraise uncivil events plays a role in how distressing these events are to 

their well-being. I also propose that how targets appraise incivility depends on the extent to 

which they hold power and status in the organization. 

Transactional stress theory (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984) posits that there are two 

processes involved in the appraisal process: primary appraisal and secondary appraisal. During 

primary appraisal, individuals evaluate how harmful they perceive the event to be. Events can be 

appraised as not threatening at all to very threatening, depending on various factors (Lazarus & 
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Folkman, 1984). The secondary appraisal process concerns whether or not the individual 

believes that they have the resources to cope with the event (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). The 

way individuals appraise negative events is also contingent on their power and status in the 

situation (Aquino et al., 2001).  

The power imbalance hypothesis (Einarsen et al., 2003) suggests that the more dependent 

one individual is on another, the more they will be affected by workplace mistreatment from the 

higher power individual. Indeed, the location of an individual in the social hierarchy places 

constraints on the amount of power they hold, as well as corresponding resources (Aquino et al., 

2006). For example, the power given by hierarchical position allows higher-status individuals to 

feel more in control of their environment, thus leading to appraisals of events as less stressful 

(Cortina & Magley, 2009). Moreover, higher-status individuals are less sensitive to threatening 

events than their lower-status counterparts because their resources are not dependent on others 

(Aquino & Douglas, 2003).  

While higher-status individuals may feel in control of their environment, the same is 

likely not the case for lower-status individuals because they lack similar resources, which in turn 

may lead them to experience negative states, such as decreased self-efficacy and helplessness 

when stressful events occur (Cortina & Magley, 2009). Target appraisals become more negative 

as their instigators become more powerful (Cortina, Fitzgerald, & Drasgow, 2002; Langhout, 

Bergman, Cortina, Fitzgerald, Drasgow, & Williams, 2005; Lee & Brotheridge, 2011).  

In accordance with transactional stress theory (Lazarus & Folkman, 1986) and past 

research, I conceptualize incivility as a stressor that leads to strain for individuals, especially 

those who appraise the event as a threat (Lazarus & Folkman, 1986; Schilpzand et al., 2014). To 

explore the stressor-strain relationship in this study, faculty members’ job satisfaction and job 
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turnover intentions are assessed as strains due to their known relationship with incivility 

(Schilpzand et al., 2014). I also examine academic turnover intentions as a potential outcome of 

incivility. While I expect that everyone will be harmed by incivility, I posit that those with lower 

power in relation to their instigator will be especially harmed. Based on the above, I hypothesize 

the following: 

Hypothesis 1a-d: Administrator-to-faculty (a), faculty-to-faculty (b), staff-to-faculty (c), 

and student-to-faculty (d) incivility are negatively associated with job satisfaction and 

positively associated with academic and job turnover intentions. 

Hypothesis 2a-c: The relationship between incivility and outcomes is strongest for top-

down incivility (a; administrator-to-faculty), followed by lateral incivility (b; faculty-to-

faculty), followed by bottom-up incivility (c; staff-to-faculty and student-to-faculty). 

Ascribed and Achieved Status Characteristics as Moderators 

To fully understand how power and status dynamics affect the relationship between 

incivility and outcomes, the present study also examines status characteristics as moderators of 

the relationship between incivility and outcomes for targets. In society and in the workplace, a 

status hierarchy exists based on various ascribed (e.g., sex, race) and achieved (e.g., occupational 

rank) status characteristics, each holding a different position in the organizational hierarchy. 

At the core of social power theories is the idea of inequity between groups, which allows 

the more dominant social group to exert their control and influence over the subordinate group 

(Carli, 1999; Sidanius & Pratto, 1999). One way for dominant groups to maintain control and 

power over subordinate groups is to engage in acts of aggression and mistreatment toward the 

subordinate group. 
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Social power is distributed according to status characteristics, which can be situationally 

specific or carried across situations (Berger, Fisek, Norman, & Zelditch, 1977). These are termed 

specific and diffuse status characteristics, respectively (Berger et al., 1977), Other researchers 

have used terms such as achieved and ascribed status characteristics as well, highlighting 

whether the individual has control over the status they hold (Ravlin & Thomas, 2005). 

Achieved status is based on micro-level attributes of individuals, which they often have 

control over (Ravlin & Thomas, 2005). An individual’s achieved status arises from individual 

characteristics like competence, motivation, and experience; these statuses are earned and/or 

chosen. Educational level and occupational position are common examples of achieved status. 

On the other hand, ascribed status is based on macro-level factors, such as societal group 

membership (e.g., sex, race), of which individuals often have no control (Ravlin & Thomas, 

2005). Because their value lies in their social position and not within the person, individuals are 

automatically assigned the costs and benefits associated with group membership (Ravlin & 

Thomas, 2005). For example, in the case of sex, males are situated at the top of the societal 

hierarchy and females at the bottom; as such, males are automatically ascribed more power/status 

and women ascribed less power/status in organizations (Berdahl, 2007). These status hierarchies 

are readily apparent in the workplace, with the distribution of power and resources falling in 

accordance with relevant status characteristics (Ravlin & Thomas, 2005). In line with previous 

researchers, I believe that these status characteristics may moderate the relationship between 

incivility and work-related outcomes (Settles, 2006). I propose that ascribed (sex, race) and 

achieved (occupational rank) status moderate the relationship between experiencing workplace 

incivility from all sources and job outcomes. 
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Minority stress theory (Brooks, 1981; Meyer et al., 2008) posits that being a member of a 

marginalized social group is a stressful experience, occurring at a structural level, leaving 

minorities vulnerable to everyday stressors (Brooks, 1981; Meyer et al., 2008). Indeed, evidence 

suggests that members of marginalized social groups are more vulnerable to stressors, such as 

interpersonal maltreatment, in organizations and may be more harmed by it because they hold 

less power and status and therefore less resources. For example, Loi, Loh, and Hine (2015) found 

that women reported more work withdrawal compared to men when they worked in contexts 

tolerant of workplace incivility. Woodzicka and LaFrance (2005) found that women showed 

worse performance during a job interview when the interviewer engaged in incidents of 

harassment compared to women who did not have a harassing interviewer. Lapierre, Spector, and 

Leck (2005) reported that nonsexual workplace aggression related to lower job satisfaction and 

that these relationships were particularly pronounced for women. In terms of bottom-up 

incivility, Lampman et al. (2009) found that women were more likely than men to report that a 

student had engaged in more direct and active forms of harassment, such as challenging their 

authority or making hostile and threatening comments in class or evaluations. There is also 

evidence supporting the idea that women report being more upset by bottom-up incivility than 

men, even when men report a higher frequency of uncivil behavior occurring than women 

(Lampman et al., 2009). 

Race is another form of ascribed status that may affect how targets respond to workplace 

incivility. It is well documented that racial minority faculty are underrepresented in academia (Li 

& Koedel, 2016). In addition to their underrepresentation, racial minority faculty often 

experience a more hostile climate than their non-minority counterparts and are more negatively 

affected by it. A recent study found that nearly three out of four racial minority faculty rated the 
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institutional climate to be moderately to highly negative, leaving them to feel marginalized and 

unsupported (Jayakumar, Howard, Allen, & Han, 2016). Furthermore, when racial minority 

faculty perceived a hostile climate, they reported higher turnover intentions than those who 

reported a moderately hostile or non-hostile climate (Jayakumar et al., 2016). Racial minority 

faculty also report experiencing more harassment and, in turn, higher feelings of pressure, threat, 

and turnover intentions than their non-minority faculty counterparts (DeSouza, 2011). In fact, in 

a nationwide study, Rosser (2004) found that simply being a faculty member of color was 

associated with higher turnover intentions. Together, these findings suggest that race moderates 

the relationships between incivility and outcomes such that racial minority faculty are more 

negatively affected compared to White faculty. 

I further propose that ascribed status (occupational rank) moderates the relationships 

between incivility from all four sources and job outcomes. In organizations, those with lower 

occupational rank tend to have less power and status (and therefore fewer resources) than those 

with higher rank. As mentioned above, transactional stress theory (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984) 

proposes that individuals with fewer resources have a higher propensity to appraise incivility as 

threatening and have a lower ability to cope with it when it occurs (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). 

In general, non-tenured faculty have higher turnover intentions and have a greater risk of actually 

leaving than tenured faculty (Barnes, Agago, & Coombs, 1998; Rosser, 2004). One study 

reported that 54% of non-tenured faculty had considered leaving academia permanently 

(Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, 1989). These findings suggest that non-

tenured faculty experience academia differently than do tenured faculty. Lampman et al. (2009) 

theorized that when tenured faculty experience maltreatment at work they may be less threatened 

by it because they feel more secure in their position compared to untenured faculty. Based on 
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these ideas, I propose that untenured faculty and assistant professors are especially harmed by 

incivility compared to their higher ranking counterparts.  

Based on above theories and research, I posit that the relationship between incivility from 

all four sources and negative job outcomes is stronger for faculty with lower status (women, 

racial minorities, those with lower rank) compared to faculty with higher status (men, Whites, 

and those with higher rank) because they are afforded less power in the workplace due to their 

achieved and ascribed status, and as such, have fewer resources to cope with the stress of 

workplace incivility. I therefore hypothesize the following: 

Hypothesis 3: Faculty with lower status (women, racial minorities, untenured faculty, 

and assistant professors) are more negatively affected by incivility from all four sources 

than are their respective counterparts with higher status (men, Whites, tenured faculty, 

associate and full professors). 
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2. METHOD

Participants and Procedure 

All 3,578 faculty members employed at a large Southern university were invited by the 

Dean of Faculties to participate in an Institutional Review Board approved online “Faculty 

Climate Survey” in the spring of 2015. The email invitation described to faculty their rights as a 

research participant, that the completion of the survey was completely voluntary, that their 

responses would be kept confidential, and that findings from the survey would only be reported 

in aggregate form. Two reminder email invitations were sent to faculty roughly one and two 

weeks after the initial invitation to increase the rate of response. To incentivize participation, 

participants who chose to supply their names following a link at the end of the survey were 

entered into a drawing for one of 12 iPads. 

Using these procedures, 1,583 faculty completed the survey resulting in a 44% response 

rate. The sample was mostly male (58%) and most described their ethnicity as White (54%). 

Other reported ethnicities included Asian or Asian American (6%), African or African American 

(2%), Hispanic (3%), Middle Eastern (.6%), Native American (.1%), and Multicultural (3%), 

with 31% of individuals not reporting their ethnicity. Most faculty reported being tenured (46%); 

16% reported being untenured but on the tenure track, while 30% reported being non-tenure 

track. Most respondents were full professors (32%), with associate professors, academic 

professionals, and assistant professors providing 24%, 21%, and 16% of the sample, 

respectively. Participants reported an average age of 50.5 years, were employed in a faculty 

position at the university for an average of 12.74 years, and had been in their current position for 

an average of 7.48 years. With two exceptions, the sample was found to be representative of the 



 

17 

 

population; non-tenure track and Asian faculty were underrepresented in the sample (“2015 

Climate Survey Response Rate Demographics Report,” n.d.). 

Measures  

The larger survey completed by participants included measures assessing perceptions of 

the workplace environment, interpersonal treatment, well-being, attitudes, mentoring 

experiences, and demographics. Most relevant to the present study were demographic questions 

related to status (i.e., sex, race, and occupational rank) and job tenure (to serve as a control) and 

scales measuring experiences of incivility (from administrators, faculty, staff, and students), job 

outcomes (job satisfaction, job turnover intentions, and turnover intentions from academia), and 

negative affectivity (to serve as a control). All scale scores except for incivility were computed 

by taking the mean of items (after reverse-coding any necessary items) where higher scores 

represented higher levels of the underlying construct. 

Status Demographics. Sex was measured using one item asking respondents to indicate 

whether they were male or female (Male = 0, Female = 1, or Transgender = 2). Because there 

were too few individuals to reliably include the data in analyses, individuals who identified as 

transgender (n = 5) were excluded from analyses. In terms of race, individuals were asked to 

check the boxes to which they identify with and could select multiple boxes. In order to analyze 

the data, a categorical variable was created collapsing all racial minority faculty into one 

category and Whites into another1.    

                                                 

1 While it would be ideal to separate race into individual categories, the sample sizes were not conducive to such 

analyses.  
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Occupational rank was assessed in two different ways, using tenure status and job 

position. Tenure status was measured using one item asking respondents to indicate their tenure 

status as non-tenure track, tenure-track, tenured, or other. Because I was only interested in 

differences between tenure-track and tenured individuals, respondents who indicated that they 

were non-tenure track or other were excluded from analyses. Job position was measured with 

one item asking respondents to indicate whether they were classified as academic professional 

track, assistant professor, associate professor, full professor, other, or prefer not to answer. 

Because I was only interested in differences between assistant, associate, and full professors, 

those who indicated that they were academic professional track, other, or prefer not to answer 

were excluded from analyses.  

Experiences of Workplace Incivility. Experienced incivility was measured using a 

modified version of the Workplace Incivility Scale (WIS, Caza & Cortina, 2007; Cortina et al., 

2001) which measures the degree to which participants had been the target of rude or 

disrespectful behavior in the past year. The modified version changed the stem of the questions 

to include the four sources of incivility. Respondents were presented with a series of nine 

statements and asked if they experienced any of the behaviors from each of four sources 

(administrators, faculty, staff, and students) in the past year using “no” (coded as 0) or “yes” 

(coded as 1) response options. Example statements include “Ignored or excluded you from 

professional camaraderie” and “Paid little attention to your statement or showed little interest in 

your opinion.”   

Job Satisfaction. Job satisfaction was measured with the 3-item global job satisfaction 

scale (Seashore, Lawler, Mirvis, & Cammann, 1982) which assessed how satisfied respondents 

were with their current job using a 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) response scale. 
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Items included “All things considered, I am satisfied with my job,” “I would recommend 

employment at this University to a colleague,” and “Overall, I like working at this University.”  

Job Turnover Intentions. Turnover intentions from one’s job were measured with 

Cammann, Fishman, Jenkins, and Klesh’s (1983) 3-item measure. Participants responded to the 

following three items, “I am actively looking for another job,” “I often think about quitting this 

job,” and “I will probably look for a new job during the next year” using a 1 (strongly disagree) 

to 5 (strongly agree) response scale.  

Turnover Intentions from Academia. Turnover intentions from academia were 

measured with a revised version of Cammann et al.’s (1983) scale that was contextualized to 

make the questions specific to academia. Items included “I often think about quitting academia,” 

“I will probably look for a new job outside academia during the next year,” and “I am actively 

looking for another job outside of academia.” Items were scored using a 1 (strongly disagree) to 

5 (strongly agree) response scale.  

Controls. Job tenure and negative affectivity were included as covariates in the analyses. 

Job tenure was included as a covariate because it has been shown to impact job outcomes such as 

job satisfaction and turnover intentions (Bergh, 2001). The job tenure item asked respondents to 

indicate the number of years they had been employed in a faculty position at the university, 

selecting a response from 0 to 50+. Because the survey was single-source and self-report, 

negative affectivity was included as a covariate in the analyses to statistically control for 

common method bias (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003). This also ensures that 

findings can be attributed to the independent variables and not a general negative affective 

disposition (Podsakoff et al., 2003). Negative affectivity was measured with five items 

developed by Watson, Clark, and Tellegen (1988) assessing the extent to which respondents 
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normally felt upset, hostile, ashamed, nervous, and afraid using a 1 (never) to 5 (always) 

response scale.  

  



 

21 

 

3. RESULTS 

 

Means, standard deviations, correlations, and scale reliabilities for all study variables 

appear in Table 1. Descriptive statistics, correlations, and mean comparisons are also presented 

separately by sex (Tables 2 & 3), race (Tables 4 & 5), tenure status (Tables 6 & 7) and job 

position (Table 8).  

Frequency Rates 

 In order to get a general idea of base rates and the frequency with which each of the four 

sources (administrator, faculty, staff, and student) instigated incivility toward faculty, 

frequencies were run on each incivility item for each source. This analysis was done at the item 

level to increase the interpretability of the results, due to the dichotomous nature of the items. 

The results appear in Table 9. Overall, the pattern of results for the items indicated that reports 

were highest for lateral incivility (faculty-to-faculty), followed by top-down incivility 

(administrator-to-faculty), and bottom-up incivility (student-to-faculty and staff-to-faculty). It is 

also important to note that base rates were consistently lowest for staff-to-faculty incivility. 

However, when it came to being addressed inappropriately, reports were highest for student-to-

faculty incivility, followed by faculty-to-faculty incivility, administrator-to-faculty incivility, and 

staff-to-faculty incivility. These results indicate a subtle difference in not only the base rates of 

incivility in our sample based on instigator but also differences in the behaviors perpetrated by 

different sources of incivility in academia.  

The first item asked respondents to indicate if they had an experience in the past year 

where someone put them down or were condescending toward them. Of the 481 individuals 

(30% of total sample) who provided responses to the first item, reports were highest for faculty 
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were reported as the most frequent source (n = 277, 58%), followed by administrators (n = 238, 

50%), students (n = 103, 21%), and staff (n = 62, 12%).  

 The second item in the incivility scale asked respondents to state if they had experiences 

where someone paid little attention to their statements or showed little interest in their opinions. 

Of the individuals who provided responses to this item (n = 509, 32% of the sample), the 

frequencies were highest for administrators (n = 303, 59%), followed by faculty (n = 286, 56%), 

students (n = 69, 14%), and staff (n = 62, 12%).  

 The third incivility item asked respondents to indicate if they have experiences where 

someone made demeaning or derogatory remarks about them. Of the individuals who responded 

to this item (n = 244, 15% of the sample), frequencies were highest for faculty (n = 119, 49%), 

followed by administrators (n = 88, 36%), students (n = 69, 28%), and staff (n = 23, 9%).  

 The fourth incivility item asked respondents to indicate if they had experiences in the past 

year where someone doubted their judgement on a matter over which they have responsibility. 

Of the individuals who responded to this item (n = 403, 25% of the sample), reports were highest 

for faculty (n = 218, 54%), followed by administrators (n = 187, 46%), students (n = 79, 20%), 

and staff (n = 61, 15%).  

 The fifth incivility item asked respondents to indicate if they had experiences in the past 

year where someone had made jokes at their expense. Of the individuals who responded to this 

item (n = 147, 9% of the total sample), reports were highest for faculty (n = 90, 61%), followed 

by administrators (n = 41, 28%), students (n = 32, 22%), and staff (n = 18, 12%).  

 The sixth incivility item asked respondents to indicate if they had experiences in the past 

year where someone interrupted or spoke over them. Of the individuals who responded to this 
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item (n = 388, 24% of the sample), reports were highest for faculty (n = 296, 76%), followed by 

administrators (n = 151, 39%), students ( n = 70, 18%), and staff ( n = 40, 10%). 

The seventh item asked respondents to indicate if they had experiences in the past year 

where someone questioned their expertise or credentials. Of the individuals who responded to 

this item (n = 233, 15% of the sample), reports were highest for faculty (n = 136, 58%), followed 

by administrators (n = 89, 38%), students (n = 56, 24%), and staff (n = 33, 14%). 

The eighth item asked respondents to indicate if they had experiences in the past year 

where someone addressed them inappropriately. Of the individuals who responded to this item (n 

= 272, 17.2% of the sample), reports were highest for students (n = 180, 66%), followed by 

faculty (n = 68, 25%), administrators (n = 46, 17%), and staff (n = 42, 15%). 

The ninth item asked respondents to indicate if they had experiences in the past year 

where someone made hostile, sarcastic, or threatening comments to them. Of the individuals who 

responded to this item (n = 169, 11% of the sample), reports were highest for faculty (n = 85, 

50%), followed by administrators (n = 63, 37%), students (n = 35, 21%), and staff (n = 16, 1%). 

Measurement Models 

To ensure the data were adequate to test the hypotheses, I first examined the covariance 

coverage. Because some single items had a very low response rate (below 10%), covariance 

coverage was low, resulting in a non-identifiable model. Because the models could not be run 

using single item indicators, items parceling was used.  

I used confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) to create the overall, baseline, and multigroup 

measurement models. Prior to examining the multigroup structural equation models (SEM) 

models, baseline measurement models were examined separately for all groups and invariance 

tests were conducted to ensure that constructs were measured similarly across groups. This 
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process includes tests of configural, metric, and scalar invariance across all groups. Configural 

invariance tests whether the factorial structure of the latent variables is equal across groups, 

metric invariance tests whether the factor loadings are equal across groups, and scalar invariance 

tests whether the factor intercepts are equal across groups (Vandenberg & Lance, 2000). I used 

Mplus Version 7.1 (Muthen & Muthen, 2012) to conduct all the analyses.  

Item Parceling 

I used item parceling to construct the SEM measurement models. Item parceling is a 

technique often used in latent-variable analytic approaches like SEM (Little, Cunningham, 

Shahar, & Widaman, 2002). Item parcels have been defined as an “aggregate-level indicator 

comprised of the sum (or average) of two or more items, responses, or behaviors” (Little et al., 

2002, p. 152). Item parcels offer a number of advantages over using individual items, they tend 

to be more normally distributed than individual items, have higher reliability and communality, 

have a lower likelihood of distributional violations, and reduce sampling error and unique 

variance (MacCallum et al., 1999; Little et al., 2002). Furthermore, when sample sizes are small, 

parcels are preferred because they require fewer parameters to be estimated (Little et al., 2002; 

MacCallum, Widaman, Zhang, & Hong, 1999).  

I performed an overall CFA to determine how to parcel items.  I then used the item-to-

construct balance approach described in Little et al. (2002) to form item parcels. The goal of the 

item-to-construct balance approach is to form parcels of items that are similar in difficulty and 

discrimination (Williams & O’Boyle, 2008). This entailed examining the item factor loadings 

and placing the one of each of the three items with the highest loadings onto each parcel. After 

that, a snaking method was used to place the next highest item onto each parcel individually until 

all items were placed into parcels. To ensure that all parcels were the same across all four 
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sources, the same items were loaded onto each parcel across the four sources. Item loadings and 

parcels assigned can be found in Table 10.  

Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

After conducting item parceling, I performed a CFA to ensure that the measurement 

model provided an adequate fit to the data. The results of the CFA are presented in Table 11. The 

reference variable strategy (Vandenberg & Lance, 2000) was employed to ensure factor loadings 

of each factor were on the same scale or unit. Fit indices indicated a good fit of the data to the 

hypothesized structure and all items loaded significantly onto their theorized latent variable. 

Based on modification indices, several bidirectional relationships were added, including 

correlating both negative affect items with each other and the turnover intentions items with each 

other. The final CFA and SEM model is shown in Figure 1. Because the model fit the data well 

overall, supplemental analyses were conducted to examine the role of status characteristics as 

moderators of the model. 

Multigroup Measurement Models 

Once the overall CFA model achieved adequate fit, a series of separate and multi-group 

CFAs were performed to test the measurement models for all groups, both separately and 

together. To get baseline measurement models for all groups, separate CFAs were fit for each 

group. After baseline CFAs were established, multigroup CFAs were used to test for 

measurement invariance between the groups being compared. This was done in a series of 

multigroup CFA models specifying configural, metric, and scalar invariance between groups. 

The process was completed comparing groups based on sex, race, tenure status, and job position. 

Fit statistics for the separate baseline and multigroup measurement models can be found in 

Tables 12-15. Adequate fit was achieved for the separate baseline measurement models of men 
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and women, tenure-track and tenured faculty, assistant, associate, and full professors, as well as 

for whites and racial minorities. When appropriate modification indices indicated that correlating 

item residuals would improve model fit and theory supported these modifications, item residuals 

were then added to the baseline model. This included correlating two negative affect items and 

two turnover intentions items. Chi-square difference tests were then conducted to ensure that the 

modified baseline model significantly improved the fit of the model to the data. Metric 

invariance held for the multigroup sex, race, tenure status, and job position models.  

Overall Structural Equation Models 

Hypotheses 1a-d predicted that incivility from all four sources (administrators, faculty, 

staff, and students) would be negatively related to job outcomes (lower job satisfaction and 

higher job turnover intentions and academic turnover intentions) of the target. Results of the 

overall structural model are presented in Figure 2. Overall, the structural model fit the data well 

(χ2 (286) = 922.99, scf = 1.06, RMSEA = 0.04 [.04, .05], CFI = 0.95). Examination of the direct 

paths showed that administrator-to-faculty, faculty-to-faculty, and staff-to-faculty incivility 

significantly related to higher job turnover intentions, higher academic turnover intentions, and 

lower job satisfaction for all faculty, supporting Hypotheses 1a-1c. There were no significant 

direct effects of student-to-faculty incivility on job outcomes, providing no support for 

Hypothesis 1d.  

In terms of top-down incivility, the results show that administrator-to faculty incivility 

had significant direct effects on job satisfaction, job turnover intentions, and academic turnover 

intentions. At higher levels of administrator-to-faculty incivility, faculty showed higher levels of 

job and academic turnover intentions as well as lower levels of job satisfaction.  
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In terms of lateral incivility, the results show that faculty-to-faculty incivility had 

significant direct effects on job and academic turnover intentions as well as job satisfaction. With 

higher levels of faculty-to-faculty incivility, all faculty showed heightened academic and job 

turnover intentions along with lowered job satisfaction.  

Lastly, in terms of bottom-up incivility, the results show that staff-to faculty incivility 

had significant direct effects on job turnover intentions and academic turnover intentions but not 

on job satisfaction. As staff-to-faculty incivility increased, faculty showed increased job and 

academic turnover intentions. Student-to-faculty incivility had significant direct effects on the 

academic turnover intentions of all faculty but no significant direct effects on the job satisfaction 

or turnover intentions of faculty. As student-to-faculty incivility increased, faculty showed 

increased academic turnover intentions. This diverges from the correlations in Table 1, where 

student-to-faculty incivility has significant correlations with job turnover intentions, academic 

turnover intentions, and job satisfaction, ( r = .21, .09, -.25, respectively). This divergence 

occurred because SEM shares variance in outcomes between all independent variables and 

estimates them all together, so another independent variable in the model is confounding the 

effect of student-to-faculty incivility on outcomes.  

Hypothesis 2 predicted that top-down incivility would have the strongest negative impact 

on job outcomes, followed by lateral and bottom-up incivility. Wald tests were used to evaluate 

this hypothesis, and results are shown in Table 16. For academic turnover intentions, Wald tests 

revealed no significant differences between any of the regression coefficients. However, Wald 

tests did reveal significant differences between regression coefficients for job turnover intentions 

and job satisfaction. More specifically, Wald tests revealed that top-down incivility had stronger 

effects on job turnover intentions and job satisfaction than did lateral incivility (Wald χ2(1) = 
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8.38, p < .05; Wald χ2(1) = 6.07, p < .05, respectively) and both forms of bottom-up incivility 

including staff-to-faculty (Wald χ2(1) = 7.80, p < .05; Wald χ2(1) = 9.90, p < .05, respectively) 

and student-to-faculty (Wald χ2(1) = 20.60, p < .05; Wald χ2(1) = 20.55, p < .05, respectively). In 

addition, although lateral and bottom-up forms of incivility had relatively equal effects on job 

turnover intentions, lateral incivility showed stronger effects than one form of bottom-up 

incivility (student-to-faculty) on job satisfaction, (Wald χ2(1) = 5.16, p < .05). These results 

indicate partial support for Hypothesis 2.  

Multigroup Measurement Models by Sex 

The first step in measurement invariance testing was to test whether configural invariance 

held. As shown in Table 8, the configural invariance model provided adequate fit to the data, 

indicating equal factor structure of all latent constructs for males and females. Because 

configural invariance was supported, I then tested for metric invariance by constraining the 

factor coefficients to be equal across groups. The metric invariance model showed adequate fit to 

the data but had a few suggested modifications to improve model fit. I relaxed invariance 

constraints as indicated, when common sense supported the modifications to the CFA, such as 

allowing two items on the same scale to correlate. This modified metric model showed excellent 

fit to the data with a CFI value of 0.9 and RMSEA of 0.05. I then ran chi-square difference tests 

to see if this modified metric invariance model significantly decreased fit from the configural 

invariance model. As the chi-square value was not significant, I could conclude metric 

invariance. After testing for metric invariance, I tested for scalar invariance. The scalar 

invariance model showed slightly decreased fit from the configural and metric models (χ2 (578) = 

1397.02, CFI = 0.94, RMSEA = 0.04 SRMR = 0.07). Chi-square difference tests comparing 
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scalar to metric invariance were significant, providing evidence that scalar invariance 

significantly worsened model fit. Thus, metric invariance was confirmed.  

Multigroup Structural Equation Models by Sex 

To test for structural equivalence across males and females, the fully constrained model 

was compared to the fully unconstrained model to assess whether the addition of equality 

constraints would significantly reduce model fit. If the chi-square difference test was significant, 

I could reject the null hypothesis that the regression coefficients were the same across males and 

females. Because the chi-square difference test was significant (Δχ2 (18) = 33.65, p = 0.01), it 

meant that regression coefficients differed across males and females, supporting the moderating 

effect of sex on the structural paths in the model. In order to see which paths in the model were 

moderated by sex, several intermediate models were tested, allowing each form of incivility’s 

path to differ by sex while constraining the other three sources to be equal. In order to control for 

familywise error, a Bonferonni correction was made, which adjusted the significance level to p < 

.03. Although chi-square difference tests pointed to moderation, examination of individual Wald 

tests showed no significant differences between men and women. Thus, although the two groups 

differed, none of the individual paths were different enough on their own to lead to a significant 

difference. This suggested that the overall model differed between men and women because the 

individual paths differed slightly but not significantly from each other. The final model showed 

that all forms of incivility were not moderated by sex and so these paths were constrained to 

equality in the final model. The final model including the unconstrained separate models and 

constrained final model with unstandardized coefficients can be seen in Figure 2 and the fit 

statistics and Wald tests for the SEM models can be found in Table 17. 

 



30 

Multigroup Measurement and Structural Equation Models by Race 

To examine if race had a moderating effect in the models, baseline models were fit 

separately for Whites and racial minorities. The results are presented in Table 13. The results of 

the tenure status multigroup structural equation models (see Table 13) showed that these models 

were not moderated by race because the chi-square difference tests and examination of the fit 

statistics show a non-significant difference between the freed and constrained models. That is, 

the fully constrained models fit just as well as the fully freed models. The results of the final 

model with full equality constraints is shown in Figure 4. 

Multigroup Structural Equation Models by Occupational Rank 

To examine Hypothesis 3 for rank, which hypothesized that faculty with lower 

occupational rank would be more negatively affected by incivility than faculty with higher rank, 

multigroup SEM models were run comparing tenured and non-tenured but tenure track faculty as 

well as assistant, associate, and full professors. The results of the tenure status multigroup 

structural equation models (see Table 18) showed that these models were not moderated by 

tenure status because the chi-square difference tests and examination of the fit statistics show a 

non-significant difference between the freed and constrained models. That is, the fully 

constrained models fit just as well as the fully freed models. The results of the final model with 

full equality constraints is shown in Figure 5. 

To examine if job position had a moderating effect in the models, baseline models were 

fit separately for assistant, associate, and full professors. I then ran multigroup models with no 

equality constraints and with full equality constraints. The results are presented in Table 19. The 

chi-square difference test of the free and fully constrained models were examined in conjunction 

with the fit statistics to determine if moderation existed. The non-significant chi-square 



 

31 

 

difference test showed that the fully constrained model fit just as well as the fully freed model, 

providing no evidence for moderation by job position. Thus, the final model was the fully 

constrained model with all paths constrained to equality between groups and is shown in Figure 

6.  
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4. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

 

Results 

The workplace mistreatment literature has grown exponentially in the past two decades, 

covering both overt forms of mistreatment such as bullying, violence, and sexual harassment as 

well as more covert forms such as microaggressions and incivility (Hershcovis & Barling, 2010). 

Researchers have sought to identify how such mistreatment impacts individuals at work and the 

circumstances under which it is most detrimental (Schilpzand et al., 2014). Sparse research has 

examined the relationship between the target and instigator, however. The purpose of the present 

study was to shed light on the role of power and status dynamics on the job-related outcomes of 

one form of workplace mistreatment: workplace incivility. More specifically, I examined how 

power and status differentials between the target and instigator of workplace incivility affect 

outcomes for targets and the extent to which achieved and ascribed status characteristics 

moderate this relationship.  

In so doing, the present study contributes to the workplace incivility literature in two 

important ways. First, this study took power and status differentials between instigators and 

targets into account when examining the impact of incivility on faculty. This is important 

because social power theory and transactional stress theory hypothesize that mistreatment may 

have a stronger impact on outcomes when the instigator has more power than their targets 

(Einarsen et al., 2003; Lazarus & Folkman, 1986) Specifically, I examined how top-down, 

lateral, and bottom-up incivility differentially predicts outcomes for targets. Second, I examined 

ascribed (sex and race) and achieved (occupational rank) status characteristics of targets as 

moderators of the relationship between incivility and job-related outcomes. Examining both 
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achieved and ascribed characteristics allows us to gain a better picture of how the controllability 

of status and power affect the relationships between workplace incivility and job outcomes 

Based on transactional stress theory (Lazarus & Folkman, 1986) hypotheses 1a-d 

predicted that incivility from administrators, faculty, staff, and students would be associated with 

increased academic and job turnover intentions and decreased job satisfaction for all faculty, 

regardless of their status characteristics. Partially supporting my hypothesis, administrator-to-

faculty, faculty-to-faculty, and staff-to-faculty incivility were each related to heightened 

academic and job turnover intentions and lower job satisfaction; however, student-to-faculty 

incivility only had a significant relationship with academic turnover intentions but not job 

satisfaction or job turnover intentions. Thus, hypotheses 1a-c were supported, whereas no 

support was found for hypothesis 1d. What is less clear is why only one form of bottom-up 

incivility (student-to-faculty) did not exhibit significant relationships with several outcomes for 

faculty, especially when the other form (staff-to-faculty incivility) did exhibit significant 

relationships. One possible explanation is that there is a difference in how the two forms of 

bottom-up incivility are appraised by faculty. This is in line with the power imbalance hypothesis 

(Einarsen et al., 2003) and previous findings that when targets have higher power and are less 

dependent on their instigators, they will appraise events as less threatening and will be less 

negatively affected by the mistreatment (Cortina & Magley, 2009). It could be possible that 

uncivil behavior by students is not appraised as a threat by faculty due to the inherent power that 

faculty hold over students, or the relatively short-term relationship that faculty hold with most 

students. On the other hand, staff have control over some of the resources faculty need and have 

a more frequent, long-term relationship with staff in comparison to students. Thus, the power 

differential may be larger between faculty and students than between faculty and staff, resulting 
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in staff-to-faculty incivility to be appraised as more of a threat than incivility from students to 

faculty. 

In hypothesis 2, I further proposed that the status of the instigator would play a role in 

how individuals were affected by incivility, such that the effects of incivility on outcomes would 

be strongest for top-down incivility, followed by lateral incivility, and weakest for bottom-up 

incivility. Therefore, I believed that when there is a greater occupational position power 

difference between target and instigator, incivility would have a greater negative impact on 

targets. This prediction was based on transactional stress theory (Lazarus & Folkman, 1986) and 

the power imbalance hypothesis (Einarsen et al., 2003) which propose that when instigators have 

higher status or power than their targets, mistreatment is more likely to be appraised as a threat 

that targets feel they do not have the resources to cope with. 

Findings revealed differences based on the status differential between instigator and 

target for job turnover intentions and job satisfaction. More specifically, effects of incivility on 

job turnover intentions were stronger for administrator-to-faculty incivility than faculty-to-

faculty, staff-to-faculty, and student-to-faculty incivility. However, there were no significant 

differences between lateral and bottom-up forms of incivility on job turnover intentions. This 

partially confirmed my hypothesis that top-down incivility (administrator-to-faculty) incivility 

would have the strongest impact on job turnover intentions but did not find differences between 

lateral and bottom-up forms of incivility. These results provide support for the power imbalance 

hypothesis (Einarsen et al., 2003) by showing that top-down incivility has the strongest impact 

on job turnover intentions. This finding is consistent with transactional stress theory and previous 

findings by Aquino and Douglas (2003) by showing that targets are less affected by incivility 

when the instigator has lower power than them (bottom-up incivility), and extends them by 
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showing that results for job turnover intentions are similar when there is no power differential 

between target and instigator (lateral incivility). 

In terms of incivility’s impact on job satisfaction by instigator, results showed that 

relationships between top-down incivility were stronger than those for lateral incivility, as well 

as both forms of bottom-up incivility. However, there were no significant differences between 

faculty-to-faculty incivility and staff-to-faculty incivility on job satisfaction. However, effects 

were stronger for faculty-to-faculty incivility than student-to-faculty incivility. These results 

support the power imbalance hypothesis and previous research (Cortina & Magley, 2009; 

Einarsen et al., 2003) by showing stronger effects of incivility on job satisfaction when the 

instigator had more control and power over the target, such as the case with top-down incivility. 

Finally, there were also no significant differences between top-down, bottom-up, or 

lateral forms of incivility on academic turnover intentions. In other words, administrator-to-

faculty, faculty-to-faculty, staff-to-faculty, and student-to-faculty incivility had equivalent 

relationships with academic turnover intentions. This contradicts existing ideas suggesting that 

target appraisals become more negative as the power of the instigator increases (Cortina et al., 

2002; Langhout et al., 2005; Lee & Brotheridge, 2011). These findings also do not support the 

power imbalance hypothesis (Einarsen et al., 2003) which proposes that the more dependence a 

target has on their instigator, the more affected they will be by workplace mistreatment. There 

were few significant effects of incivility on leaving academia, regardless of the instigator and 

those effects that were significantly different from zero were very small (below .10). 

Additionally, the significant effects showed overlapping confidence intervals with the non-

significant effects. Thus, it seems that the main reason no differences across instigators on 

leaving academia were found is that incivility seems to have little to no effect on academic 
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turnover intentions. It may be the case that leaving academia is an outcome that unlike job 

satisfaction or job turnover intentions, is a much higher bar because it implies a career change for 

faculty and incivility does not meet this bar, regardless of instigator. Thus, it may take more than 

low level interpersonal mistreatment to get faculty to think about leaving their career in 

academia, especially those who have a high level of job security, like tenured faculty.  

Together, these findings support the proposition that power and status play an important 

role in how incivility impacts outcomes for targets and that when targets have less power and 

status than instigators they are more affected by the uncivil events (Caza & Cortina, 2007; 

Fitzgerald et al., 1997). In general, top-down incivility had the strongest effects on job-related 

outcomes. Effects of lateral incivility were moderately harmful, supporting the hypothesis that 

when instigators and targets have relatively equal amounts of power and resources, the effect 

will still be harmful, just not as harmful as top-down incivility. The weakest effects were found 

for bottom-up incivility, supporting the idea that when targets have more power and resources 

than their instigators, they are less affected by the events (Cortina & Magley, 2009; Einarsen et 

al., 2003). These findings also point to the importance of including academic turnover intentions 

as an outcome in academic settings, because there may be differences in what leads faculty to 

think about leaving their current job versus leaving their current career in academia. 

Using theories of minority stress and social power (Brooks,1981; Carli, 1999) hypothesis 

3 proposed that ascribed (sex, race) and achieved (occupational rank) status characteristics would 

moderate the relationship between experiences of incivility and outcomes, such that the effect of 

incivility on outcomes would be stronger when the target had lower status (women, minorities, 

assistant professors, tenure-track faculty). In terms of moderation by ascribed status 

characteristics, while chi-square difference tests suggested that the student-to-faculty incivility 



 

37 

 

on job outcome paths were moderated by sex, examination of individual Wald tests and changes 

in overall fit statistics suggested otherwise, leading me to conclude that the model was in fact not 

moderated by sex of the target. However, this is consistent with theory and should be explored 

further in future research or, if there are sufficient primary studies, examined via meta-analysis. 

Overall, the whole pattern suggests that there may be evidence to support the claim that student-

to-faculty incivility is the most concerning and most likely to be moderated by sex. Results did 

not provide evidence to support moderation by race. In terms of moderation by achieved status 

characteristics such as tenure status or job position, results did not point to moderation. These 

results suggest that it is the power differential between the instigator and target that matters most 

to consider, not just status characteristics of the target alone.  

Research Implications 

The present study has several implications for research on workplace incivility. First, this 

research is in line with past meta-analytic findings suggesting that subtle forms of discrimination 

are just as harmful as overt forms of discrimination but builds on that research to suggest that 

power dynamics also play a role in the impact of incivility on outcomes (Jones, Peddie, Gilrane, 

King, & Gray, 2013). While previous research by Aquino and colleagues pointed to the role of 

power and status in how individuals respond to incivility, this research focused on the role of 

power and status in the job-related outcomes of incivility (Aquino et al., 2001, 2006). By 

demonstrating that power and status play a role in the impact of incivility on job-related 

outcomes, this work expands on the ideas presented by Aquino and colleagues (Aquino et al., 

2001, 2006).  

Second, this study found differential effects on job-related outcomes for targets based on 

who instigated the incivility (source), but not based on status characteristics of the target (Sex, 
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race, occupational rank or position). This suggests that the power differential between the target 

and instigator is more important to consider than status characteristics of the targets alone.  

Lastly, differences were found in how the target-instigator power differential impacted 

job-related outcomes, especially between job turnover intentions and turnover intentions from 

academia. This suggests the importance of carefully selecting outcomes, and considering power 

dynamics as a reason why different sources might relate to different outcomes and for which 

targets. Because experiences of incivility from administrators, faculty, and staff were associated 

with higher academic turnover intentions, suggests research should examine a neglected outcome 

variable: turnover from one’s field. 

Practical Implications 

The findings also point to a number of practical implications. First, findings suggest that 

instigators with higher power than their targets have the most detrimental impact on the 

occupational well-being of targets. Thus, organizations may wish to train their higher-power 

employees on subtle forms of mistreatment, as they may not know that their behavior is 

perceived as rude or discourteous. An example of civility training that has shown success is the 

civility, respect, and engagement in the workforce model (CREW; Osatuke, Moore, Ward, 

Dyrenforth, & Belton, 2009). The CREW model’s goal is to increase perceptions of workforce 

civility by improving the interpersonal climate in workgroups. Two key features of the model are 

that it is created through a partnership with the practitioner and organization and that it is 

dynamic and flexible, adjusting to the needs of the organization and workgroup as they change 

(Osatuke et al., 2009). The first step in the intervention is to gain insight into the existing climate 

and culture in the workgroup through the use of climate surveys and sharing the information with 

the workgroup in order to create a shared view of the workgroup’s strengths and identify areas 
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for improvement (Osatuke et al., 2009). Second, the practitioner and workgroup work together to 

create a plan to address the issues, which includes regular conversations about civility and 

helping empower employees to act when they witness or experience workplace incivility 

(Osatuke et al., 2009).  

Interventions might also focus on improving communication and employee voice, 

increasing perceptions of organizational support, providing clear and confidential means for 

employees to report uncivil incidents, taking action when uncivil behavior is reported, and 

teaching stress management techniques to employees (Clark, Olender, Kenski, & Cardoni, 2013). 

By providing lower power employees organizational support and opportunities to voice their 

concerns when they may not be able to respond directly to their higher power instigator, the 

detrimental impacts of incivility on the individual and the organization may be reduced. 

Limitations and Future Directions 

There are some important limitations to acknowledge about this study. First, although 

theory assumes that workplace incivility is a dynamic phenomenon (Andersson & Pearson, 

1999), most studies—including the present study—have treated the construct as static and 

unchanging. For example, a recent examination of the incivility literature found that 84% (42 of 

50) of incivility studies sampled were atemporal, reflecting the broader trend in the workplace 

mistreatment literature where 95% of mistreatment research disregards both the subjective and 

objective nature of time (Cole, Shipp, & Taylor, 2016). Future research should consider adopting 

an experience sampling research design to help address this issue. The experience sampling 

method allows researchers to collect repeated measurements of the same participants in their 

everyday lives, collecting measurements contingent on either set intervals, signals, or events 

(Reiss & Gable, 2000; Scollon, Prieto, & Diener, 2000). This method has been shown to have 
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higher ecological validity, reductions in memory biases, and allows researchers the ability to 

study within-person processes (Scollon et al., 2009). Experience sampling methodologies have 

started to appear in the workplace mistreatment literature, examining the spillover of workplace 

incivility from the work domain to the family domain (Lim, Ilies, Koopman, Christoforou, & 

Arvey, 2016). For example, to gain a more complete picture of how power and status impact the 

experience of incivility, respondents could complete a short survey after they experience an 

uncivil event. This design would also allow researchers to explore questions regarding context, 

such as when different sources are more likely to perpetrate workplace incivility as well as 

questions regarding the situations where the outcomes of workplace incivility are more 

detrimental to targets and organizations.  

A second limitation is that race was collapsed to form a dichotomy where one group 

consisted of whites and the other group consisted of minority respondents.  Although this is 

commonly done due to a small number of minority respondents, it is a problem because this 

assumes that all minorities experience the workplace the same and carry with them the same 

cultural values and practices (Okazaki & Sue, 1995). Existing research suggests that this is not 

the case, as minorities have been shown to differ based on cultural-psychological characteristics 

such as cultural values, self-concept, and minority status (Okazaki & Sue, 1995). In order to 

adequately assess possible differences between minority respondents in the frequency of 

incivility from different sources and associated outcomes, future research should seek to gather 

data from multiple institutions, thereby increasing the possibility of collecting a large enough 

sample size to be generalizable and have enough statistical power to address questions of 

intersectionality without collapsing across minority groups. If researchers had adequate data to 

compare each minority separately, it would then be possible to answer more complex questions 
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regarding intersectionality and group differences. Intersectionality highlights the importance of 

studying the impact of holding not one but two undervalued identities, such as being an ethnic 

minority and female (Crenshaw, 1991). Due to a small number of minority respondents, 

exploratory research questions regarding intersectionality were not able to be addressed in the 

current study.  

A third limitation of the study was that the incivility scale used assumed that incivility is 

perpetrated in the same way by administrators, faculty, staff, and students. Past research has 

found preliminary support for the idea that different uncivil behaviors are instigated by different 

instigators (administrator, faculty, staff, and students). For example, Clark (2008) found that in 

nursing education, faculty reported that students most often engaged in incivility by holding 

distracting conversations, using computers for tasks that were unrelated to class, arriving late to 

class, being unprepared for class, and demanding make-up examinations and grade changes. In 

contrast, students reported that faculty engaged in incivility by making condescending or rude 

remarks, gestures or comments, exerting their superiority over others, changing class 

assignments, and using ineffective teaching methods. It may be possible that different behaviors 

better represent the incivility space for different instigators, and that different instigators may 

represent separate but overlapping domains. Indeed, incivility is likely perpetrated differently 

depending on who is enacting the behavior due to the constraints or freedom given to them by 

their role and status in the organization. Thus, future research should seek to understand how 

different organizational members (e.g., supervisors, coworkers, subordinates) engage in 

workplace incivility in order to create scales for each source of incivility.  
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Conclusion 

Perhaps the most significant implication of this research is that the power differential 

between the target and instigator of incivility matters. That is, results showed that all forms of 

incivility are not created equal: incivility’s effects on job satisfaction and turnover intentions 

were highest for top-down incivility, followed by lateral incivility, and finally bottom-up 

incivility. These results highlight the importance of separating experiences of incivility based on 

power differentials between target and instigator. As far as the moderating role of achieved and 

ascribed status characteristics, we found that. in general, lower status did not necessarily mean 

worse job-related outcomes for targets. That is, we found no moderating effects for achieved or 

ascribed status characteristics of the target. Thus, it may be possible that status itself does not 

play a moderating role but rather that it is critical to account for the status of the target in relation 

to the status of the instigator.  

  



 

43 

 

REFERENCES 

 

2015 Climate Survey Response Rate Demographics Report (n.d.). Retrieved from 

https://advance.tamu.edu/wp-content/uploads/2016/01/2015-Climate-Survey-Reponse-Rate-

Demographics-Report-FINAL.pdf. 

Allport, G. (1954). The nature of preiudice. Boston, Massachusetts: Addison-Wesley Publishing 

Co. 

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

workplace. Academy of Management Review, 24(3), 452-471.  

Anderson, C., Srivastava, S., Beer, J. S., Spataro, S. E., & Chatman, J. A. (2006). Knowing your 

place: self-perceptions of status in face-to-face groups. Journal of Personality and Social 

Psychology, 91(6), 1094. 

Aquino, K., & Douglas, S. (2003). Identity threat and antisocial behavior in organizations: The 

moderating effects of individual differences, aggressive modeling, and hierarchical 

status. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 90(1), 195-208. 

Aquino, K., Tripp, T. M., & Bies, R. J. (2001). How employees respond to personal offense: The 

effects of blame attribution, target status, and offender status on revenge and reconciliation 

in the workplace. Journal of Applied Psychology, 86(1), 52.  

https://advance.tamu.edu/wp-content/uploads/2016/01/2015-Climate-Survey-Reponse-Rate-Demographics-Report-FINAL.pdf
https://advance.tamu.edu/wp-content/uploads/2016/01/2015-Climate-Survey-Reponse-Rate-Demographics-Report-FINAL.pdf


 

44 

 

Aquino, K., Tripp, T. M., & Bies, R. J. (2006). Getting even or moving on? Power, procedural 

justice, and types of offense as predictors of revenge, forgiveness, reconciliation, and 

avoidance in organizations. Journal of Applied Psychology, 91(3), 653.  

Barnes, L. L. B., Agago, M. O., & Coombs, W. T. (1998). Effects of job-related stress on faculty 

intention to leave academia. Research in Higher Education, 39(4), 457–469. 

Basford, T. E., Offermann, L. R., & Behrend, T. S. (2014). Please accept my sincerest apologies: 

Examining follower reactions to leader apology. Journal of Business Ethics, 119(1), 99-117. 

Benson, K. A. (1984). Comment on Crocker's" An Analysis of University Definitions of Sexual 

Harassment". Signs, 9(3), 516-519. 

Berdahl, J. L. (2007). Harassment based on sex: Protecting social status in the context of gender 

hierarchy. Academy of Management Review, 32(2), 641-658.  

Brooks, V. R. (1981). Minority stress and lesbian women. Free Press. 

Cammann, C., Fishman, M., Jenkins, G. D., & Klesh, J. R. (1983). Assessing the attitudes and 

perceptions of organizational members. In S. E. Seashore, E. E. Lawler, III, P. H. Mirvis, 

& C. Cammann (Eds.). Assessing organizational change: A guide to methods, measures, 

and practices, 71-138. New York: Wiley. 

Caza, B. B., & Cortina, L. M. (2007). From insult to injury: Explaining the impact of incivility. 

Basic and Applied Social Psychology, 29(4), 335-350.  



45 

Chartrand, T. L., & Bargh, J. A. (1996). Automatic activation of impression formation and 

memorization goals: Nonconscious goal priming reproduces effects of explicit task 

instructions. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 71(3), 464. 

Clark, C. M., Olender, L., Kenski, D., & Cardoni, C. (2013). Exploring and addressing faculty-

to-faculty incivility: A national perspective and literature review. Journal of Nursing 

Education, 52(4), 211-218. 

Clark, C. M. (2008). Faculty and student assessment of and experience with incivility in nursing 

education. Journal of Nursing Education, 47(10), 458-465. 

Cleveland, J. N., & Kerst, M. E. (1993). Sexual harassment and perceptions of power: An under-

articulated relationship. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 42(1), 49-67. 

Cortina, L. M., Fitzgerald, L. F., & Drasgow, F. (2002). Contextualizing Latina experiences of 

sexual harassment: Preliminary tests of a structural model. Basic and Applied Social 

Psychology, 24(4), 295-311. 

Cortina, L. M., Lonsway, K. A., Magley, V. J., Freeman, L. V., Collinsworth, L. L., Hunter, M., 

& Fitzgerald, L. F. (2002). What's gender got to do with it? Incivility in the federal courts. 

Law & Social Inquiry, 27(2), 235-270. 

Cortina, L. M., & Magley, V. J. (2009). Patterns and profiles of response to incivility in the 

workplace. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 14(3), 272. 



 

46 

 

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

workplace: Incidence and impact. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 6(1), 64.  

DalPezzo, N. K., & Jett, K. T. (2010). Nursing faculty: A vulnerable population. Journal of 

Nursing Education, 49(3), 132-136.  

DeSouza, E. R. (2011). Frequency rates and correlates of contrapower harassment in higher 

education. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 26(1), 158-188. 

DeSouza, E., & Fansler, A. G. (2003). Contrapower sexual harassment: A survey of students and 

faculty members. Sex Roles, 48(11-12), 529-542.  

Einarsen, S., Hoel, H., & Cooper, C. (Eds.). (2003). Bullying and emotional abuse in the 

workplace: International perspectives in research and practice. CRC Press.  

Fitzgerald, L. F., Swan, S., & Magley, V. J. (1997). But was it really sexual harassment?: Legal, 

behavioral, and psychological definitions of the workplace victimization of women. In W. 

O'Donohue (Ed.), Sexual harassment: Theory, research, and treatment (pp. 5-28). Needham 

Heights, MA: Allyn & Bacon. 

Fornés, J., Cardoso, M., Castelló, J. M., & Gili, M. (2011). Psychological harassment in the 

nursing workplace: An observational study. Archives of Psychiatric Nursing, 25(3), 185-

194. 

Frone, M. R. (2000). Interpersonal conflict at work and psychological outcomes: Testing a model 

among young workers. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 5(2), 246.  



 

47 

 

Hershcovis, M. S., & Barling, J. (2010). Towards a multi-foci approach to workplace aggression: 

A meta-analytic review of outcomes from different perpetrators. Journal of Organizational 

Behavior, 31(1), 24-44.  

Jayakumar, U. M., Howard, T. C., Allen, W. R., & Han, J. C. (2009). Racial privilege in the 

professoriate: An exploration of campus climate, retention, and satisfaction. The Journal of 

Higher Education, 80(5), 538-563. 

Lampman, C., Crew, E. C., Lowery, S. D., & Tompkins, K. (2016). Women faculty distressed: 

descriptions and consequences of academic contrapower harassment. NASPA Journal About 

Women in Higher Education, 9(2), 169-189. 

Lampman, C., Phelps, A., Bancroft, S., & Beneke, M. (2009). Contrapower harassment in 

academia: A survey of faculty experience with student incivility, bullying, and sexual 

attention. Sex Roles, 60(5), 331-346. 

Langhout, R. D., Bergman, M. E., Cortina, L. M., Fitzgerald, L. F., Drasgow, F., & Williams, J. 

H. (2005). Sexual harassment severity: Assessing situational and personal determinants and 

outcomes. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 35(5), 975-1007. 

Lapierre, L. M., Spector, P. E., & Leck, J. D. (2005). Sexual versus nonsexual workplace 

aggression and victims' overall job satisfaction: a meta-analysis. Journal of Occupational 

Health Psychology, 10(2), 155. 

Lazarus, R. S., & Folkman, S. (1984). Stress, appraisal, and coping. Springer publishing 

company. 



 

48 

 

Lee, R. T., & Brotheridge, C. M. (2011). Sex and position status differences in workplace 

aggression. Journal of Managerial Psychology, 26(5), 403-418. 

Li, D., & Koedel, C. (2016). Representation and Salary Gaps by Race/Ethnicity and Gender at 

Selective Public Universities (No. 2016-13). 

Lin, W., Wang, L., & Chen, S. (2013). Abusive supervision and employee well‐being: The 

moderating effect of power distance orientation. Applied Psychology, 62(2), 308-329. 

Little, T. D., Cunningham, W. A., Shahar, G., & Widaman, K. F. (2002). To parcel or not to 

parcel: Exploring the question, weighing the merits. Structural Equation Modeling, 9(2), 

151-173. 

Lively, K. J. (2000). Reciprocal emotion management working together to maintain stratification 

in private law firms. Work and Occupations, 27(1), 32-63. 

Loi, N. M., Loh, J. M., & Hine, D. W. (2015). Don’t rock the boat: The moderating role of 

gender in the relationship between workplace incivility and work withdrawal. Journal of 

Management Development, 34(2), 169-186. 

MacCallum, R. C., Widaman, K. F., Zhang, S., & Hong, S. (1999). Sample size in factor 

analysis. Psychological Methods, 4(1), 84. 

Meyer, I. H. (1995). Minority stress and mental health in gay men. Journal of Health and Social 

Behavior, 38-56. 



 

49 

 

Meyer, I. H., Schwartz, S., & Frost, D. M. (2008). Social patterning of stress and coping: Does 

disadvantaged social statuses confer more stress and fewer coping resources?. Social 

Science & Medicine, 67(3), 368-379. 

Miner-Rubino, K., & Cortina, L. M. (2004). Working in a context of hostility toward women: 

implications for employees' well-being. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 9(2), 

107. 

Muthen, B. O., & Muthen, L. K. (2012). Mplus (Version 7.1) California. Los Angeles. 

Osatuke, K., Moore, S. C., Ward, C., Dyrenforth, S. R., & Belton, L. (2009). Civility, respect, 

engagement in the workforce (CREW) nationwide organization development intervention at 

Veterans Health Administration. The Journal of Applied Behavioral Science, 45(3), 384-

410. 

Pearson, C. M., Andersson, L. M., & Porath, C. L. (2000). Assessing and attacking workplace 

incivility. Organizational Dynamics, 29(2), 123-137.  

Pearson, C., & Porath, C. (2009). The cost of bad behavior: How incivility is damaging your 

business and what to do about it. Penguin.  

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

incivility: No time for “nice”? Think again. The Academy of Management Executive, 19(1), 

7-18. 



 

50 

 

Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., Lee, J. Y., & Podsakoff, N. P. (2003). Common method 

biases in behavioral research: a critical review of the literature and recommended 

remedies. Journal of Applied Psychology, 88(5), 879. 

Porath, C. L., Overbeck, J. R., & Pearson, C. M. (2008). Picking up the gauntlet: How 

individuals respond to status challenges. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 38(7), 

1945-1980. 

Porath, C. L., & Pearson, C. M. (2010). The cost of bad behavior. Organizational Dynamics, 

39(1), 64-71. 

Porath, C., & Pearson, C. (2013). The price of incivility. Harvard Business Review, 91(1-2), 115-

121.  

Ravlin, E. C., & Thomas, D. C. (2005). Status and stratification processes in organizational life. 

Journal of Management, 31(6), 966-987. 

Reio, T. G. (2011). Supervisor and coworker incivility: Testing the work frustration-aggression 

model. Advances in Developing Human Resources, 13(1), 54-68.  

Rosser, V. J. (2004). Faculty members' intentions to leave: A national study on their worklife and 

satisfaction. Research in Higher Education, 45(3), 285-309. 

Rupp, D. E., & Cropanzano, R. (2002). The mediating effects of social exchange relationships in 

predicting workplace outcomes from multifoci organizational justice. Organizational 

Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 89(1), 925-946.  



 

51 

 

Schilpzand, P., De Pater, I. E., & Erez, A. (2016). Workplace incivility: A review of the 

literature and agenda for future research. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 37(S1). 

Seashore, S. E., Lawler, E. E., Mirvis, P., & Cammann, C. (1982). Observing and measuring 

organizational change: A guide to field practice. New York: Wiley. 

Settles, I. H. (2006). Use of an intersectional framework to understand Black women’s racial and 

gender identities. Sex Roles, 54(9-10), 589-601. 

Twale, D. J., & De Luca, B. M. (2008). Faculty incivility: The rise of the academic bully culture 

and what to do about it. Jossey-Bass.  

Vandenberg, R. J., & Lance, C. E. (2000). A review and synthesis of the measurement invariance 

literature: Suggestions, practices, and recommendations for organizational research. 

Organizational Research Methods, 3(1), 4-70. 

Watson, D., Clark, L. A., & Tellegen, A. (1988). Development and validation of brief measures 

of positive and negative affect: The PANAS scales. Journal of Personality and Social 

Psychology, 54, 1063-1070. 

Williams, L. J., & O'Boyle, E. H. (2008). Measurement models for linking latent variables and 

indicators: A review of human resource management research using parcels. Human 

Resource Management Review, 18(4), 233-242. 

Woodzicka, J. A., & LaFrance, M. (2005). The effects of subtle sexual harassment on women’s 

performance in a job interview. Sex Roles, 53(1-2), 67-77. 

Zurbrügg, L., & Miner, K. N. (2016). Gender, Sexual Orientation, and Workplace Incivility: 

Who Is Most Targeted and Who Is Most Harmed?. Frontiers in psychology, 7.



 

52 

 

APPENDIX A 

TABLES AND FIGURES 

Table 1 

Descriptive Statistics for all Study Variables 

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

1. Incivility from Administrators .38 .42 (.95)         

2. Incivility from Faculty .51 .42 -.33* (.94)        

3. Incivility from Staff .12 .27 -.13* -.13* (.89)       

4. Incivility from Students .24 .36 -.33* -.05 -.05 (.94)      

5. Job Satisfaction 3.70 1.02 -.09* -.04 .16* -.25* (.94)     

6. Turnover Intentions-Job 2.35 1.10 .08* .07 -.11* .21* -.70* (.88)    

7. Turnover Intentions-Academia 1.83 .91 .02 .09* -.01 .09* -.47* .56* (.88)   

8. Negative Affectivity 1.97 .57 .11* .08* .02 .03 -.38* .35* .25* (.77)  

9. Job Tenure 12.74 11.08 .23* -.05 -.07 -.15* -.04 -.10* -.22 -.07* (-) 

Note. *p < .05. Scale reliabilities (alphas) are along the diagonal. 
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Table 2 

Correlations by Sex 

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

1. Incivility from Administrators -- -.17* -.06 -.38* -.26* .27* .15* .09 .19* 

2. Incivility from Faculty -.38* -- -.18* -.42* -.10 .09 .07 .19* .03 

3. Incivility from Staff -.12* -.10* -- -.06 -.05 .13* .14* .12* -.05 

4. Incivility from Students -.37* .30* -.05 -- .12* -.12* -.12* -.07 -.13* 

5. Job Satisfaction -.24* -.10* -.05 .16* -- -.72* -.43* -.43* -.08 

6. Turnover Intent-Job .14* .10 .05 -.10* -.67* -- .53* .35* -.01 

7. Turnover Intent-Academia .05 -.00 .06 .07 -.40* .47* -- .23* .10 

8. Negative Affectivity .03 .06 .06 .07 -.31* .25* .23* -- -.05 

9. Job Tenure .22* -.06 -.08 -.13* -.06 -.12* -.00 -.04 -- 

Note. *p < .05. Correlations for male faculty are shown below the diagonal and correlations for female faculty are shown above the 

diagonal.  
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Table 3 

Descriptive Statistics by Sex 

Male Female 

M (SD) M (SD) t-statistic 

Incivility from Administrators 0.44 (0.43) 0.31 (0.39) t(695.18) = 4.12*a 

Incivility from Faculty 0.48 (0.43) 0.57 (0.39) t(688.20) = -3.00*b 

Incivility from Staff 0.12 (0.27) 0.14 (0.27) t(715) = -0.96 

Incivility from Students 0.21 (0.35) 0.29 (0.36) t(715) = -3.05*b 

Job Satisfaction 3.44 (1.05) 3.54 (1.00) t(715) = -1.32 

Turnover Intentions-Job 2.65 (1.12) 2.56 (1.10) t(715) = 1.19 

Turnover Intentions-Academia 1.89 (0.96) 1.98 (0.95) t(715) = -1.24 

Negative Affectivity 2.06 (0.59) 2.17 (0.56) t(715) = -2.55*b 

Job Tenure 13.91 (11.08) 10.13 (8.50) t(714.87) = 5.16*a 

Note. *p < .05. a indicates that males scored higher than females. b indicates that females scored higher than males. 
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Table 4 

Correlations by Race 

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

1. Incivility from Administrators -- -.22*` -.17 -.44* -.16 .18* .08 -.02 .20* 

2. Incivility from Faculty -.38* -- -.25* -.34* -.12 .06 .04 .08 -.02 

3. Incivility from Staff -.09* -.10* -- -.03 -.03 .01 -.00 .21* .03 

4. Incivility from Students -.38* -.33* -.05 -- .06 -.05 .16 .18* -.22* 

5. Job Satisfaction -.26* -.08 -.06 .16* -- -.66* -.45* -.40* -.11 

6. Turnover Intentions-Job .18* .08 .11* -.10* -.72* -- .53* .32* -.07 

7. Turnover Intentions-Academia .08 .00 .12* -.03 -.43* .54* -- .23* .08 

8. Negative Affectivity .01 .15* .08 -.01 -.39* .38* .27* -- .07 

9. Job Tenure .26* -.05 -.10* -.14* -.04 -.11* -.04 -.07 -- 

Note. *p < .05. Correlations for White faculty are shown below the diagonal and correlations for racial minority faculty are shown 

above the diagonal.  
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Table 5 

Descriptive Statistics by Race 

Whites Racial Minorities 

M (SD) M (SD) t-statistic 

Incivility from Administrators 0.38 (0.42) 0.37 (0.40) t(662) = 0.20 

Incivility from Faculty 0.52 (0.41) 0.47 (0.42) t(662) = 1.31 

Incivility from Staff 0.12 (0.26) 0.15 (0.29) t(180.66) = -1.40 

Incivility from Students 0.24 (0.35) 0.27 (0.38) t(185.90) = -0.76 

Job Satisfaction 3.77 (0.99) 3.68 (1.02) t(1062) = 1.21 

Turnover Intentions-Job 2.30 (1.10) 2.43 (1.09) t(1064) = -1.48 

Turnover Intentions-Academia 1.79 (0.89) 1.81 (0.89) t(1062) = -0.24 

Negative Affectivity 1.96 (0.56) 1.97 (0.60) t(1058) = -0.29 

Job Tenure 13.54 (11.54) 9.51 (8.99) t(421.13) = 5.53*a 

Note. *p < .05. a indicates that whites scored higher than racial minorities. 
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Table 6 

Correlations by Tenure Status 

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

1. Incivility from Administrators -- -.42* -.12* -.33* -.21* .19* .04 .04 .18* 

2. Incivility from Faculty -.35* -- -.14* -.21* -.10* .08 .02 .10 -.09 

3. Incivility from Staff -.15 -.17* -- .04 -.00 .03 .06 .10 -.04 

4. Incivility from Students -.25* -.36* -.01 -- .16* -.10 .01 .04 -.09 

5. Job Satisfaction -.15 -.12 -.03 .07 -- -.70* -.46* -.34* .01 

6. Turnover Intentions-Job .18* .15 .00 -.04 -.74* -- .51* .30* -.14* 

7. Turnover Intentions-Academia .11 .04 -.03 .07 -.44* .53* -- .23* .01 

8. Negative Affectivity -.02 .13 .06 -.00 -.39* .29* .20* -- -.06 

9. Job Tenure .29* -.04 -.13 -.14 .04 -.13 -.07 -.17* -- 

Note. *p < .05. Correlations for tenure-track faculty are shown below the diagonal and the correlations for tenured faculty are shown 

above the diagonal.  
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Table 7 

Descriptive Statistics by Tenure Status  

 Tenure-Track  Tenured  

 M (SD)  M (SD) t-statistic 

Incivility from Administrators 0.34 (0.40)  0.45 (0.41) t(525) = -2.59*b 

Incivility from Faculty 0.58 (0.41)  0.55 (0.41) t(525) = 0.56 

Incivility from Staff 0.12 (0.26)  0.12 (0.26) t(525) = -0.03 

Incivility from Students 0.26 (0.37)  0.18 (0.29) t(191.30) = 2.70*a 

Job Satisfaction 3.66 (0.98)  3.35 (1.05) t(525) = 0.20 

Turnover Intent-Job 2.69 (1.11)  2.67 (1.06) t(525) = -0.06 

Turnover Intent-Academia 1.93 (1.00)  1.92 (0.91) t(525) = 0.50 

Negative Affectivity 2.24 (0.60)  2.10 (0.58) t(525) = 2.43*a 

Job Tenure 7.52 (8.81)  16.00 (10.02) t(242.98) = -9.07*b 

Note. *p < .05. a indicates that tenure-track faculty scored higher than tenured faculty. b indicates that tenured faculty scored higher 

than tenure-track faculty. 
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Table 8 

Descriptive Statistics by Job Position 

 
Assistant 

Professor 

Associate 

Professor 
Professor 

 

 
M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) F test 

Incivility from Administrators 0.27a (0.37) 0.38b (0.39) 0.52c (0.43) F(5,753)=10.92* 

Incivility from Faculty 0.57abc (0.42) 0.57abc (0.39) 0.52abc (0.42) F(5,753)=4.75* 

Incivility from Staff 0.13abc (0.28) 0.14ab (0.27) 0.09ac (0.22) F(5,753)=1.88 

Incivility from Students 0.28ab (0.38) 0.23ab (0.32) 0.14c (0.27) F(5,753)=11.01* 

Job Satisfaction 3.78ac (1.00) 3.50b (1.05) 3.71ac (1.04) F(5,1413)=9.69* 

Turnover Intentions-Job 2.37ac (1.12) 2.55b (1.06) 2.27ac (1.10) F(5,1416)=5.98* 

Turnover Intentions-Academia 1.80abc (0.88) 1.93ab (0.97) 1.73ac (0.85) F(5,1414)=3.66* 

Negative Affectivity 2.06ab (0.60) 2.09ab (0.59) 1.90c (0.55) F(5,1269)=7.12* 

Job Tenure 3.86a (3.27) 12.48b (8.36) 19.81c (11.99) F(5,1171)=87.49* 

Note. *p < .05. Those sharing a superscripted letter are not significantly different at the .05 level according to Tukey’s procedure post-

hoc analyses controlling for familywise error.  
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Table 9 

Frequencies for Incivility Items by Instigator 

 Administrator-to-Faculty Faculty-to-Faculty Staff-to-Faculty Student-to-Faculty 

Item Frequency (%) Frequency (%) Frequency (%) Frequency (%) 

1. Put you down? 238 (50%) 277 (58%) 62 (12%) 103 (21%) 

2. Paid little attention? 303 (59%) 286 (56%) 62 (12%) 69 (14%) 

3. Demeaning remarks? 88 (36%) 119 (49%) 23 (9%) 69 (28%) 

4. Doubted judgment? 187 (46%) 218 (54%) 61 (15%) 79 (20%) 

5. Made jokes? 41 (28%) 90 (61%) 18 (12%) 32 (22%) 

6. Interrupted you? 151 (39%) 296 (76%) 40 (10%) 70 (18%) 

7. Questioned expertise? 89 (38%) 136 (58%) 33 (14%) 56 (24%) 

8. Addressed inappropriately? 46 (17%) 68 (25%) 42 (15%) 180 (66%) 

9. Hostile comments? 63 (37%) 85 (50%) 16 (1%) 35 (21%) 

Note: Frequencies indicate number of people reporting that the incivility item occurred.  

  



61 

Table 10 

Factor Loadings of Incivility Items and Item Parcels 

Administrator-to-Faculty 

Parcels 

Faculty-to-Faculty 

Parcels 

Staff-to-Faculty 

Parcels 

Student-to-Faculty 

Parcels 

Item 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 

1. Put you down? 0.79 0.74 0.65 0.71 

2. Paid little attention? 0.72 0.68 0.73 0.74 

3. Demeaning remarks? 0.84 0.79 0.73 0.80 

4. Doubted judgment? 0.75 0.78 0.74 0.76 

5. Made jokes? 0.73 0.70 0.54 0.61 

6. Interrupted you? 0.69 0.67 0.47 0.60 

7. Questioned expertise? 0.81 0.74 0.70 0.72 

8. Addressed

inappropriately? 
0.66 0.56 0.50 0.49 

9. Hostile comments? 0.81 0.76 0.65 0.84 

Note. Items are truncated for ease of display. 
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Table 11 

Fit Statistics for Overall CFA and SEM 

Model Specified χ2 df CFI TLI SRMR RMSEA 90% CI 

1. No item parceling Inadequate covariance coverage-unable to run 

2. With item parceling 1726.87 271 .90 .88 .06 .06 [.05, .06] 

3. Final model 767.40 263 .96 .96 .04 .04 [.03, .04] 

4. SEM Model 922.99 286 .95 .94 .05 .04 [.04, .05] 

Note. * p < .05. CFI = Comparative fit index, TLI = Tucker Lewis Index, RMSEA = Root mean squared error of approximation. 
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Table 12 

Fit Statistics for CFA by Sex 

Model χ2 df Scf RMSEA CFI SRMR Δχ2 Sig Δχ2? 

Baseline 

Male only-original 1168.56 271 1.08 .06 .90 .07 

Male only-modified 656.34 267 1.07 .04 .95 .06 χ2
(4) = 320.32 Yes 

Female only-original 893.22 271 1.06 .07 .89 .07 

Female only-modified 639.60 267 1.05 .05 .93 .07 χ2
(4) = 668.64 Yes 

Multigroup Invariance Testing 

Configural 1295.94 534 1.06 .04 .95 .06 

Metric 1314.18 552 1.07 .04 .95 .06 χ2
(18) = 23.76 No 

Scalar 1397.02 578 1.07 .04 .94 .07 χ2
(26) = 82.84 Yes 
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Table 13 

Fit Statistics for CFA and SEM by Race 

Model χ2 df Scf RMSEA [90% CI] CFI SRMR Δχ2 Sig. 

Δχ2 

test? 

Baseline 

Whites  1207.37 271 1.10 .06 [.06, .07] .89 .07   

Whites modified 702.80 266 1.09 .04 [.04, .05] .95 .06 χ2
(5)=344.40 Yes 

 

Minorities  572.76 271 .95 .08 [.07, .09] .85 .09   

Minorities modified 458.28 266 .95 .06 [.05, .07] .90 .08 χ2
(5)=114.48 Yes 

 

Multigroup Invariance Testing 

Configural  1161.08 532      
 

Metric  1289.78 552 1.06 .06 [.05, .06] .90 .15 χ2
(20)=128.70 Yes 

Scalar 1318.08 578 1.06 .06 [.05, .06] .90 .15 χ2
(46)=157.00 Yes 

SEM Baseline Testing 

Whites 780.35 290 1.13 .05 [.05, .06] .91 .14   

Minorities 531.54 290 0.95 .07 [.06, .08] .88 .09   

Multigroup SEM Models 

All Free 1393.41 599 1.11 .06 [.05, .06] .90 .15   

Fully Constrained 1397.38 617 1.12 .06 [.05, .06] .90 .15 χ2
(18)=12.65 No 
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Table 14 

Fit Statistics for CFA by Tenure Status 

Model χ2 df Scf RMSEA [90% CI] CFI SRMR Δχ2 Sig. Δχ2? 

Baseline 

Tenure-track 634.04 271 1.00 .08 [.07, .08] .86 .09  
 

Tenure-track modified 491.39 266 .99 .06 [.05, .07] .91 .08 χ2
(5)= 96.32 Yes 

Tenured  941.54 271 1.05 .06 [.05, .06] .90 .07   

Tenured modified  559.58 266 1.04 .04 [.03, .05] .96 .06 χ2
(5)= 257.05 Yes 

Multigroup Invariance Testing 

Configural  1050.97 532       

Metric 1085.77 550 1.03 .05 [.04, .05] .94 .07 χ2
(18)=34.80 Yes 

Scalar 1165.09 576 1.03 .05 [.04, .05] .94 .07 χ2
(26)=114.12 Yes 
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Table 15 

Fit Statistics for CFA by Job Position 

Model χ2 df Scf RMSEA 

[90% CI] 

CFI SRMR Δχ2 Sig. 

Δχ2 

test? 

Baseline 

Assistant Baseline 619.61 271 .99 .08 [.07, 

.08] 

.86 .08   

Assistant Baseline 

Modified  

457.72 268 .99 .06 [.04, 

.06] 

.92 .06 χ2
(3)=114.48 Yes  

Associate Baseline  691.74 271 1.03 .07 [.06, 

.07] 

.89 .07   

Associate Baseline 

Modified  

503.70 268 1.02 .05 [.04, 

.06] 

.94 .06 χ2
(3)=103.32 Yes 

Full Baseline 741.10 271 1.05 .06 [.05, 

.07] 

.90 .08   

Full Baseline Modified  475.92 268 1.05 .04 [.03, 

.05] 

.96 .06 χ2
(3)=265.18 Yes 

Multigroup 

Configural invariance  1437.34 804       

Metric (weak) 

invariance 

1514.57 840 1.03 .05 [.04, 

.05] 

.94 .07 χ2
(10)=10.87 No 

Strong invariance 1723.39 892 1.03 .05 [.04, 

.06] 

.93 .08 χ2
(52)=208.82 Yes 
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Table 16 

Wald Tests for the Overall SEM Model 

Wald χ2 Results 

Outcome: Academic Turnover Intentions 

Overall χ2(3) =1.57 

Outcome: Job Satisfaction 

Overall χ2(3) =27.46* 

Administrator = Faculty χ2(1) =6.07* Administrator > Faculty 

Administrator = Staff χ2(1) =9.90* Administrator > Staff 

Administrator = Student χ2(1) =20.55* Administrator > Student 

Faculty = Staff χ2(1) = 2.90 No difference 

Faculty = Student χ2(1) =5.16* Faculty > Student 

Staff = Student χ2(1) =0.003 No difference 

Outcome: Turnover Intentions 

Overall χ2(3) =25.41* 

Administrator = Faculty χ2(1) =8.38* Administrator > Faculty 

Administrator = Staff χ2(1) =7.80* Administrator > Staff 

Administrator = Student χ2(1) =20.60* Administrator > Student 

Faculty = Staff χ2(1) =0.92 No difference 

Faculty = Student χ2(1) =3.47 No difference 

Staff = Student χ2(1) =0.16 No difference 

Note. *p<.05. 
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Table 17 

Fit Statistics for SEM by Sex 

Model Specified χ2 df scf CFI RMSEA 90% CI Δχ2 All Free 
Δχ2 All 

Equal 

Model 1a: Baseline for Males 760.52 290 1.06 .94 .05 [.04,.05]   

Model 1b: Baseline for Females 690.54 290 1.04 .92 .06 [.05,.06]   

Multigroup  

Model 2 All Free 1464.63 598 1.06 .93 .05 [.04,.05 

] 

  

Model 2a Free administrator to outcomes; 

constrain faculty, staff, and student to outcomes 

1491.64 613 1.06 .93 .05 [.04, 

.05] 

χ2
(15) = 27.01, 

p = .029 

χ2
(3) = 6.64, 

p = .084 

Model 2b:Free faculty to outcomes; constrain 

administrator, staff, and student on outcomes 

1495.18 613 1.06 .93 .05  [.04, 

.05] 

χ2
(15) = 30.55, 

p = .010 

χ2
(3) = 3.10, 

p = .376 

Model 2c: Free staff to outcomes; constrain 

administrator, faculty, and student on outcomes 

1495.70 613 1.06 .93 .05 [.04, 

.05] 

χ2
(15) = 31.07, 

p = .009 

χ2
(3) = 2.58, 

p = .461 

Model 2d: Free student to outcomes; constrain 

administrator, faculty, and staff on outcomes 

1482.77 613 1.06 .93 .05 [.04, 

.05] 

χ2
(15) = 18.14, 

p = .255 

χ2
(3) = 15.51, 

p = .001 

Model 3: Fully constrained 1498.28 616 1.06 .93 .05 [.04,.05] χ2
(18) = 33.65, 

p = 0.014 

 

Wald Tests  

Free Administrator on atoi 1464.63 598 1.06 .93 .05 [.04,.05] χ2
(1) = 0.39, p 

= 0.531 

 

Free faculty on atoi 1464.63 598 1.06 .93 .05 [.04,.05] χ2
(1) = 0.339, 

p = 0.560 

 

Free staff on atoi 1464.63 598 1.06 .93 .05 [.04,.05] χ2
(1) = 0.000, p 

= 0.991 

 

Free student on atoi 1464.63 598 1.06 .93 .05 [.04,.05] χ2
(1)= 1.56, p = 

0.211 

 

Free administrator on TOI 1464.63 598 1.06 .93 .05 [.04,.05] χ2
(1)= 0.008, p 

= 0.928 
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Table 17 Continued 

 

Free faculty on TOI 1464.63 598 1.06 .93 .05 [.04,.05] χ2
(1)= 0.006, p 

= 0.939 

 

Free Staff on TOI 1464.63 598 1.06 .93 .05 [.04,.05] χ2
(1)= 0.750, p 

= 0.387 

 

Free Student on TOI 1464.63 598 1.06 .93 .05 [.04,.05] χ2
(1)= 0.266, p 

= 0.606 

 

Free Administrator on Job Satisfaction 1464.63 598 1.06 .93 .05 [.04,.05] χ2
(1)= 2.644, p 

= 0.104 

 

Free Faculty on Job Satisfaction 1464.63 598 1.06 .93 .05 [.04,.05] χ2
(1)= 1.859, p 

= 0.173 

 

Free Staff on Job Satisfaction 1464.63 598 1.06 .93 .05 [.04,.05] χ2
(1)= 1.012, p 

= 0.314 

 

Free Student on Job Satisfaction 1464.63 598 1.06 .93 .05 [.04,.05] χ2
(1)= 0.089, p 

= 0.766 

 

Note. CFI = Comparative fit index, scf = scaling correction factor, RMSEA = Root mean squared error of approximation.      *p < .05. 

For individual Wald tests, a bonferonni correction was made, resulting in a new p value of .004.  
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Table 18 

Fit Statistics for the SEM by Tenure Status 

Model Specified χ2 df scf CFI RMSEA 90% CI Δχ2 

Tenure-track 

Model 1a: Baseline 523.31 289 .97 .90 .06 [.05,.07] 

Tenured 

Model 1b: Baseline 630.15 289 1.04 .94 .04 [.04,.05] 

Multigroup 

Model 2: All free 1157.13 578 1.00 .93 .05 [.05,.06] 

Model 3: Fully constrained 1168.60 596 1.00 .93 .05 [.05,.06] χ2
(18) = 11.47 , p = 0.87 

Note. CFI = Comparative fit index, RMSEA = Root mean squared error of approximation. 
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Table 19 

Fit Statistics for SEM by Job Position 

Model Specified χ2 df scf CFI RMSEA 90% CI Δχ2

Assistant Professor 

Model 1a: Baseline 490.18 291 .98 .91 .06 [.05, .07] 

Associate Professor 

Model 1b: Baseline 509.86 291 1.02 .94 .05 [.04, .06] 

Full Professor 

Model 1c: Baseline 520.34 291 1.03 .95 .04 [.04, .05] 

Multigroup 

Model 2 All free 1595.85 909 1.02 .93 .05 [.04, .05] 

Model 3: Fully constrained 1653.71 945 1.02 .93 .05 [.04, .05] χ2
(36) = 57.86, p = 0.012 

Note. CFI = Comparative fit index, RMSEA = Root mean squared error of approximation. 
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Figure 1 

Overall CFA and SEM Models 
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Figure 2 

Overall SEM Model for all Faculty 

Note. All coefficients are standardized. Non-significant paths are dashed while significant paths are solid. χ2
(286)= 922.99, scf= 1.06,p 

= 0.000, RMSEA = 0.04 [.04, .05], CFI = 0.95, SRMR = 0.05. Negative affect and job tenure are included in the model as covariates 

but are not shown in the figure.  
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Figure 3 

Multigroup SEM Model by Sex 

Note. All coefficients are unstandardized. Non-significant paths are dashed while significant paths are solid. Coefficients appear in the 

following order male, female, both constrained to equality. When path is only significant for one group, the significant group is 

denoted with a *. Fit statistics for the unconstrained model can be found in Table 17. Negative affect and job tenure are included in the 

model as covariates but are not shown in the figure.  
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Figure 4 

Multigroup SEM Model by Race 

Note. 

All coefficients are unstandardized. Non-significant paths are dashed while significant paths are solid. χ2
(617)= 1397.38, scf= 1.12, p = 

0.000, RMSEA = 0.06 [.05, .06], CFI = 0.90. Negative affect and job tenure are included in the model as covariates but are not shown 

in the figure.  
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Figure 5 

Multigroup SEM Model by Tenure Status 

Note. 

All coefficients are unstandardized. Non-significant paths are dashed while significant paths are solid. χ2
(596)= 1168.60, scf= 1.00, p = 

0.000, RMSEA = 0.05[0.04-0.05], CFI = 0.93. Negative affect and job tenure are included in the model as covariates but are not 

shown in the figure.   
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Figure 6 

 

Multigroup SEM Model by Job Position 

 

 
 Note. All coefficients are unstandardized. Non-significant paths are dashed while significant paths are solid. χ2

(930)= 1356.66, scf = 

1.00, p = 0.000, RMSEA = 0.04 [0.03-0.04], CFI = 0.96. Negative affect and job tenure are included in the model as covariates but are 

not shown in the figure. 
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