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Abstract
Background and Objectives Within the stressor-emotion model, counterprogrect
work behavior is considered a possible resultrafsst It is well-known that self-
efficacy mitigates the detrimental effects of straad the stressor-strain relation. We
aim to extend the stressor-emotion model of copnbeluctive work behavior by
examining the additive and moderating role of wamnkl regulatory emotional self
efficacy dimensiondesign and Methods A structural equation model and a set of
hierarchical regressions were conducted on a coewea sample of 1,147 Italian
workers.Results Individuals who believed in their capabilitiesnt@nage work
activities had a lower propensity to act countedpatively. Workers who believed in
their capabilities to cope with negative feelingslta lower propensity to react with
negative emotions under stressful conditions. Kinedsults showed that self efficacy
moderates at least some of the relationships betsteessors and negative emotions,
and also between stressors and counterproducthavioes, but did not moderate the
relationship between negative emotions and thgsestgf conductConclusions.Self
efficacy beliefs proved to be a protective fact@ttcan reduce the impact of stressful

working conditions.

Keywords: Counterproductive work behavior, worlf-dficacy, regulatory

emotional self-efficacy, control, work stress



Running head: WORK AND EMOTIONAL SELF EFFICACY 3

Introduction

Counterproductive work behavior (CWB) represents ohthe most
significant emerging criticalities in organizationsrldwide. This behavior violates
organizational and social norms, and so threatemtegitimate interests and well-
being of both organization and its members. Itlwamriented towards the
organization as a whole (CWB-O; e.g., fraud, sajpmttheft) and also towards
individuals within the organization (CWB-I; e.gexaal harassment, verbal abuse,
gossiping). Overall, the academic literature clehrghlights the impressive
pervasiveness of these kind of behaviors and gsd®asran, 2012; Vardi & Weitz,
2004). What it is clear from the literature is tRAWVB represents one of the possible
results of stress at work and a response to fitusgravorking conditions (e.g., Spector
& Fox, 2005). In particular, within the stressor-@ion model (Spector & Fox, 2005),
which is largely supported in the organizationtriture (e.g., Bowling &
Eschleman, 2010; Fida, Paciello, Tramontano, Foaia&& Barbaranelli, 2012; Fox,
Spector, & Miles, 2001), CWB are considered thelltesf ineffective coping
strategies with work stressors and an aversiveorespto the job stress process.
Indeed, this behavior can be considered as a resporperceived organizational
stressors as a form of behavioral strain: whenergroyees perceive a job stressor,
they may experience negative feelings that in toay lead them to enact overt or
covert damaging behaviors as a strategy to redwecerhotionally unpleasant
condition derived from organizational frustratiqgfenney & Spector, 2005; Spector,
1998). Previous studies demonstrated that orgamizdtconstraints, unmanaged
conflicts, work overload, role stressors and lackupport are among the most
common organizational characteristics highly catesd with negative emotions and

CWB (Fox et al., 2001; Spector & Fox, 2005). Whilss first three are tangible
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stressors, support is a situational resource, hemdve lack of support may be
perceived as a stressor. In addition, some stigssach as workload, can be
considered challenges and may represent an oppgrtonpersonal growth for some
workers (Rodell & Judge, 2009). Other stressors siscrole conflict or ambiguity are
obstacles and may compromise workers’ professidenatlopment and interfere with
the achievement of their work goals (Rodell & Judf09).

The process leading to CWB may be even more conahen considering
workers’ personality characteristics. Indeed, peatity structures may influence the
perception and the appraisal of the work contedttae resulting emotional and
behavioral tendencies (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984j.ikstance some authors have
specifically investigated the role of trait angeox et al., 2001), irritability (Fida et
al., 2012), narcissism (Penney & Spector, 200)atee affectivity trait (Bowling &
Eschleman, 2010), moral disengagement (Fida, Paci@amontano, Fontaine,
Barbaranelli, & Farnese, 2014), examining how thestentially increase the risk of
negative outcomes due to stress at work. Similadype scholars have also
highlighted how different personality charactedstrelated to control may represent
protective factors in managing the stress respenskeat is, the stressors’ perception-
emotional response-behavior chain (e.g., Kammeyaetdr, Judge, & Scott, 2009;
Karasek, 1979; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984; Thomps681L In fact, an individual
who believes that they have the internal resouiamethe control and management of
stressful situations perceives them as less stilemsfl responds less negatively. As a
consequence, personal variables related to cantglprevent undesirable stress
outcomes such as CWB (Fox et al., 2001; Fox & Spe2006). Indeed, the
perception of control is an important element @f stressor-emotion model, and since

the first conceptualization of their model, Spe@nd Fox have suggested that control
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affects it in the following three areas: a) peraapbf stressors; b) response to
stressors—that is, emotional response; and c) nsgpiw emotions—that is,
counterproductive response to negative emotions &8pector, 2006; Spector,
1998). In particular, control can have both an &delirole (as predictor), influencing
the perception of stressors, the negative emoti@sglonse to it, and the
consequential negative behavioral outcome, andtanaictive effect (as moderator),
influencing all the relations of the stressor-emotmodel.

While the importance of control has been underlinednainly from a
theoretical point of view, only a limited number ofstudies have empirically
examined the role of personality variables relatetio control in contrasting CWB
via examining how control can affect and/or bufferthe perception of stressors,
the emotional response to stressors, and the behasal response to negative
emotions. These few studies have generally examingx® role of control in terms
of autonomy (e.g., Fox et al., 2001; Vardi & Weitz2004), locus of control (Fox &
Spector, 1999), or core self-evaluations (Bowlinglyang, Tang, & Kennedy,

2010; Judge, Locke, & Durham, 1997).

In the current study, we will examine the role gldyoy control in the stressor-
emotion model of CWB, adopting Bandura’s socialrgtige theory (1986) as our
theoretical framework. Control will be conceptuatizin terms of domain-specific
workers’ self-efficacy (SE) beliefs. This constrgen be considered as the expression
of self-regulatory functioning: people exercise ttohover events through self-
control and self-regulation (Bandura, 1986). Rerablk Fox and Spector themselves
argued that “studies that consider the role ofsHitacy [ . . . ] are needed” (2006, p.
17), hypothesizing that “ . . . individuals highgalf-efficacy concerning a domain are

unlikely to appraise domain-specific challenges [] as stressors” (p. 9); further,
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they “conjure up apprehensive cognitions leadingreiety or other negative
emotions” (p. 16). In this research, we will opemaalize SE in terms of personal
beliefs about control over work activities and &ékork SE, W-SE), and about the
control and management of emotional activationul@gry emotional SE, RE-SE),
and we will examine how these two dimensions irgrevin the stressor-emotion
model of CWB.To the best of our knowledge, no previous studiesalie jointly
investigated these two SE dimensions in the orgamizonal setting or have tested
whether and how they differently operate as protecate factors in the stressor-
strain process, thereby reducing the recourse to C®/. Given that we aim to
examine how both W-SE and RE-SE intervene in the peeption-emotion-

behavior chain, exerting both an additive and modeating role.

Self-Efficacy at Work

Perceived capabilities to execute a course of metim to master tasks,
emotions, and situations to pursue one’s own geaigecially under difficulties and
challenging conditions) are core elements of Sketsehnd represent the root of
efficacious behavior and successful adaptations&hweho perceive themselves as
more efficacious face difficulties more construetivand persevere longer when they
encounter obstacles. Thus, SE aids in the undelisgof why, given the same
external conditions, not all individuals perceiveegnal situations in the same way,
show the same emotional response, and react vatbaime behaviors.

The value of SE has been extensively recognizedpasmoting factor of
work success (e.g., Stajkovic & Luthans, 1998), andn individual protective factor
in stressful working conditions (Jex & Bliese, 1998tudies focusing on the stressor-

strain process (Bandura, 1997; Bandura, Cioffi,Idiay& Brouillard, 1988) have
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underlined that SE, as it relates to individualinggskills, affects the amount of stress
that employees experience in threatening or diffisituations. Furthermore SE
affects the perception of work context and jobsstoes (Caprara, Barbaranelli,
Borgogni, & Steca, 2003) and individuals’ emotioaaperience and behaviors
(Bandura, Caprara, Barbaranelli, Gerbino, & Pa#itpB903). In addition SE
intervenes in the relation between external stressod stress (Bandura, 1997;
Wiederfeld, O’Leary, Bandura, Brown, Levine, & Rask990). Overall while
inefficacious thinking (typical for people with l@w SE) produces distress and
reduces people’s level of functioning (Jex & Blig$899; Lazarus & Folkman,
1984), high SE prevents emotional exhaustion ameéegn(Bandura, 1992; Grau,
Salanova, & Peird, 2001), promoting more appropréaping strategies (Jex &
Bliese, 1999).

With regards to the relationship between domaircifipeSE beliefs and
misconduct, the contributions to the literature ednom the developmental field.
Overall, these studies suggested that SE exertst@cfive role in contrasting
antisocial behaviors and in promoting prosocialdwetrs (Bandura et al., 2003;
Bandura, Caprara, Barbaranelli, Pastorelli, & Rega001;Caprara, Gerbino,
Paciello, Di Giunta, & Pastorelli, 2010). The exigecprotective role of SE in
preventing CWB is also in line with findings thatve considered generalized SE
reporting that people with positive core self-ewailons display less CWB (e.g.,
Chang, Ferris, Johnson, Rosen, & Tan, 2012).

We believe that the study of SE and personalityastiaristics related to
control in the stress process is particularly inigat;, especially in the actual business
environment, which is characterized by rapid chaag® unpredictability. The need

for continuous adjustment to a work environment fggems to have become
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permanently more turbulent and threatening craatesasingly stressful working
conditions (e.g., Bordia, Hunt, Paulsen, TouristDi&onzo, 2004), making it even
more important to focus the research on the empkiygersonal resources related to
control for coping with stressful work contexts.

The Present Study

In the present study, we aim to extend the stremsmtion model of CWB by
examining the additive and moderating role of W&®le RE-SE. The former
concerns the perceived capability to deliver goadated behavior at work,
permitting workers to perceive difficulties as oppimities to grow and to maintain
proper motivation, including when work contexts e very demanding.
Employees with high W-SE effectively regulate tHehavior in accordance with
their own work goals, and they successfully perftheir jobs, even under
undesirable conditions (Jimmieson, 2000). RE-SEenexamined in the
organizational setting, concerns the perceivedlulifyato overcome negative
affective experiences and to control impulses ufrdstrating and stressful
conditions; thus, it is an emotional self-regulateapability to reduce negative
emotional feelings once they are aroused. Resashimied that people with higher
RE-SE behave less aggressively (Bandura et al3;Z0&prara et al., 2010) and more
prosocially (Caprara & Steca, 2005).

As shown in Figure 1, in relation to the main effes of SE on the different
components of the stressor-emotion model, we hypasized that both W-SE and
RE-SE will be negatively related to perceived stre®rs (H1), and to negative
emotions above and beyond perceived stressors (HR)oreover, as RE-SE is
specifically operationalized within the emotional @main, the relationship with

negative emotions is expected to be stronger for R&E than for W-SE (H2a).We
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also hypothesized that both W-SE and RE-SE will beegatively related to CWB
above and beyond negative emotions and stressors3}{Moreover, since W-SE
is specifically operationalized within the domain 6behavioral control at work,
we expected this negative relationship to be stroegfor W-SE than for RE-SE
(H3a).

With regards to the moderating effects of SE we hygthesized thatW-SE
and RE-SE will moderate the relationships betweerhe perception of stressors
and negative emotions (H4), between stressors and\® (H5) and between
negative emotions and CWB (H6). These relationshigge expected to be weaker

when the SE is higher.

Figure 1

Methods

Participants and Procedure

The sample was comprised of 1,147 (53.5% womehantavorking adults,
with a mean age of 40 years (SD = 11), employediffarent organizations mainly in
the private sector (62.6%) and from small and nreesized enterprises (0 to 15
employees: 27.4%; 16 to 50 employees: 19.2%; 3D@employees: 10.8%; 101 to
500 employees: 16.1%), recruited using a converisampling method. The
majority (52.4%) had a high school education. Thusthprevalent types of job are:
clerical jobs (50%), teacher (11%) and blue cq®6). Pertaining to employment
contract type, 68.7% were permanent employees%d @re temporary employees;
15.7% had other types of contracts. The mean jpilosty was 16 years (SD = 11)

and, on average, participants had held their post(at the time of the study) for 10
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years (SD = 10). Finally participants work on ager&5 hours per week (SE = 11.1;
range 10-60 hours). Participants took part in thdyson a voluntary basis and did not
receive any form of compensation, financial or othge. The ethical committee of
Sapienza University of Rome approved the studyfrained research assistants
handed out questionnaires in blank envelopes. Byapbfilled in the questionnaire
individually and returned it the same day they nezeit. Before starting, the
researcher explained that their responses wouabbelutely confidential and that the
research was not commissioned by the organizatiowliich they worked.

Measures

Interpersonal conflict. This was measured by the Italian version of theedi
Interpersonal Conflict at Work Scale (Barbaranélida, & Gualandri, 2013; Spector
& Jex, 1998). Respondents were asked how oftem(fre= less than once per month
or never to 5 = several times per day was useg)dbeinto arguments at work and
how often other people at work were rude to, yeflecand/or did nasty things to
them.

Organizational constraints. These were measured by the Italian version of
the 11-item Organizational Constraints Scale (Baalli et al., 2013; Spector &
Jex, 1998). This scale measures events or sitgasiowork that interfere with task
performance. Respondents were presented with af Isstuational constraints and
were asked to indicate how often (five-point resg@sacale as described above) they
found it difficult or impossible to do their job t&use of each constraint.

Workload. This was measured by the Italian version of theesi
Quantitative Workload Inventory (Barbaranelli et @2013; Spector & Jex, 1998).

This scale measures the quantity and speed of gasrled out by the respondents.
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Employee were asked to indicate how often (fiveapoesponse scale as described
above) their workload affected their standard jotivéies.

Role stressorsRole conflict and role ambiguity were measuredh®y14-
item Role Conflict and Ambiguity Scale developedRiyzo, House, and Lirtzman
(1970). Participants were asked to indicate hoeroffrom 1 = never or almost never
to 5 = very often or always) they experienced peoid related to their work role.

Social support.This was measured by 5 items from the Job Content
Questionnaire (JCQ) (Karasek et al., 1998). Paditis were asked how often co-
workers and supervisors offered them support (ftomnever or almost never to 5 =
very often or always).

Negative emotionsThese were measured by the Job-Related Affectivie We
Being Scale (Van Katwyk, Fox, Spector, & Kellow&@p00), including 15 negative
emotions experienced in the last 30 days in resptmthe job. Employees were
asked to indicate how often (from 1 = almost neges = extremely often or always)
any part of their job made them feel each emotistatk.

Counterproductive workplace behavior.This was measured via a shortened
version of the Italian version of the Counterpradiec\Work Behavior Checklist
(CWB) (Barbaranelli et al., 2013; Spector et &Q@&), which measures the two CWB
dimensions: one including behaviors towards theawization as a whole (CWB-O,
10 items) and the other including behaviors towadividuals within the
organization (CWB-I, 17 items). Participants weskeal to indicate how often (from
1 = never to 5 = every day) they act each of ttedi behaviors in their present job.

Work and regulatory SE. These were measured respectively by items
adapted from the Teacher SE Scale (Caprara @08i3) and the Emotional SE Scale

(Bandura et al., 2003) to work and organizatiomaitexts. Participants were asked to
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indicate how capable they were (from 1 = not at@all = completely) of efficaciously
performing the behavior presented in each of thi#elbs. A preliminary exploratory
factor analysis confirmed the two-factor structure.

Table 1 provides both the Cronbachx and factor score determinacy

coefficients demonstrating the quality of the scateused in this study.

Data Analysis

Data analysis was performed using SPSS 18.0 andsvi?1. In order to
examine the main effects of SE, a structural eqnatnodeling (SEM) technique was
used. SEM allows to concurrently test all the reteghips showed in Figure 1 also
controlling for covariates (i.e., gender, educatiars of work experience and hours
worked per week). Additional strengths of SEM dae possibility to control for
measurement error (in the examined model all thiabies were posited as a single-
indicator latent variable, Bollen, 1989) and toraxae the indirect effects of SE in the
whole process. To this end, we have used the ictd#féect test with the bootstrap
procedure (MacKinnon, 2008) implemented in Mpluslgn compute the confidence
interval for each indirect effect. Due to the narmality of one measure (CWB-I),
we used the Mplus robust ML method for parametstisnation.

In order to examine the moderation of W-SE and BE6S stressor-emotion
model relationships, we conducted three multip&drichical linear regressions (one
for each dependent variable). Control variablesevesitered in the first step; W-SE,
RE-SE, stressors and negative emotions (the atlgrwhen CWBs were dependent
variables) were entered in the second step; itteraterms of W-SE and of RE-SE
with all other variables were entered in the tlsitep. Before performing regressions,

predictor variables were centered at the meandardo reduce multicollinearity and
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then multiplicative terms were created to testitieraction effects. To test the
moderation hypotheses, we considered changé.ifidRbetter interpret the significant
interactions, we used post-hoc simple slopes aisadysl graphical representation
(Cohen, Cohen, West, & Aiken, 2003).

Unlike SEM analysis, hierarchical regression hasativantage of allowing
for a much clearer breakdown of the variance erplhiby control variables, main
effects, and interactions. However, regression doésllow controlling for
measurement error. As a consequence, the explaamathce in a regression analysis
frequently differs from that resulting from analagomodel testing by SEM, being
higher or lower depending on the specific pattdroovariances that is analyzed (see
Bollen, 1989).

Results

The descriptive statistics and correlations fosaldied variables are
presented in Table 1. As expected W-SE and RE-§&tively correlated with
organizational constraints, role ambiguity, roleftiot, negative emotions, and CWB
dimensions, and positively correlated with suppGdntrary to our hypothesis,
interpersonal conflict does not correlate with eitldV-SE or RE-SE. Furthermore,
surprisingly workload does not correlate with REASHle it is positively correlated
with W-SE.Therefore, employees with higher SE perceived thenk context as
more supportive and less stressful, excepting wauikland experienced less negative

emotions in relation to their jobs and behaved tessterproductively.

Table 1
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With regard to the SEM the model displayed in Feg®, in which all the non-
significant hypothesized paths (Figure 1) weredik@ zero, yielded an excellent fit:
v(df = 19) = 24.87, p = .16, CFI = 1.00, RMSEA =7QCI = .000, .033), p = 1.00,
SRMR =.012. In line with the theoretical framewaikd previous research, all of the
stressors influenced negative emotions, with thg exception of role ambiguity.
Furthermore some stressors influenced CWB-O and W only indirectly
through negative emotions but also directly: CWBv&s positively influenced by
organizational constraints and CWB-I by interpee@onflict and negatively by job
support. W-SE played an additive role on all tmesstors, with the only exception of
interpersonal conflict. Specifically, the workerglwhigher levels of W-SE perceived
lower levels of role ambiguity, role conflict andyanizational constraints and higher
levels of job support and workload. Moreover, wask&ith higher levels of RE-SE
also perceived lower levels of workload. Howevkee, latter effect necessitates
further consideration as the zero order correladbetveen RE-SE and workload is
non-significant albeit negative (r=-.06, see tableAlthough the direction of this
relationship is consistent with expectations it traesconsidered that the significant
negative effect that emerged in SEM analyBis €.20, p <.001) may be at least
partially attributed to the statistical suppresgitsenomenon (see Cohen et al., 2003)
due to the high correlation between W-SE and REa8H,to the inverse relationship
with workload (being the significant correlationtlveen W-SE and workload equal to
.12, see table 1). Furthermore, while RE-SE inftgehnegative emotions but not
CWB, W-SE influenced both CWB-O and CWB-I but negative emotions. Hence,
in line with expectations, results suggest thatkeos with higher levels of RE-SE
experienced lower levels of negative emotions liati@n to their job, while workers

with higher levels of W-SE behaved less counterpetidely. In addition to this,
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indirect effect test showed that RE-SE influencethtCWB-O and CWB-I indirectly
through negative emotions (total indirect effefts: -.048; 95%CI =-.069, -.027 and
B =-.030; 95%CI = -.052, -.007 respectively), aneéS® influenced both CWB-O and
CWB-I indirectly through stressors and their effegh negative emotions (total
indirect effectsp = -.030; 95%CI =-.043, -.018 affid= -.044; 95%CI =-.066, -.023,

respectively).

Figure 2

The findings also highlight interesting patternsdovariates. In particular,
females scored higher in negative emotighs (10), showed lower RE-SB € -.25)
and acted less CWBs (CWB{O= -.10 and CWB-p = -.08). Furthermore, they
tended to perceived more role ambigufiy=(.10). Workers with higher education
levels experienced more negative emotighs (06), perceived higher workloa@ £
.09), and acted less CWBS{l € -.08). Those who work more hours per week
perceived greater interpersonal confligts=(.08), workload{ = .23), role ambiguity
(B = .09) and role conflict}(= .13), experienced more negative emotigs (08)
and acted more CWB-B(= .10). Finally workers with more work experiersteowed
higher W-SE f§ = .07), perceived higher levels of interpersomalfiict (3 = .08) and
less role ambiguityfl(= -.11), experienced less negative emoti@ins {07) and acted
less CWBs (CWB-@ = -.15 and CWB-p = -.06).

Results of hierarchical regression analyses (T2b&e consistent and
coherent with findings from SEM. In particular, thignificant direct effects
identified in SEM (for stressors, negative emotjdiss, and control variables) were

replicated in the regressions. Overall regressipiagned less variance of negative
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emotions, and more variance of CWB-I and of CWBa@nt SEM (respectively 38%
vS. 44%, 16% vs 14%, and 19% vs. 18%). MoreoverB\&&d RE-SE moderated,
although with a small impact, some of the relatiops. Neither W-SE nor RE-SE

moderated the relationship between negative emoaod CWB (see Table 2).

Table 2

Post-hoc simple slopes analydisgures 3a and 3 showed significant
differences among the slope coefficientsq(g .05). With regard to the moderating
role of SE on the relationship between stressadshagative emotions (Figure 3a)
surprisingly workers with higher W-SE respondedwitgher negative emotions in
situations with high organizational constraintsttRermore, in line with our
hypothesis, workers with lower RE-SE responded Wigfiner negative emotions in
situations with high role confliciVith regard to the moderating role of SEs on the
relationship between stressors and CWB-I, only worérs with lower W-SE
responded with more CWB-I in situations with organkational constraints and in
non-supportive contexts (Figure 3a). Finally with egard to the moderating role
of SE on the relationship between stressors and CW8, only workers with
lower W-SE responded with CWB-O in situations withhigh organizational
constraints and with lack of support (Figure 3b). Firther, only workers with
lower RE-SE responded with higher CWB-O in non-supprtive contexts (Figure

3b).

Figures 3a and 3b
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Discussion

Our findings highlighted the protective role of s SE dimensions in the
stress process conducive to CWB. First, as hypatheésresults of both SEM and
regressions attested that W-SE played a critidalimodiscouraging CWB, while RE-
SE was crucial in contrasting negative emotionattiens. Workers that believed in
their capabilities to manage work activities eveder aversive conditions had a
lower propensity to behave destructively in theanigation (toward the organization
as a whole and toward persons in the organizatcamppromising the achievement of
work goals and more generally the organizationgopmance and workers’ well-
being. Similarly, workers who believed in their ehpity to cope with negative
feelings showed a lower propensity to react withatiwe emotions even under
stressor conditions, usually leading to CWB.

These results attest to two different ways in whichvidual control in terms of
self-regulation operates in preventing undesiraeleaviors under frustrating
situations. People’s beliefs about their self-raguty emotional capabilities help
them to avoid becoming overwhelmed by their negagimotions (anger, anxiety,
frustration), allowing them to find alternative lasfioral responses to such feelings
that are different from aggressive and impulsiveduat. In the framework of the
frustration-aggression hypothesis, job frustratizay imply a lower arousal in people
with higher RE-SE, which can interrupt the frustratarousal-aggression chain.
People’s beliefs about their capability to contr@ir work behavior under different
conditions permit them to face stressors by transitg obstacles into challenging
tasks and to select “productive” behaviors instefagsorting to CWB. Hence,
employees who perceive themselves as highly efboaan these domains better

manage environmental stressors and experience lewas of distress and
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physiological arousal when facing challenges affiitdit goals. As a consequence,
they are less subject to negative emotions andolesse to CWB. In sum, although
RE-SE does not directly influence the perceptiostadssors and CWBs, it plays a
pivotal role by preventing workers’ experience efjative emotions. At the same
time, although W-SE does not impact directly ugosémotional response, it
inhibiting the process leading to CWBs, by direttigdering them and by
intervening at the very initial stage in employesspraisal of almost all of the
stressful working conditions we considered (intespaal conflict is the only stressor
that is not correlated with SE). In particular, doypes with higher W-SE perceived
lower levels of role stressors and organizatioonalktraints. Probably, these
individuals are more goal-oriented and are mora@ito resolve different and
conflicting external demands by ordering them aditwy to an internal hierarchical
representation of work goals. Moreover it is likédiat these performance-oriented
workers may perceive organizational constrainfgradicable and manageable issues
to be accounted for in their action plans, rathantunexpected obstacles with which
they have to deal. In addition, workers with higlesels of W-SE perceived higher
levels of job support. It is plausible that indivals with high W-SE are more
confident in receiving social support because treymore able to create the social
conditions needed for achieving personal and comgoais. Moreover, they could
have a central position within the work for theattier performance and their ability to
promote social reciprocity and a collective serfsefficacy.

A last, unexpected, result concerns employees mggher levels of W-SE, which
perceived higher levels of workload. This is prdgatue to their goal commitment
and goal attainment: their confidence in their ¢algig to perform, to manage work

demands, and to achieve work goals, in line widirtimternal standards (usually
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high), makes them more at risk of exceeding in vwamtivities and consequently
perceiving heavier workloads. Furthermore, theyldtikely take on a greater
workload to test themselves, as workload can bsidered as a challenge stressor
(Rodell & Judge, 2009). However, future researasukhfurther investigate this issue
by including job description characteristics or wohing for the roles that employees
play.

Our findings related to the moderation of SE shoa@dore complex and
articulated picture. Overall SEs (and specificillySE more than RE-SE)
significantly moderated only a few of the relatibips between stressors and negative
emotions and between stressors and CWB, while abtteem moderated the
relationship between negative emotions and CWB.ddeer, the moderating effects
are lower than the main effects.

Employees with lower RE-SE react with higher levalsegative emotions
when they have to face conflicting demands witlpeesto their roles. Moreover,
opposite to our initial hypothesis, when peoplehvaithigher sense of W-SE perceived
high organizational constraints, they react witthierr levels of negative emotions. A
possible explanation for this result may relat8#mdura’s (1997) consideration that
workers who believe they have adequate capabitbi@Ehieve their work goals and
to face challenging tasks, generally display greaativation and performance.
Likely, they become extremely frustrated when theyover-limited in their work
activities by environmental constraints that areuraler their direct control (i.e., poor
equipment or supplies, incorrect instructions). &léweless, despite the activation of
negative emotions, as shown in both regression$s&hd, they do not resort to

greater CWB and could select different behaviogaponses, for example decreasing
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their motivation over time, putting less effortartheir job, or reducing their extra-
role behaviors (such as organizational citizenbleipaviors).

People with lower levels of W-SE also showed a éigiropensity to resort to
CWB-0 and CWB-I when they felt they did not havemort from their colleagues
and supervisors, as well as when the conditiorgieve work goals were not
guaranteed (organizational constraints). As a apresgce, in organizations in which
working conditions are highly constrained, and/ahva low collaborative climate,
workers that cannot rely on well-based beliefs alioeir capabilities to manage work
goals are more at risk of behaving counterprodabtiv

In contrast with our hypothesis, our results shothad SE does not moderate
the relation between emotions and behavior, arsdighactually in line with other
research (Fida et al., 2012). Workers with diffélemels of SE have the same
propensity to react with CWB when they experienegative emotions. In other
terms, SE intervenes in people’s appraisal of stuésontexts, but not in the
translation of negative emotions into deviant bétrav

Although our hypotheses on the interactive effé @B beliefs were only
partially confirmed, and the main effects are mhigher than the corresponding
moderating effects, these findings contribute beter articulation of our results, and
necessitate further research. In particular it wdnd interesting to examine in an
experimental setting whether and how SE intervémegferent stressful conditions
and in turn, clarify why the interactive effect®E beliefs is only partial. Furthermore
the interactive effect of SE can be plausibly lithke the degree of manageability of
stressful situations. It is reasonable to hypotteethat individuals with high W-SE
may be particularly able to avoid the stressor-tieg&motions-CWB chain when the

source of stress is manageable, that is employag$ave some degree of freedom
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to intervene on it. On the other hand they mayus:enore exposed to that chain
when they are subject to organizational and con&xorces that are entirely external
to them and upon which they can exert minimal cdntynfortunately, the stressors
in this study were not operationalized considethrgdegree to which each stressor
can be manageable; hence it is only possible taiggsome initial speculations that
will require future study to gain empirical suppdttwould also be relevant to include
some information about the leadership style andjtradity of the relationship within
the organization/work team, since these charatteyisan eventually originate or
exacerbate stressful conditions at work. Indeetheérpresent study, SE has a
tangential or absent role in moderating varialdhes tan be highly depending on the
leader (i.e. role stressor, workload, conflict),ilehs quite relevant in relation to the
lack of support and organizational constraints. fomer is possibly the stressor on
which the employee can have the strongest dirflaeimce. Conversely the latter
stressor is generally the least manageable by gmgdo particularly when
organizational constraints are due to limited ecoicccapacity and therefore only
partially ameliorated by effective leadership. Fatstudies should test whether and
how leadership and SE jointly modulate the relaiops posited in the stressor-
emotion model, also taking into account contextaaditions that can affect the
degree of manageability of stressors.

These findings represent a preliminary examinaiotie role of individual
differences in self-control in the stressors-emm@ideviant behavior chain and have
some limits. In fact, it is not possible to draweahative causal relationships among
our variables due to the cross-sectional natumiptiata, even though the posited
model is strongly grounded in prior theories (Speét Fox, 2005). Future

longitudinal and experimental research must strergthe tested modénother
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limitation is the exclusive use of self-report meases, although Fox and
colleagues (2007) demonstrated the convergence beem self- and peer-reports
in the majority of stressor-emotion model measuresAnother limitation of the
study concerns the internal coherence of someeo$thles. While most of the scales
override the "golden standard” of alpha greatededld (see Nunnally & Bernstein,
1994), two scales (namely role conflict and sosigdport) show an alpha of around
.68. It is well known, however, that alpha is a foptimal index of internal
coherence, especially when items are not tau elgumit/@.e., they have the same
factor loadings). In this case other indices tledtdr reflect the factorial structure of
the scale are recommended. Among these indice®mgdered factor score
determinacy coefficients (McDonald & Mulaik, 197%)nally, we used a
convenience (although large) sample and this affinet generalizability of the
findings. Ideally, future studies should test thggested model in a probability
sample, taking into account different organizatlamatexts or specific jobs.
Conclusion and practical implications

This study represents an attempt to examine tleeplalyed by control within
the stressor-emotion model of CWB, an area thatdwesved limited attention in the
field, by using an agentic perspective of humarcfieming and behaviors. According
to the reciprocal determinism perspective descriipeBandura (1986), SE beliefs,
being related to the self-regulatory system, dimalleable” social-cognitive
structure susceptible to change due to the reapinfluences between individuals
and context, making them steadier. This meanstigainizations can design
interventions by taking into account their emplay/geerception of control at the

behavioral and emotional level so as to hinder treg@motions at work and to
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reduce the risk of behaviors that violate orgamretl norms that interfere with
organizational functioning and with the qualitypybducts or services.

With the likely fact that employees have to confrarwork context and job
conditions that are more and more uncertain, ibbexs relevant to understand if and
how personal characteristics related to control diaguade workers from the
negative outcomes of stress and consequently piibiEc organizations from
misconduct. In our study, SE proved to be a protedactor that can reduce the
impact of stressful working conditions. Furthereash should investigate if
additional factors could intervene in the stressegative emotion-CWB chain.

In conclusion, it is relevant to understand if arigations may help their
employees in enhancing their beliefs about theetbfit SE domains, creating a sense
of agency for the management of stressful situatand creating a more resilient
organization (Jacobs & Blustein, 2008). Coheremtifgrventions can be designed
with the aim of increasing self-regulatory capdias, for example, by planning a
distinct set of learning opportunities, giving ctvastive feedback, promoting
modeling processes, and by the exposition to atem behavioral patterns. Thus,
prospectively, this study’s findings may inform aguadde the design and
implementation of interventions aimed at decrea#iiegncidence of deviant
behaviors in the organization by focusing on a sigesrea of individual vulnerability
related to individual controBpecifically in line with Bandura’s theory, it would be
possible to design interventions on stress managemeaimed at increasing
workers’ internal control through mastery (e.g., rde playing in training section)
or vicarious experience (e.g., critical incident tehnique to share good practices

and to analyse situations positively managed by o#n co-workers).
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Figure captions
Figure 1. The additive and moderated role of Shiwithe stressor-emotion model
Figure 2. Results of the additive role of SE witthe stressor-emotion model

Figure 3. Results of the moderation role of SE
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Table 1 Descriptive statisticseliability and correlations among all study variables

M SD a FSD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

1. Interpersonal Conflict 2.10 0.72 .71 .75 -

2. Constraint 2.33 0.78 .89 .90 .38* -

3. Workload 3.40 0.83 .86 .86 .27** .28* -

4. Support 3.65 0.70 .69 .78 -.24** -33* .03 -

5. Role ambiguity 3.53 0.80 .70 .72 .04 20%*% .09**  -31** -

6. Role conflict 243 0.81 .67 .70 .21% 39* |19 - 19% 22% -

7. Negative emotion 2.09 0.66 .90 .91 .33* | 39% 23 _32% 26** .20% -

8. CWB-O 141 041 79 .82 .10** .22 .02 -15%* . 14** 18* .26* - -
9. CWB-| 1.20 0.33 .89 .92 .20** .21** .06* -21* .O7* .18* .23** 54% -

10. W-SE 5.76 0.85 .89 .90 01 -15% 12% 21* -33% -09*% -25** -33* -19* -
11. RE-SE 485 105 86 .87 -02 -15* -06 .17** -27* -09* -35% -21* -14* G5O+

Note. ** p <.001; * p <.05;a = Cronbach’s alpha; FDS = Factor score determin@eyB-I = counterproductive work behavior towardiwiduals;

CWB-O = counterproductive work behavior toward migation; W-SE = work self-efficacy; RE-SE = regoly emotional self-efficacy
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Table 2 Multiple hierarchical regressions results
Negative Emotion CWB-I CWB-O
Betd p Betd p Betd p

Gender .10 .00 -.10 .00 -.09 .00

Step 1 Work Tenur: -.05 .08 -.05 .09 -14 .00
Educatiol .06 .02 -.09 .00 -.06 .04
Hours per week .07 .01 .07 .02 .01 .78
W-SE -.05 12 -.08 .03 =21 .00
RE-SE -.21 .00 -.03 .51 .01 .80
Interpersonal conflit .18 .00 .10 .00 .01 .79
Organizational constrair .16 .00 .06 .09 .10 .01

Step2  Workload .10 .00 -.02 .58 -.03 .38
Support -.14 .00 =12 .00 -.03 .38
Role ambiguit: .07 .01 .06 .06 .02 .57
Role conflic .10 .00 .09 .01 .10 .00
Negative Emotion 11 .00 .14 .00
W-SE * Interp. Conflic -.01 .81 .04 .32 .06 .13
W-SE * Org. constraint .10 .01 -.12 .01 -.10 .03
W-SE * Workloar .00 91 .06 A1 -.02 .63
W-SE * Suppol .00 .93 .09 .03 .08 .04
W-SE * R. Ambiguity .00 .97 .04 .30 .03 44
W-SE * R. Conflic .00 .98 .03 43 -.04 .34

Stepg [ oC Interp. Conflict 03 36 -.06 14 -.02 60
RE-SE * Org. constraints -06 15 06 22 05 33
RE-SE * Workload -.03 32 04 24 .05 22
RE-SE * Support .00 .95 -.05 .23 .09 .02
RE-SE * R. Ambiguity .02 .54 -.05 17 -.02 .53
RE-SE * R. Conflict -.07 .04 -.01 .80 -.01 77
W-SE * Negative Emotion -.02 .65 -.02 .64
RE-SE * Negative Emotio .02 72 .05 .25
Set 1 P .05 (p<.01) .03 (p<.01) .03 (p<.01)
Set 2 P 31 (p<.01) .02 (p <.05) 13 (p<.01)
Set3 R .02 (p < .05) .02 (p <.05) .03 (p<.01)
Total R .38 (p<.01) .16 (p <.01) 19 (p<.01)

Note. Significant regression coefficients are shown iftface.

@ The beta coefficients reported refer to the finatlgp of the regressions
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Figure captions
Figure 1. Theoretical model. This figure showsekpected additive and moderated

role of self-efficacy within the stressor-emotioadel

Figure 2. Results of the tested model: the addre of self-efficacy. This figure
illustrates the impact of work self-efficacy andamnal self-efficacy on all the
variables included in the stressor-emotion moate&ddition to the paths presented in
the figure, please note that all stressors signitiy correlated with each other
(ranging from .11 to .50), the only exceptions lamerpersonal conflict (that did not
correlate with role ambiguity) and workload (th&d dot correlate with job support).

The full set of correlations is available online.

Figure 3a. Results of the simple slope analysesntioderation role of self-efficacy.
This figure illustrates the relationships betwepacific pairs of variables included in
the stressor-emotion model: stressors and negativgions; stressors and
counterproductive work behavior against individ{@2¥B-I). These relationships are
presented for different levels of self-efficacy (S€ry low, low, medium, high and

very high). For each effect the slope coefficienpiovided.

Figure 3b. Results of the simple slope analysisntioderation role of self-efficacy.
This figure illustrates the relationships betwepacfic pairs of variables included in
the stressor-emotion model: stressors and countduptive work behavior against
the organization (CWB-O). These relationships aes@nted for different levels of
self-efficacy (SE: very low, low, medium, high amery high). For each effect the

slope coefficient is provided
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WORK SELF-
EFFICACY

Moderatingeffect of SE = ---icceei> |
EMOTIONAL
SELF-

Maineffect of SE ——— > EFFICACY

Stressor-emotion model of CWB —0 —o—»

Note. + = expected positive relationship; - = expecteategative relationship
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Significant mteractions between SE and stressors on negative emotions
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Med W.SE J3ee Med RE-SE .08+
High W-SE 21%* HighRE-SE 03
VeryHigh W.SE 29 VeryHighRE-SE -02

Significant interactions between SE and stressors on CWB-I

B e i == VeryLow Work SE T =4=VeryLow WorkSE
. i~ Low Work SE ~=LowWork SE
= Med Work SE b —te=Med Work SE
i High Work SE == High WorkSE
~#=VeryHigh WorksE | g 0.9 e S R ~=VeryHigh WorksE
.............................................. LS S
............................................................................................. 0,7
06 T Y 06 T \
-1,32 268 -2,65 135
Organizational constraints Slope fhii Support
Organizational ¢ ints _Support
VeryLow W-SE 5% -06**
Low W-SE 03 - 04
Med W-SE 01 -2
High W-SE -01 -01
VeryHigh W-SE -03 00

Note. * p < .05; ** p <.01; W-SE = work self-efficaciRE-SE = regulatory emotional self-

efficacy
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—=V\eryLow Work SE —t=VeryLow Work SE
~f—Low Work SE 24 ~—Low Work SE
e Med Work SE b 3 R R —tr—=Med Work SE
—=High WorkSE 2 ~—~ i High WorkSE
—H=VeryHigh WorkSE | Q) o L e — =s=VeryHigh WorksE
....................... 2
e 16 ......
------------------------------- O T —
U S
1 1 1 T \
-1,32 268 -2,65 135
Or | Constraint Support
~=VeryLow RE-SE
=i—Low RE-SE
w—te=Med RE-SE
—=High RE-SE
=e=\/eryHigh RE-SE
............................ ofg
Constraint  Support Support
VeryLow W-SE 45" -.10* VeryLowRE-SE -.13**
Low W-SE 10* -06* LowRE-SE -.07*
12 Med W-SE .05* -02 MedRE-SE  -.02
High W-SE .00 .03 HighRE-SE -04
1 ' VervHighW-SE -05 07 VervHighRE-SE __09*

Note. * p < .05; ** p <.01; W-SE = work self-efficaciRE-SE = regulatory emotional self-

efficacy

-2,65

Support

135
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WORK SELF-EFFICACY

The following statements describe behaviors reltdedork. Carefully read each question and, using
the scale below, indicate the score that best septe your degree of confidence in your abilitgdo
each of things described.

Cannot Moderately Very
expect certain
do at all
| can do | can do
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

When at work, | can:

10.

11.

12.

Overcome frustration if my superiors and/or my colleagues do not appreciate
me as | would like (*)

Superare la frustrazione se i miei superiori e/o i miei colleghi non mi apprezzano
come vorrei

Understand the mood of my work colleagues
Capire I'umore dei miei colleghi di lavoro

Express my opinion during work meetings
Esprimere la mia opinione durante le riunioni di lavoro

Maintain control of myself in all circumstances (*)
Mantenere il controllo di me stesso in ogni circostanza

Engage fully in activities | undertake to reach an intended goal (*)
Impegnarmi a fondo nelle attivita che intraprendo sino a raggiungere gli scopi
prefissati

Overcome frustration related to my failures at work (*)

Superare le frustrazioni legate ai miei insuccessi lavorativi

Convince others of my idea
Convincere gli altri delle mie idee

Understand when a colleague is irritated with me
Capire se un collega é irritato con me

Get all the information | need to do my job (*)
Procurarmi tutte le informazioni per svolgere il mio lavoro

Defend my rights when | am mistreated
Difendere i miei diritti quando vengo trattato ingiustamente

Keep my cool in times of stress and tension at work (*)
Mantenere la calma in situazioni di stress e di tensione sul lavoro

Express what | think even if my colleagues disagree with me
Esprimere quello che penso anche quando i miei colleghi non sono d'accordo con
me



13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

Stay focused when working (*)
Mantenere l'attenzione quando sto lavorando

Understand the needs of colleagues, even if they do not state them explicitly
Capire le necessita dei colleghi, anche se non me ne parlano esplicitamente

Defend my opinions even when they are different from those of others
Difendere le mie opinioni anche quando risultano diverse da quelle degli altri

Seek information when | have some doubts about what | already know (*)
Cercare ulteriori informazioni quando ho dei dubbi su quelle che possiedo

Not get disheartened following a heavy criticism at work (*)
Non scoraggiarmi in seguito a una pesante critica sul lavoro

Respect schedules and work deadlines (*)
Rispettare sempre i tempi e le scadenze del mio lavoro

Keep my cool when others treat me rudely (*)
Evitare di arrabbiarmi se gli altri si comportano male con me

Organize my work even during unexpected events and emergencies (*)
Organizzare il mio lavoro, anche in presenza di imprevisti e urgenze

Understand the mood of colleagues or superiors when we are involved in a deep

discussion
Capire lo stato d'animo dei colleghi o dei superiori quando sono molto
coinvolto/a in una discussione

Avoid being irritated by wrongs that happen to me in my workplace (*)
Superare l'irritazione per i torti subiti nel mio lavoro

Complete my work with high attention to detail (*)
Svolgere il mio lavoro con estrema precisione

Defend successfully my rights when | get attacked unfairly
Difendere con successo i miei diritti quando vengo attaccato ingiustamente

Intensify my efforts in times of trouble at work (*)
Intensificare gli sforzi nei momenti di difficolta sul lavoro

Put myself in the shoes of a work colleague who is in trouble
Mettermi nei panni di un collega di lavoro che é in difficolta

Work efficacy: 5, 9, 13, 16, 18, 20, 23, 25

Regulatory emotional efficacy:1, 4, 6, 11, 17, 19, 22

Empathic efficacy: 2, 8, 14, 21, 26

Assertive efficacy:3, 7, 10, 12, 15, 24

Notes: An asterisk (*) indicates the items includedhe present study.
Original Italian items are in italics
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