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Abstract
In recent years, interest in family-to-work interference and its consequences has increased dramatically. Drawing on con-
servation of resources theory, we propose and test a dual spillover spiraling model which examines the indirect effects of 
family incivility on workplace interpersonal deviance through increasing family-to-work conflict (resource loss spiral) and 
decreasing family-to-work enrichment (resource gain spiral). We also examine the moderating effects of family-supportive 
supervisor behaviors on these indirect effects. The findings from a three-wave survey, with 455 employees and their coworkers 
in 60 teams, reveal that experienced family incivility (Time 1) induces more interpersonal deviance at work (Time 3) through 
facilitating family-to-work conflict (Time 2) and inhibiting family-to-work enrichment (Time 2). Such indirect deviation 
amplifying effects are mitigated by higher supervisor-level family-supportive supervisor behaviors (Time 1). Theoretical 
and practical implications are discussed.

Keywords Family incivility · Workplace interpersonal deviance · Family-to-work conflict · Family-to-work enrichment · 
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Within the burgeoning field of research on family-to-work 
interference (eg., De Clercq et al., 2019; Peng et al., 2020; 
Venkatesh et al., 2019), family incivility (FI) and its detri-
mental effects on work outcomes have drawn growing atten-
tion (eg., Bai et al., 2016; De Clercq et al., 2018; Lim & Tai, 
2014; Naeem et al., 2020). Defined as “low-intensity deviant 
behaviors with ambiguous intent that violate the norms of 
mutual respect in the family” (Lim & Tai, 2014, p. 351), 
FI appears in various forms, including ridiculing family 
members, excluding them from social interactions, as well 
as making demeaning remarks (Bai et al., 2016; De Clercq 
et al., 2018; Lim & Tai, 2014). Despite being a mild form of 
interpersonal mistreatment within families, FI is well docu-
mented as a factor undermining work outcomes, such as 
eroding work performance (Lim & Tai, 2014), diminishing 

organizational citizenship behavior (De Clercq et al., 2018), 
decreasing work engagement (Gopalan et al., 2021) and 
invoking counterproductive work behavior (Bai et al., 2016). 
Along these lines, Naeem et al. (2020) have demonstrated 
that FI is also linked to workplace incivility towards cowork-
ers. We seek to extend their studies to find out whether FI 
can potentially escalate into increasingly deviant behaviors 
towards coworkers (i.e., workplace interpersonal deviance) 
beyond the confines of incivility.

Although previous studies have examined the underly-
ing mechanisms linking FI to deleterious outcomes, their 
focus is predominantly limited to personal psychological and 
affective factors, such as psychological distress (Lim & Tai, 
2014), emotional exhaustion (De Clercq et al., 2018) and 
negative emotions (Naeem et al., 2020). We aim to contrib-
ute to the literature by adopting a resource perspective (ten 
Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012). From the resource perspec-
tive, there exist two vast but surprisingly disjointed research 
streams that focus on either work-family conflict or work-
family enrichment (Chen & Powell, 2012). Previous studies 
have examined enrichment and conflict as distinct processes, 
each with its own antecedents (e.g., Frone, 2003; Greenhaus 
& Powell, 2006). Ten Brummelhuis and Bakker (2012) have 
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argued, however, that the combination of both depleting and 
enriching processes may add to an integrative understanding 
of the work-family interface. Accordingly, they propose the 
work-home resources (W-HR) model, which suggests that 
conflict is attributed to demands and enrichment related to 
resources, respectively (ten Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012). 
Drawing on conservation of resources (COR) theory (Hob-
foll, 1998, 2001), we seek to understand how FI as a spe-
cific form of family demand both induces a loss spiral and 
disables a gain spiral. When inducing a loss spiral, FI drains 
resources in the existing resource pool and increases family-
to-work conflict (FWC). In disabling a gain spiral, FI inhibits 
the creation of new resources and decreases family-to-work 
enrichment (FWE). To the best of our knowledge, there have 
been no studies yet that examine how family demands relate 
to both conflict and enrichment processes. Demands origi-
nating from the family domain deserve attention due to their 
tendency to compromise work outcomes (De Clercq et al., 
2018).

In addition, we introduce family-supportive supervisor 
behaviors (FSSBs) as a macro resource operating at the 
supervisor level buffering against the negative outcomes 
associated with FI. As suggested by the work-home (W-HR) 
resources model (ten Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012), macro 
resources represent the tools located within the social sys-
tem in which a person is embedded. Conceptualized as a 
supervisor-level construct, FSSBs capture the shared team 
perceptions of what constitutes supervisor supportive behav-
iors regarding family responsibilities (Hammer et al., 2009) 
that emerge from “being exposed to common features, events 
and processes” (Klein & Kozlowski, 2000). Through social 
interactions, team members eventually develop consensus 
and agreement that their supervisor acts in consistent sup-
port of their management of family demands. Therefore, 
supervisor-level FSSBs are a sTable team characteristic 
rather than a volatile social support resource perceived idi-
osyncratically by individual employees (ten Brummelhuis 
& Bakker, 2012). Although Hammer et al. (2007) have 
suggested taking a multilevel approach to enhance the 
understanding of FSSBs, previous studies have primarily 
theorized them as individual-level perceptions (Cheng et al., 
2021; Goh et al., 2015; Shockley & Allen, 2013; Zhang & 
Tu, 2018). We thus extend the W-HR model by specifying 
FSSBs as a supervisor-level macro-resource and explain-
ing how it attenuates the potential, detrimental effects of 
a family demand. This is an important advancement since 
it answers the call to examine how features of an organiza-
tional context may inhibit incivility (Andersson & Pearson, 
1999) and suggests how supervisor-level FSSBs can help 
employees address demands outside work by establishing a 
sTable support system (Lim & Tai, 2014).

Adopting a resource perspective to explain the spillover 
spiraling effects of FI on workplace interpersonal deviance, 

the current study makes important theoretical contributions 
to ethics literature and more specifically to the literature on 
deviant behaviors and incivility. Although research on work-
place deviance has recently gained momentum, most schol-
ars have limited their inquiries to organizational and personal 
factors as predictors of deviance (Bennett et al., 2018). Little 
is known about how workplace deviance is linked to a spe-
cific family demand. Our study provides important empirical 
evidence of FI as an antecedent of workplace interpersonal 
deviance. We reveal how even a mild but chronic family 
demand can spill over and escalate into interpersonal deviant 
behaviors in the workplace, thus providing a unique perspec-
tive in understanding how workplace interpersonal deviance 
evolves outside of the context of a workplace. Second, we 
contribute to the incivility literature by suggesting that inci-
vility has the potential to beget increasingly intense interper-
sonal mistreatment at work, thus moving beyond the estab-
lished finding of experienced incivility leading to instigated 
incivility (Naeem et al., 2020; Rosen et al., 2016) and pro-
viding evidence of an incivility spiraling effect (Andersson 
& Pearson, 1999). Evidence that various forms of mistreat-
ment within the family and the work domains are related, as 
part of a mesosystem (ten Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012), 
sheds a new light on the potential adverse outcomes of FI. In 
addition, we provide insights into the mechanisms underly-
ing the relationship between FI and workplace interpersonal 
deviance from the resource perspective. By examining FWC 
and FWE processes integrally, we reveal how the presence 
of a resource loss spiral and the absence of a resource gain 
spiral serve as the linchpins between FI and interpersonal 
deviance. Examining the mechanisms through the lens of 
both a resource loss spiral and a gain spiral offers unique 
insights to the question of why victims of FI might turn 
into instigators of interpersonal deviance at work. Lastly, we 
enrich the understanding of the boundary conditions of FI 
by identifying FSSBs as a supervisor-level macro resource 
that attenuates the adverse effects of FI. Despite the abun-
dance of incivility research, relatively less is known about 
what organizations can do in terms of support to reduce the 
detrimental effects of FI specifically. Our conceptualization 
of FSSBs as a supervisor-level construct provides individu-
als with a sTable resource to draw upon in the face of FI, 
rather than the less organized, informal personal support 
from a supervisor.

Theoretical Background and Hypotheses

COR Theory

In his seminal work on conservation of resources, Hobfoll 
(1989) defined resources as objects, personal characteristics, 
conditions, or energies that facilitate goal attainment. Stress 
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occurs as a response to a net loss of resources, or the threat 
of a loss of resources (Hobfoll, 1989). Because resource loss 
can be so stressful, people must invest more resources to 
offset further resource loss. Once initial loss occurs, people 
become increasingly vulnerable to the ongoing diminish-
ment of resources (Hobfoll, 2001). Described as a process by 
which initial loss begets further loss, a loss spiral develops 
when those with fewer resources are vulnerable to resource 
loss and lack the resources to offset the losses incurred 
(Hobfoll, 1989, 2002; ten Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012). 
By contrast, a gain spiral is described as a process by which 
greater resources lead to even more attainment of resources. 
Those who possess resources are more capable of resource 
gain (Hobfoll, 2001). The creation of new resources from 
existing ones constitutes an ongoing cycle (ten Brummel-
huis & Bakker, 2012). Empirically, studies have supported 
a loss cycle induced by burn-out through accumulating job 
demands and draining job resources (ten Brummelhuis et al., 
2011). Numerous studies have also provided evidence for 
the gain spirals between job resources and work engage-
ment (e.g., Hakanen et al., 2011; Xanthopoulou et al., 2009). 
Empirical evidence has also been found in support of the 
integration of both loss and gain spirals (Braun & Nieberle, 
2017; Chen & Powell, 2012; Wayne et al., 2013, 2020; Wu 
et al., 2020).

The Effects of FI on FWC and FWE

FI constitutes a subtle but chronic form of emotional and cog-
nitive demand that requires sustained mental and emotional 
efforts to cope (Bai et al., 2016; De Clercq et al., 2018; Lim & 
Tai, 2014). As a family contextual demand, FI either threatens 
the loss or entails the actual loss of affective resources, such as 
intimacy and affection from family members, positive feelings 
about oneself (Hobfoll, 1989) and cognitive resources such as 
social identity (Andersson & Pearson, 1999) and attentional 
resources (Pan et al., 2021; Porath & Erez, 2007). To pro-
tect against this potential loss, or recover from an actual loss, 
additional resources need to be expended; these include time, 
energy, emotions and attention. Prolonged exposure to the 
chronic demand of FI requires continuous investment of these 
resources and depletes any that are potentially available from 
within the family domain. As such, one has to extract resources 
from the work domain, which leaves insufficient resources to 
function optimally (De Clercq et al., 2018; ten Brummelhuis & 
Bakker, 2012). These, for example, include intrusive thoughts 
about incivility incidents (Lim & Lee, 2011) or using time 
at work to Figure out coping strategies. It may become dif-
ficult to attend to work tasks while managing these intrusive 
thoughts and worries. Deterioration in the work domain also 
involves the actual or potential loss of valuable resources, such 
as feelings of competence and assuredness, status at work, trust 
from management, employment and financial stability. And, 

as previously mentioned, resource loss is inherently stressful, 
sending individuals into a cascade of detrimental resource 
expenditure to offset further loss (Hobfoll, 2001). The ongo-
ing resource loss and investment drains employees’ resource 
pool and further impedes the ability to focus on work goals. 
FWC captures the loss spiral whereby the family demand of 
FI induces initial resource loss, leaving the victims more sus-
ceptible to ongoing loss and resulting in further deterioration 
of relationships and productivity in the work domain (Hobfoll, 
2001). Conflict within the family has been proven to be related 
to high levels of work–family conflict (Byron, 2005). Thus, 
we propose:

Hypothesis 1 Family incivility is positively related to fam-
ily-to-work conflict.

COR theory assumes resources can generate new 
resources (Hobfoll, 2002). A gain spiral develops when 
those who have more resources invest these resources to 
enrich their resource pool (Hobfoll, 1989, 2001). FWE can 
be understood as a gain spiral whereby resources from the 
family domain facilitate further accumulation of resources, 
resulting in an enhancement of performance in the work 
domain.

In the face of the resource-draining situation caused by 
FI, its victims are less likely to generate resources, and have 
fewer resources to be transferred to the work domain or to 
promote the positive affect that facilitates performance in 
the work domain (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006). Specifically, 
uncivil behaviors that violate the norm of mutual respect 
create a distressful family environment, diminishing the 
likelihood of developing positive emotions (Greenhaus & 
Powell, 2006) and valuable social-capital resources, such as 
positive family ties and psychological resources like favora-
ble self-evaluation (Lim & Tai, 2014). Without both the gen-
eration and the transfer of such valued resources, enhanced 
work performance is less likely. In other words, FI makes 
the gain spiral unlikely by inhibiting resource development 
and transfer from the family to the work domain, and con-
sequently, the facilitation of effective work performance. 
Gopalan et al. (2021) have argued that FI can lead to lower 
FWE in the new normal of extended working from home due 
to the COVID-19 pandemic. Therefore, we propose:

Hypothesis 2 Family incivility is negatively related to fam-
ily-to-work enrichment.

The Indirect Effects of FI on Workplace Interpersonal 
Deviance via FWC and FWE

Anderson and Pearson (1999) have conceptually distin-
guished incivility from deviant behaviors. The definition 
of employee deviance as “voluntary behavior that violates 
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significant organizational norms and, in so doing, threatens 
the well-being of an organization, its members, or both” 
(Robinson & Bennett, 1995, p. 556) implies that employee 
deviance is inclusive of, but not limited to, incivility. Deviant 
behaviors can take the form of moderate- to high-intensity 
violence or aggression with obvious intent to harm, as well 
as lesser forms of incivility with ambiguous intent to harm 
(Andersson & Pearson, 1999). In our current study, we have 
chosen to focus on workplace interpersonal deviance, which 
is directed at people rather than organizations. A deviation-
amplifying spiral refers to the process when an exchange of 
incivilities escalates into an exchange of increasingly coun-
terproductive behaviors (Andersson & Pearson, 1999).

The W-HR model suggests that contextual demands from 
one side of the work–home interface will deplete personal 
resources and undermine performance on the other side 
of the work–home interface (ten Brummelhuis & Bakker, 
2012). Following this logic, we argue that coping with the 
chronic family demand of FI causes FWC by draining per-
sonal resource reservoirs in both the family and the work 
domains and inhibiting employee functioning in the work 
domain. FWC reflects a loss spiral whereby the initial nega-
tion of personal resources induces further loss (Hobfoll, 
2002). Being subjected to a stressful situation involving a 
loss spiral over a prolonged period, the victims of FI expe-
rience FWC, which leads to subsequent losses of valuable 
resources, such as attention to work (Pan et al., 2021; Rosen 
et al., 2016), trust from management, employment stability 
and social identity while inducing negative affect like frus-
tration and anger. The distressful resource loss and negative 
affect jointly cause individuals to ignore or defy norms and 
therefore be less capable of regulating behaviors and inhibit-
ing tendencies toward deviations. Consequently, they engage 
in increasingly counterproductive behaviors. Rosen et al. 
(2016) have argued that diminished attentional resources 
lead to self-regulatory failures resulting in the inability to 
suppress acts that deviate from the norm of mutual respect. 
In addition, studies have suggested that deviance can be 
performed as emotion-focused coping to reduce negative 
emotional responses to stressful events, thus conserving 
resources and preventing further resource loss (Ferguson 
et al., 2012; Krischer et al., 2010). For example, treating 
coworkers in an aggressive or hostile manner allows an indi-
vidual to increase his or her sense of control over the stress-
ful situation (Krischer et al., 2010).

Taken together, the lesser form of mistreatment spills 
over from the family to the work domain by triggering a 
loss spiral as represented by FWC, which further results in 
a dearth of sufficient resources to regulate behaviors con-
forming to interpersonal norms (Rosen et al., 2016). Thus, 
FI escalates into a more amplified form of interpersonal 
deviance that threatens the well-being of others at work 

(Robinson & Bennett, 1995) via increased FWC. Bai et al. 
(2016) have demonstrated that FI induces counterproduc-
tive work behaviors by depleting the personal resource of 
state self-esteem. Chen et al. (2020) have confirmed fam-
ily undermining related to workplace deviance through 
psychological strain. Hence, we propose:

Hypothesis 3 Family-to-work conflict mediates the relation-
ship between family incivility and workplace interpersonal 
deviance.

Based on the work-family enrichment model proposed 
by Greenhaus and Powell (2006), enrichment involves two 
primary components, namely, generating resources in Role 
A and enhancing performance in Role B through the trans-
fer of resources from Role A to Role B directly or through 
the link of positive affect. In COR theory, Hobfoll (2001) 
proposed that resource gain spirals occur when those 
who obtain resources are more capable of resource gains. 
Since the experience of FI makes the creation of valu-
able resources like the cultivation of strong, secure family 
ties and favorable self-evaluation and positive emotions 
unlikely, gaining further resources and investing them for 
improved functioning in the work domain are in turn less 
likely as well. In other words, FI reduces the likelihood of 
FWE. As FI continues to drain resources, new resources 
are needed to offset the ongoing resource loss (Hobfoll, 
2001). However, few new resources are created in the fam-
ily domain and added to the work domain due to decreased 
FWE. Therefore, employees have insufficient resources to 
exercise self-regulation and act in accordance with work-
place interpersonal norms (Rosen et al., 2016). Instances 
of workplace interpersonal deviance can be thought of 
as self-regulatory failures (Andersson & Pearson, 1999). 
Taken together, as FI depletes resources and renders FWE 
less likely, employees must expend resources, and yet they 
are not replenished by new resources due to lower FWE. 
They have insufficient resources to exercise self-regulation 
and suppress acts that deviate from workplace norms for 
mutual respect. As a consequence, they may engage in 
more intensified forms of harm on others (Andersson & 
Pearson, 1999; Rosen et al., 2016). Recent evidence from 
Gopalan et al. (2021) has suggested the negative effect 
of FI on work engagement through FWE. Based on these 
arguments, we argue that FI is associated with reduced 
FWE, which further induces workplace interpersonal devi-
ance. Therefore, we propose:

Hypothesis 4 Family-to-work enrichment mediates the rela-
tionship between family incivility and workplace interper-
sonal deviance.
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The Moderating Effects of FSSBs on the Indirect 
Relationships

Greenhaus and Powell (2006) have defined a resource as 
“an asset that may be drawn on when needed to solve a 
problem or cope with a challenging situation” (p. 80). As 
a chronic family demand, FI depletes valued resources 
such as self-esteem, positive family ties, and emotions. 
As previously mentioned, this depletion process requires 
a continuous investment of resources to recover from and 
protect against loss (Hobfoll, 2001).

FSSBs, referred to as discretionary behaviors exhibited 
by supervisors supportive of employees’ family responsi-
bilities, take the form of emotional and instrumental sup-
port, role-modeling and creative work-family management 
(Hammer et al., 2009). FSSBs are found to be a more psy-
chologically and functionally useful resource to cope with 
work-family demands than any other type of general sup-
port (Kossek et al., 2011). Supervisors with high FSSBs 
are more sensitive to employees’ family responsibilities. 
They act as sympathetic listeners to employees’ family-
related concerns, offer day-to-day assistance for the man-
agement of family demands, demonstrate how they solve 
family issues by role-modeling, or proactively initiate 
efforts to facilitate effective functioning on and off work 
(Hammer et al., 2009).

When first conceptualized, the construct of FSSBs was 
presented as a supervisor-level construct (Hammer et al., 
2007). Pan et al. (2021) have provided preliminary evidence 
for the conceptualization of FSSBs at the supervisor level. 
They argue that “employees managed by the same supervi-
sor are likely to have a shared experience of FSSBs” (Pan 
et al., 2021, p. 6). In the same vein, we conceptualize FSSBs 
as team members’ shared perceptions of their supervisor 
being supportive of their well-being in both the work and 
the family domains. This perceptual consensus emerges 
from common exposure to clear and consistent messages 
from the supervisor about what is valued. In a team where 
the supervisor consistently implements family-friendly poli-
cies, embraces a family-supportive culture, overtly acts as a 
role model of effective work-family management and clearly 
communicates care and concerns for employees’ overall 
wellbeing, there is high supervisor-level FSSBs agreement. 
The high agreement indicates a strong situation where all 
members believe their supervisor values balance between 
work and family responsibilities, and supports their efforts to 
manage family demands (Marescaux et al., 2020). As such, 
the shared perceptions of FSSBs represent a sTable macro 
resource, which refers to the consistent characteristic of 
the team in which individual employees are embedded (ten 
Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012), rather than a volatile con-
textual resource of social support supplied by the supervisor 
as suggested by individual perceptions of FSSBs.

COR theory posits that resources can buffer against stress 
and that people with more resources are less negatively 
affected when they face resource drains (Hobfoll, 2002). 
Over time, the sTable macro resource of supervisor-level 
FSSBs protects employees from resource loss in the face of 
the chronic family demand of FI (ten Brummelhuis & Bak-
ker, 2012). When employees learn and share that they can 
rely on the emotional and instrumental support from a super-
visor, they are psychologically more resilient and function-
ally more prepared to manage any distress (Goh et al., 2015) 
induced by the family demand of FI. They are less vulner-
able to resource loss, which allows for less interference with 
work performance. Due to decreased resource loss, they 
are less likely to deviate from the workplace interpersonal 
norms. Hence, we assume supervisor-level FSSBs alleviate 
the resource loss process that links the family demand of FI 
and interpersonal deviance at work through FWC. In con-
trast, lower supervisor-level FSSBs create a weak situation, 
where employees receive low support from their supervisor 
regarding fulfilling their family responsibilities. In such a 
case, employees are more vulnerable to ongoing resource 
loss since they cannot count on their supervisor to address 
the resource draining situation induced by FI. Consequently, 
they may not have sufficient resources to regulate behaviors 
and act in accordance with workplace interpersonal norms. 
Thus, the resource loss process that accounts for the rela-
tionship between FI and workplace interpersonal deviant 
behaviors is heightened.

Previous research has supported the cross-level moderat-
ing effect of supervisor work-family support on the relation-
ship between daily workload and daily work-family conflict 
(Goh et al., 2015). Recent findings that team-level authentic 
leadership functions as a macro resource above and beyond 
individual-level perceptions of authentic leadership to buffer 
followers’ WFC (Braun & Nieberle, 2017) also provide indi-
rect evidence. In line with these arguments as well as previ-
ous research, we propose that the relationship between FI 
and workplace interpersonal deviance via FWC is attenuated 
for individuals who receive higher supervisor-level FSSBs. 
Thus, we propose:

Hypotheses 5 The indirect relationship between family 
incivility and workplace interpersonal deviance through 
family-to-work conflict is moderated by supervisor-level 
FSSBs, such that the indirect relationship is weaker when 
supervisor-level FSSBs are high.

In line with COR theory’s notion that resources can gen-
erate new resources (Hobfoll, 2002), higher supervisor-level 
FSSBs function as a macro resource to facilitate the genera-
tion of more resources by employees when confronted by 
the family demand of FI. Specifically, they may feel more 
secure and comforTable reaching out to a supervisor, rather 
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than keep their concerns to themselves. Through talking and 
listening, they may develop new perspectives about man-
aging the situation (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006), such as 
figuring out the underlying reasons for the family problem 
and taking the initiative to manage frustration and emotional 
burdens (Rosen et al., 2016). Thus, a sense of personal con-
trol over the situation is enhanced. They may also acquire 
specific coping skills from the role-modeling of a supervisor 
to improve the situation at hand. Emotional and instrumental 
support from a supervisor may boost employees’ self-eval-
uation (Bandura, 1977), such as enhanced self-efficacy and 
self-esteem (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006). They may even 
build enough confidence to enhance their skills in coping 
with the family demand. As a result of resource replenish-
ment from high supervisor-level FSSBs, the resource gain 
process is less likely to be disabled by the family demand of 
FI. Consequently, employees have more resources to regu-
late their behaviors in observance of workplace interpersonal 
norms. Hence, the disabled resource gain process that links 
the family demand of FI and interpersonal deviance at work 
will be mitigated. In contrast, when there is a shortage of 
supervisor-level FSSBs, employees’ resources will remain 
unreplenished. The resource gain spiral is unlikely to be trig-
gered, strengthening the disabled resource gain process that 
underlies the relationship between FI and employee inter-
personal deviant behaviors. Previous studies demonstrate the 
moderating effect of FSSBs on the indirect link from ethical 
leadership to employee family and life satisfaction via work-
to-family enrichment (Zhang & Tu, 2018).

Taken together, the relationship between FI and work-
place interpersonal deviance via FWE is attenuated for indi-
viduals who perceive more supervisor-level FSSBs. There-
fore, we propose:

Hypotheses 6 The indirect relationship between family 
incivility and workplace interpersonal deviance through 
family-to-work enrichment is moderated by supervisor-level 
FSSBs, such that this indirect relationship is weaker when 
supervisor-level FSSBs are high.

Methods

Research Design and Data Collection

The sample in this study was from the alumni network of 
a business school in the southeast of China. We obtained 
the alumni list from the alumni office of this school, and 
randomly contacted 150 alumni, who further invited 10–15 
of their team members to participate in our survey. We 
informed the participants of the intentionality of the sur-
vey and assured confidentiality of their responses. Finally, 
593 employees in 66 organizations agreed to participate. 

We obtained the contact information of these employees 
and collected their responses ourselves to avoid any leak-
age of information and to maintain confidentiality.

We applied a multiphase (three-wave) survey data collec-
tion procedure: at Time 1, we distributed a first-round ques-
tionnaire to all 593 employees and asked them to rate their 
experiences of FI and FSSBs. We also mailed each employee 
a gift card (value of 10 dollars) to increase response rate. 
Of these, 535 returned their first-round questionnaires. Two 
months later (Time 2), we collected the two mediators (FWC 
and FWE) from the 535 employees. This time, 486 returned 
their questionnaires. Two months later (Time 3), the depend-
ent variable, workplace interpersonal deviance, was rated. 
We asked each of the 486 employees to rate three of their 
team members who attended the previous two rounds of data 
collection and averaged the multiple ratings to get the evalu-
ation of individual participant’s interpersonal deviances. The 
ratees’ names were identified in the third-round question-
naire to each rater, and we made sure all employees would 
be rated during this round. Obtaining employee behavior 
data from multiple coworkers is a common practice in man-
agement survey research and is preferred when addressing 
evaluations about undesirable behaviors (e.g., Den Hartog 
& Belschak, 2012; Lee & Allen, 2002; Peng et al., 2020). 
Doing so has several advantages compared to supervisor-
rated data, and these are: (1) coworkers who are victims have 
more accurate information about focal employee’s interper-
sonal deviances than supervisors; (2) multiple coworkers 
can provide multi-source data, which is better than single-
source data from supervisors; (3) when team size is large 
enough, supervisors may be overworked from the demands 
of rating a large number of employees, while coworkers 
might rate only a small number of employees and provide 
higher-quality data. The indices of aggregation also justified 
the consistency of the multiple peer-rated deviance scores 
 (Rwgmean = 0.95, ICC1 = 0.24, ICC2 = 0.42) (Bliese, 2000; 
James et al., 1993). In this round, six teams had less than 
two participants, thus we deleted them from the final data-
set. Finally, after deleting non-matched and incomplete data, 
we obtained a dataset of 455 individuals in 60 teams for 
further analyses (average team size = 7.58; overall response 
rate = 76.7%). With the three-wave multi-source data collec-
tion procedure, we could minimize the problem of common 
method variance in our dataset (Podasakoff et al., 2003).

The current sample represented a variety of industries 
including 20 organizations from manufacturing (33.3%), 
15 from the service sector (25.0%), 14 from finance and 
insurance (23.3%), 4 from transportation (6.7%), and 
others (11.7%). Among the sample, 50.8% were under 
29 years old, 32.5% were between 30–39 years old, 14.9% 
and 1.8% were between 40–49 and 50–59  years old, 
respectively. Of these, 58.9% were male.
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Measurement

The measurement was translated from English into Chi-
nese. We used a back-translation process (Brislin, 1986) 
by which two bilingual experts independently translated 
the English measurement items into Chinese and back-
translated them. The two experts exchanged their transla-
tions and discussed the differences until convergence was 
achieved.

Family incivility. Lim and Tai’s (2014) 6-item scale was 
used to measure the extent to which employees evaluate their 
perceptions of FI. A sample item is: “in the past year, have 
you been in a situation where any of your family members 
put you down or was condescending to you?” Answers were 
given on a 5-point scale ranging from “not at all” (as 1) to 
“many times” (as 5), and the Cronbach’s alpha was 0.91.

Family-to-work conflict. Carlson and Karmar’s (2000) 
9-item FWC scale was used to measure the construct. The 
sample items are: “due to stress at home, I am often preoccu-
pied with family matters at work” and “the time I spend with 
my family often causes me not to spend time in activities 
at work that could be helpful to my career.” Answers were 
given on 5-point scales ranging from “strongly disagree” (as 
1) to “strongly agree” (as 5). The Cronbach’s alpha was 0.87.

Family-to-work enrichment. The three-dimension FWE 
scale (Carlson et al., 2006) was used to measure this con-
struct. Sample items are: “my involvement in my family 
helps me to gain knowledge and this helps me be a better 
worker” and “my involvement in my family makes me feel 
happy and this helps me be a better worker.” Answers were 
given on a 5-point scale ranging from “strongly disagree” (as 
1) to “strongly agree” (as 5). The Cronbach’s alpha was 0.91.

Family-supportive supervisor behaviors. The 14-item 
FSSBs scale from Hammer et al. (2009) was used to meas-
ure the family supportive behaviors of supervisors. Sam-
ple items are: “my supervisor is willing to listen to my 
problems in juggling work and non-work life” and “I can 
rely on my supervisor to make sure my work responsi-
bilities are handled when I have unanticipated non-work 
demands.” Answers were given on a 5-point scale ranging 
from “strongly disagree” (as 1) to “strongly agree” (as 5). 
The Cronbach’s alpha was 0.96.

Workplace interpersonal deviance. To measure work-
place interpersonal deviance we used a 7-item scale from 
Bennett and Robinson (2000). Sample items are: “this col-
league acted rudely toward someone at work” and “this 
colleague said something hurtful to someone at work.” 
Answers were given on a 5-point scale ranging from 
“strongly disagree” (as 1) to “strongly agree” (as 5). The 
Cronbach’s alpha was 0.91.

Control variables. Following similar research, 
employee age, gender, tenure, and weekly work hours 

were included as controls (Allen & Finkelstein, 2014; 
Netemeyer et al., 1996). Age was coded with “29 years 
old” as 1, “30–39” as 2, “40–49” as 3, “50 and above” 
as 4. Gender was coded with 1 for female and 0 for male. 
Tenure was coded with “1–5 years” as 1, “6–10 years” 
as 2, “11–15 years” as 3, “16–20 years” as 4, and “above 
20 years” as 5. Weekly working hours were coded with 
“below 40 h a week” as 1, “40–50 h a week” as 2, and 
“above 50 h a week” as 3. We also controlled the type 
and years of establishment of organizations. The type of 
organization was coded with “state-owned organization” 
as 1 and “non-state-owned organization” as 0.

Data Analytic Strategy

Since our data were hierarchical in nature with 455 individu-
als nested in 60 teams, using a multilevel technique was more 
appropriate. We applied hierarchical linear modeling (HLM) 
(Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002) to analyze our data. HLM con-
trols for the non-independences in the data by partitioning the 
total variance into within-group and between-group compo-
nents. It could not only estimate the level-1 mediations, but 
also test the cross-level moderation on the level-1 mediations.

In our model, FI, FWC, FWE, and workplace interpersonal 
deviance were at the individual level (i.e., level-1 variables) 
and FSSBs should be regarded as a higher-level variable. The 
aggregation indices of FSSBs supported aggregating the indi-
vidual ratings of FSSBs to the supervisor level (Rwg = 0.92, 
ICC1 = 0.27, ICC2 = 0.74) (Bliese, 2000; James et al., 1993).

For mediation checks of H3 and H4, we adopted the bias-
corrected bootstrapping mediation test approach suggested 
by Preacher and Hayes (2004). To test the moderated media-
tion of H5 and H6, we followed Edwards and Lambert’s 
(2007) moderated path analysis approach, which consid-
ers moderation and mediation simultaneously, rather than 
separately. In this paper, we are interested in examining the 
role of FSSBs as a supervisor-level macro resource to buffer 
against the negative outcomes associated with FI. Besides, 
previous studies have indicated that FSSBs significantly 
predicted FWC and FWE (Crain & Stevens, 2018; Hammer 
et al., 2009, 2013). Therefore, it is more appropriate to test 
FSSBs at the first stage of the moderated mediation mode 
(Edwards & Lambert, 2007). The results of multilevel CFA, 
correlation analysis, and hypotheses testing were illustrated 
below.

Results

Analyses of Multilevel Measurement Model

Table 1 presented the results of the multilevel CFA with all 
five variables. The fit statistics indicated that the baseline 
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model with the five factors (FSSBs at the supervisor level 
and FI, FWC, FWE, and interpersonal deviance at indi-
vidual level) had a good model fit (χ2 = 583.46, df = 440; 
RMSEA = 0.027; CFI = 0.99; SRMR = 0.03) and all items 
had significant loadings on their respective factors. We also 
tested several competing CFA models for discriminant valid-
ity. The results were shown in Table 1 and demonstrated that 
none of the competing models had a better model fit than 
the five-factor baseline model, indicating that the five factors 
were distinct constructs. Furthermore, the average variance 
extracted (AVE) of each factor was computed, and the esti-
mates of FI, FSSBs, FWC, FWE, and interpersonal deviance 
were 0.77, 0.95, 0.74, 0.70, and 0.83, respectively. All of 
these estimates were greater than the benchmark of 0.50 
and larger than the squares of the correlations among these 
constructs, providing further evidence of discriminant valid-
ity (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). A summary of the descriptive 
statistics and correlations among all variables was presented 
in Table 2. The correlations between FI, FWC, FWE, and 
interpersonal deviance were found to be in the expected 
directions.

Hypotheses Testing

Before hypotheses testing, we needed to check if the depend-
ent variables (i.e., FWC, FWE and interpersonal deviance) 
have significant between-group variance (Seibert et al., 
2004). HLM null model tests showed that the ICCs of FWC, 
FWE and interpersonal deviance were 0.20, 0.09, and 0.23, 
respectively, indicating sufficient between-group variance to 
apply cross-level HLM analyses.

Hypothesis 1 proposed that FI would be positively related 
to FWC. Model 2 in Table 3 showed that the coefficient of 
FI on FWC was significant (β = 0.17, p < 0.01). Thus, H1 
was supported. Hypothesis 2 proposed that FI would be 
negatively related to FWE. Model 4 in Table 3 showed that 

f FI had a significant and negative relationship with FWE 
(β = − 0.14, p < 0.01). Thus, H2 was also supported.

Hypotheses 3 and 4 proposed the mediating effects of 
FWC and FWE between FI and workplace interpersonal 
deviance, respectively (Figs. 1, 2). When we introduced FI, 
FWC, and FWE into the regression of interpersonal devi-
ance (M6), only FWC and FWE were significantly related 
to interpersonal deviance (M6: βs = 0.06 and − 0.07, respec-
tively, both ps < 0.05). To test the mediation relationship, we 
applied the Monte Carlo Bootstrapping method (Preacher 
& Selig, 2012) and bootstrapped 20,000 estimations of the 
indirect effect of FI and workplace interpersonal deviance 
through mediators. The indirect effect via FWC was 0.01 
and its 95% confidence interval was [0.001, 0.022], not 
including zero; the indirect effect via FWE was 0.01 and its 
95% confidence interval was [0.001, 0.021], not including 
zero, too. Thus, these results provide supportive evidence of 
Hypotheses 3 and 4.

Hypotheses 5 and 6 proposed that supervisor-level FSSBs 
moderated the indirect effects of FI on interpersonal devi-
ance via FWC and FWE, respectively. We first adopted the 
traditional moderation test recommended by Aiken and West 
(1991). We introduced the main effects of FI and FSSBs as 
well as their cross-level interaction term (FI × FSSBs) into 
the regression of FWC in M8. The results in M8 showed that 
the interaction term was significantly related to FWC (M8: 
γ = − 0.11, p < 0.05). Thus, FSSBs had a negative moder-
ating effect on the relationship of FI and FWC. To under-
stand this interaction, we plotted FI and FSSBs at values one 
standard deviation above and below their means (Aiken & 
West, 1991). The plot of the interaction is shown in Fig. 3. 
The simple slopes of the regression lines shown in the Fig-
ure were then examined. When FSSBs were low (under one 
standard deviation), there was a significant and positive 
relationship between FI and FWC (simple slope = 0.28; t 
= 4.19, p < 0.01) whereas when the FSSBs were high, FI 

Table 1  Results of the Multilevel Confirmatory Factor  Analysesa

a Nlevel1 = 455,  Nlevel2 = 60
*p < 0.05

Model Factors χ2 df Δχ2 RMSEA CFI SRMR

Baseline Model
(5-factor model)

FSSBs at the supervisor level, family incivility, family-to-work 
conflict, family-to-work enrichment, and interpersonal deviance at 
the individual level

583.46 440 0.027 0.99 0.03

RM1 Combine family incivility and family-to-work conflict 788.91 448 205.45(8)* 0.041 0.96 0.04
RM2 Combine family incivility and family-to-work enrichment 916.85 448 333.39(8)* 0.048 0.94 0.05
RM3 Combine family incivility and deviance 2412.70 448 1729.24(8)* 0.098 0.72 0.12
RM4 Combine family-to-work conflict and enrichment 839.80 448 256.34(8)* 0.044 0.96 0.07
RM5 Combine family-to-work conflict and deviance 818.09 448 234.63(8)* 0.043 0.96 0.05
RM6 Combine family-to-work enrichment and deviance 965.57 448 382.11(8)* 0.050 0.94 0.07
RM7 One-factor null model 4034.83 460 3450.22(20)* 0.131 0.45 0.14
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was not significantly related to FWC (simple slope = 0.05; 
t  = 0.77, p > 0.10). We adopted the bootstrapping approach 
(bootstrap = 20,000) to examine the first-stage moderation 
of FSSBs on the indirect link between FI and interpersonal 
deviance via FWC (Edwards & Lambert, 2007). The results 

showed that the indirect effect varied significantly as a 
function of FSSBs. Specifically, the indirect effect through 
FWC was significant (indirect effect = 0.03, 95% CI [0.01, 
0.05], not including zero) when FSSBs were low, whereas 
the indirect effect was not significant (indirect effect = 0.01, 

Table 3  HLM  Resultsa

a Nlevel1 = 455,  Nlevel2 = 60
b Deviance is a measure of model fit; the smaller it is, the better the model fits. Deviance = -2 × log-likelihood of the full maximum-likelihood 
estimate
c Compared with M1
d Compared with M3
e Compared with Model 5
f Compared with M2
g Compared with M7
h Compared with M4
i Compared with M9. FI for family incivility. FWC for family-to-work conflict. FWE for family-to-work enrichment. FSSBs for family-supportive 
supervisor behaviors
*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01

Variables M1 M2 M3 M4 M5 M6 M7 M8 M9 M10
FWC FWC FWE FWE Deviance Deviance FWC FWC FWE FWE

Level-1 main effects
Employee age 0.00 − 0.03 − 0.04 − 0.02 0.02 0.02 − 0.02 − 0.01 − 0.04 − 0.05
Employee gender 0.13* 0.12* − 0.03 − 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.12* 0.13* − 0.03 − 0.04
Employee tenure 0.03 0.05 0.02 0.01 0.03 0.02 0.05 0.04 0.00 0.01
Weekly work hour 0.04 0.04 − 0.08 − 0.07 0.03 0.02 0.04 0.04 − 0.08 − 0.08
FI 0.17** − 0.14** 0.00 − 0.02 0.17** 0.17** − 0.14** − 0.13**
FWC 0.06*
FWE − 0.07*
Level-2 main effects
Years of establishment − 0.01 − 0.01 0.00 0.00 − 0.01 0.00 − 0.01 − 0.01 0.00 0.00
Organization type 0.00 0.02 − 0.07 − 0.08 0.06 0.05 0.02 0.03 − 0.08 − 0.09
FSSBs − 0.20** − 0.20** 0.26** 0.26**
Moderating effect
FI*FSSBs − 0.11* 0.09*
Devianceb 852.86 839.59 764.99 753.91 293.21 280.38 833.58 828.82 736.42 732.24
ΔDeviance – − 13.27**c – − 11.08**d – − 12.83**e − 6.01*f − 4.76*g − 17.49**h − 4.18*i

H2 

H5 

H6 

Family incivility 

Family-to-work 

conflict 

Family-to-work 

enrichment 

Workplace 
interpersonal 

deviance 

FSSBs 

H1 H3 

H4 

Supervisor-level 

Individual-level 

Fig. 1  Research Model of Family Incivility to Interpersonal Deviance. FSSBs for family-supportive supervisor behaviors
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95% CI [− 0.01, 0.02], including zero) when FSSBs were 
high. The difference between these two conditions was also 
significant (difference = 0.02, 90% CI [0.002, 0.04]). Thus, 
H5 was supported.

Adopting the same testing procedure for H6, we intro-
duced the main effects of FI and FSSBs as well as their 
cross–level interaction in the regression of FWE in M10. 
The interaction term was significantly and positively related 
to FWE (M10: γ = 0.09, p < 0.05), indicating a positive 
moderation of FSSBs on the relationship between FI and 
FWE. The interaction was also plotted in Fig. 4. The simple 
slope analysis showed that when FSSBs were low (under 
one standard deviation), there was a significant and negative 
relationship between FI and FWE (simple slope = − 0.23; 
t = 3.80, p < 0.01) whereas when FSSBs were high, FI was 
not significantly related to FWE (simple slope = − 0.04; 
t = 0.60,  p > 0.10). The bootstrapping results showed that 
the indirect effect through FWE also varied significantly as 
a function of FSSBs. Specifically, the indirect effect was 
significant (indirect effect = 0.03, 95% CI [0.01, 0.05], not 
including zero) when FSSBs were low, whereas the indirect 

effect was not significant (indirect effect = 0.00, 95% CI 
[− 0.01, 0.01], including zero) when FSSBs were high, and 
the difference was also significant (difference = 0.03, 95% 
CI [0.01, 0.06]), which supported H6.

General Discussion

Drawing on COR theory, we investigate whether FI can spill 
over and amplify into more intense forms of interpersonal 
deviance at work through a resource loss spiral and a disa-
bled resource gain spiral. We also explore the conditions 
under which any indirect effects can be attenuated. With the 
data collected from a multiphase three-wave survey study, 
we support the idea that the experiences of FI spiral toward 
interpersonal deviance at work through increased FWC and 
decreased FWE. In addition, we also find that these indirect 
relationships are weakened by high supervisor-level FSSBs.

The findings on the indirect relationship between FI and 
workplace interpersonal deviance are significant. In general, 
they are consistent with previous results, which demonstrate 

.17** 

-.14** 

06* 

-.07* 

-.11* 

.09* 

Family incivility 

Family-to-work 

conflict 

Family-to-work 

enrichment 

Workplace 
interpersonal 

deviance 

FSSBs 
Supervisor-level 

Individual-level 

Fig. 2  Research Results. FSSBs for family-supportive supervisor behaviors. * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01
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Family-to-work 

conflict 

2 

2.5 
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Low FSSBs 

        High FSSBs 

Fig. 3  Moderating Effect of FSSBs on Family-to-work Conflict. FSSBs for family-supportive supervisor behaviors
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that the detrimental effects of FI spill over to workplace, 
undermining functioning in the work domain (Bai et al., 
2016; De Clercq et al., 2018; Gopalan et al., 2021; Lim & 
Tai, 2014). By focusing on workplace interpersonal deviance 
as the outcome variable, we shed a unique light on how the 
interpersonal mistreatment in both the family and the work 
domains are related. The findings demonstrate that incivility 
may escalate into moderate- to high-intensity deviant behav-
iors with the more obvious intent to harm third parties in 
the workplace and reveal that interpersonal mistreatment at 
work may potentially originate from a family demand exter-
nal to the workplace.

Drawing on COR theory, we conceptually integrate 
depleting and enriching processes in our proposed model 
and empirically support that FI as a contextual family 
demand causes interpersonal mistreatment at work through 
a resource loss process and a disabled resource gain pro-
cess. Our findings of these dual mediating processes are 
consistent with the arguments of Chen and Powell (2012), 
which state that resource gain and loss represent inde-
pendent and separate processes, rather than at opposite 
ends of the same continuum. Previous studies which 
have examined the dual mediating processes of conflict 
and enrichment mostly focus on job demands/resources 
as the antecedents of work-to-family direction of conflict 
and enrichment. For example, Wayne et al. (2013) have 
shown that work-to-family enrichment and conflict medi-
ate the relationship between family-supportive organiza-
tional perceptions and employee affective commitment. 
Wu et al. (2020) have found that surface acting as a job 
demand undermines service performance via work-to-fam-
ily conflict, and that deep acting as a job resource enhances 
service performance via work-to-family enrichment. Com-
pared with personal and family resources, Wayne et al. 
(2020) have found work resources are stronger predictors 

of work-to-family conflict and enrichment, which further 
explains work–family balance satisfaction. We have con-
tributed above and beyond their work by focusing on a 
family demand as the predictor, and negative work inter-
personal behaviors as the outcome of the family-to-work 
direction of conflict and enrichment. While the resource 
depleting mechanism of FI as found in our study is consist-
ent with previous studies (e.g., Bai et al., 2016; De Clercq 
et al., 2018; Lim & Tai, 2014), the link between FI and 
the disabled resource enriching process sheds light on the 
notion that FWE can be related to contextual demands 
rather than exclusively tied to contextual resources, as sug-
gested by ten Brummelhuis and Bakker (2012).

Although investigations into the moderating effects of 
FSSBs have been scarce (Crain & Stevens, 2018), our result 
is generally consistent with previous findings that FSSBs 
serve as a buffer against the adverse effects of work–fam-
ily relationships (Goh et al., 2015; O'Driscoll et al., 2003; 
Shockley & Allen, 2013; Zhang & Tu, 2018). Previous stud-
ies have mainly examined the moderating effects of FSSBs 
on the relationships between work–family conflict/enrich-
ment and individual health outcomes including psycho-
logical strain and blood pressure (O'Driscoll et al., 2003; 
Shockley & Allen, 2013) as well as on the relationships 
between work domain factors, such as daily workload, ethi-
cal leadership and work–family conflict/enrichment (Goh 
et al., 2015; Zhang & Tu, 2018). Our study addresses the 
buffering effects of FSSBs on the indirect relationship 
between mistreatment in the family and the work domains, 
which, to our knowledge has not been examined previ-
ously. Our analysis suggests that when FSSBs were high, 
FI was not significantly related to either FWC or FWE and 
that the indirect effect between FI and interpersonal devi-
ance via FWC or FWE was not significant. This pattern of 
results suggests the shared perceptions of FSSBs as a macro 

Family incivility 

hgiHwoL

Family-to-work 

enrichment 

4 

4.5 

3.5 

 Low FSSBs 

        High FSSBs 

3 

Fig. 4  Moderating Effect of FSSBs on Family-to-work Enrichment. FSSBs for family-supportive supervisor behaviors
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resource successfully protect employees from resource loss 
and disabled resource gain processes.

Theoretical Implications

FI deserves more attention given its tendency to comprise 
work outcomes. We extend previous research which aims 
to reveal the relationship between FI and job performance 
(Lim & Tai, 2014), counterproductive work behavior (Bai 
et al., 2016), organizational citizenship behavior (De Clercq 
et al., 2018) and work engagement (Gopalan et al., 2021). 
We do so by focusing on interpersonal deviant behaviors at 
work as the outcome and testing the effects of cross-domain 
deviation amplifying. Our findings suggest that the experi-
ences of FI may beget more serious interpersonal mistreat-
ment at work beyond incivility through increased FWC and 
decreased FWE. In doing so, we not only empirically sup-
port but also expand the boundary of the conceptual frame-
work for the spiraling effect of work incivility (Andersson & 
Pearson, 1999) as well as the notion of incivility begetting 
further instances of incivility (Naeem et al., 2020; Rosen 
et al., 2016).

While we follow previous findings that FWC and FWE 
are conceptually distinct constructs (e.g., Carlson et al., 
2006), we advance the literature by integrating them as both 
mediating the path from FI to workplace interpersonal devi-
ances, and also explaining the separate underlying mecha-
nisms. The resource loss spiral explains how FI depletes 
resources in the current resource reservoirs, causing harmful 
interpersonal behaviors at work through heightened FWC. 
The resource gain spiral reveals how FI disables the capacity 
to generate additional resources, resulting in dysfunctional 
interpersonal behaviors due to diminished FWE. Thus, we 
contribute to an integrated knowledge of the depleting and 
enriching mechanisms underlying the relationship between 
FI and interpersonal deviance and add new empirical evi-
dence of resource loss and gain spirals that originate from 
a family demand.

Our findings support the moderating effects of supervi-
sor-level FSSBs on the indirect relationship between FI and 
interpersonal deviance at work via FWC and FWE, suggest-
ing that the employees who receive higher supervisor-level 
FSSBs will experience fewer adverse effects from FI. Mares-
caux et al. (2020) have indicated that “FSSB agreement is an 
important construct in and of itself” (p. 12). The supervisor-
level conceptualization accounts for how a shared reality 
(Marescaux et al., 2020) emerges out of team interactions 
and answers the call to explore how FSSBs operate within 
teams (Crain & Stevens, 2018). The findings also reveal 
how supervisor-level agreement about FSSBs functions as 
a macro-resource available within the team context to protect 
employees against resource loss and disabled resource gain 

processes in the face of the family demand. Our findings thus 
contribute to current knowledge about how features of the 
team context may help to alleviate the adverse effects of FI.

Practical Implications

The present study highlights important implications for 
practice. First, organizations cannot afford to ignore FI as 
a potential incursion into the workplace and its detrimental 
consequences. As our findings suggest, victims of FI can 
become instigators of overt forms of interpersonal deviance 
at work. Given the adverse spillover and deviation amplify-
ing effects of FI to the workplace, it is important for man-
agers to be mindful of the fact that deviance at work may 
originate from incivility experiences beyond work.

Second, organizations can learn to develop innovative 
ways to address the challenges brought into the workplace 
from FI. Our study indicates that FI undermines interper-
sonal interactions at work through a resource loss process 
and a disabled resource gain process, and that supervisor-
level FSSBs can alleviate these indirect relationships. There-
fore, it is critical for organizations to encourage supervisors 
to develop awareness about family support issues, to increase 
sensitivity to employees’ work–family needs (Zhang & Tu, 
2018) and to exhibit family supportive behaviors. For exam-
ple, supervisors may listen to employees’ family-related con-
cerns, share advice or personal experiences on how to deal 
with family demands such as FI, offer day-to-day assistance 
in facilitating employees’ emotional regulation and inter-
personal interactions, and restructure work to accommodate 
employees’ family concerns. Employees would particularly 
benefit from FSSBs applied in a consistent manner, which 
convey with necessary certainty that their work and fam-
ily balance will be valued and supported (Marescaux et al., 
2020). Strengthening FSSBs also helps to shape family-
supportive culture that allows employees to talk about their 
family concerns, such as FI experiences, making them feel 
safe, and seeks support from organizational peers. In addi-
tion, organizations can provide training programs that help 
employees to prevent and identify FI, regulate emotions, and 
address this issue in more constructive ways while maintain-
ing confidentiality so that the issues of FI can be resolved 
without potential inhibition.

Strengths, Limitations and Directions 
for Future Studies

First, the three-wave research design reduces the likelihood 
of common method variance. However, the possibility of 
reverse causal relationships cannot be ruled out. Future 
studies may apply a rigorous longitudinal design to collect 
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data pertaining to all variables at different times. Second, 
workplace interpersonal deviance is measured by multiple 
coworkers, answering the call for peer assessment to provide 
more accurate accounts of actual deviance within the team 
(Ferguson et al., 2012). Future studies may also consider 
further reducing common method bias by obtaining data of 
FSSBs from supervisors.

The research on FI can be advanced in several ways. First, 
researchers can explore whether FI links to other forms of 
interpersonal mistreatment at work, such as violence and 
aggression (Andersson & Pearson, 1999). Our finding sug-
gests FI begets interpersonal deviance at work, which can be 
more intense and less ambiguous than workplace incivility 
in terms of the intent to harm. Future studies can test the 
spillover of deviation amplifying effects by examining other 
interpersonal mistreatment behaviors as outcome variables. 
Future studies can unravel the potential mediating mecha-
nisms from cognitive perspectives. Cognitive mechanisms 
such as self-regulation can be examined. We encourage 
future research to explore additional moderators that reveal 
what organizations can do to reduce the detrimental effect of 
FI. The type and variety of resources organizations can pro-
vide their employees to help curb or reduce resource deple-
tion, and enable resource gain, are worthy of more attention. 
For example, a family-supportive climate allows employees 
to take time to deal with family demands and creates psycho-
logical safety for employees to discuss their family concerns.

From the resource perspective, it would be interesting 
to explore whether resource loss is increasingly acute in 
the absence of resource gain. Therefore, it is worthwhile 
for future study to address how the interaction between 
FWC and FWE affects the overall amount of resources that 
employees have, which may in turn affect deviance.

Conclusion

Drawing on COR theory, this study investigates the effects 
of FI on interpersonal deviance at work through FWC and 
FWE. In addition, it also explores whether supervisor-level 
FSSBs moderate the indirect effects. We expect our study 
to make contributions to ethics literature and more specifi-
cally to the literature on deviant behaviors and incivility. Our 
study suggests FI as a form of mistreatment in the family 
domain has the potential to beget increasingly intense inter-
personal mistreatment at work, thus providing insights on 
the family origins of workplace interpersonal deviance and 
extending the established notion of experienced incivility 
leading to instigated incivility (Naeem et al., 2020; Rosen 
et al., 2016). By integrating FWC and FWE processes, we 
reveal how a resource loss spiral and a disabled resource 
gain spiral account for the relationship between FI and inter-
personal deviance. Lastly, we enrich an understanding of 

the boundary conditions of FI by identifying FSSBs as a 
supervisor-level macro resource that attenuates the adverse 
effects of FI, contributing to current knowledge about how 
organizations may provide a sTable resource to address the 
detrimental spillover effects caused by FI.
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