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ABSTRACT 

 

Ample research has investigated the relationship between non-work and work 

domains finding consistent links between stressors in one and strains in the other. 

Additionally, there exist explanatory models of these associations such as 

psychological/physical sickness and related absences and loss or fear of losing personal 

resources. The current investigation combined variables from the spillover model and 

Affective Events Theory to test a new model with negative mood at its core. It 

hypothesized marital and financial stressors lead to negative mood at home which spills 

over into the work domain resulting in relatively more negative appraisals of work 

events. Negative mood at work is a likely outcome, which in turn causes subsequent 

decreases in organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) and job satisfaction and increases 

in counterproductive work behavior (CWB). Finally, the model proposed social support 

as a moderator buffering against the detriments of negative mood from home. Although 

structural equation modeling found the proposed model to be incorrect and to suffer from 

a large degree of misfit, examination of individual parameter estimates warranted the 

testing of two alternative models. Model 3 presented the best fit and most variance 

accounted for by omitting OCB and using direct paths from social support to all work 

variables (rather than the proposed moderating effect) and direct carryover of mood at 

home to mood at work. The majority of the paths tested in the model reasonably 

explained the data, although some variance remained unaccounted for. Results of model 
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testing were also supported by significant correlations in the predicted direction between 

stressors and mood at home; mood at home and appraisals of work events; appraisals of 

work events and mood at work; and mood at work with job satisfaction and CWB. These 

results draw attention to the important role played by the individual’s mood in the 

interplay between the work and non-work domains.
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INTRODUCTION 

 

 

 

Factors in the workplace that can have either positive or negative effects on 

employee productivity have been extensively studied. Although this topic remains vital to 

company survival, there is also growing interest in aspects of the employees’ lives 

outside the workplace that can affect employees on the job. These are referred to as 

nonwork related stressors. Most of the current research on nonwork related stressors 

tends to assume that the pressures of working and maintaining a family are in conflict and 

that this conflict is harmful to both roles. Although bivariate relationships have been 

found between nonwork stressors and work outcomes, little research has described how 

and why these correlations arise. The few attempts at explanations implicate inadequate 

amounts of cognitive resources, health related absence, and substance use, but extant 

research has not definitively established which of these is responsible for the outcomes 

observed. The need for empirically supported understanding is extremely important for 

employers and employees who wish to enhance positive relationships and/or buffer 

against harmful ones. This study attempted to address this need. 

The study reported here focused on variables derived from Spillover Theory 

(Edwards & Rothbard, 2000) and Affective Events Theory (Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996) 

to investigate how negative mood created by stressors outside the work environment 

(marital and financial) enters the work domain causing more negative appraisals of work 

events and features than would otherwise  be expected. It was suggested that the 
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cognitive and affective outcomes of these negative evaluations (e.g., worsened mood, 

frustration and psychological withdrawal) are presumed to be among the primary causes 

of changes in work outcomes due to nonwork stressors found by previous correlational 

studies. This rationale was captured in a model linking the proposed antecedents to a set 

of key outcomes. In addition, social support was included in this model as a potential 

moderator buffering against the effects of negative mood. The model is more fully 

elaborated in the following sections, and was empirically tested in the current study. (Of 

course causality could not be conclusively demonstrated in this study due to the reliance 

on survey methodology). 

The presentation to follow first discusses nonwork stressors including marital and 

financial difficulties. Then, a model is proposed wherein Spillover Theory and Affective 

Events Theory contribute variables linking nonwork stressors and key work outcomes 

through negative mood. Finally, social support as a moderator is added to potentially 

strengthen the model’s predictive and explanatory value. 

Stress and Stressors 

Use of the term “stress” is widespread in everyday life which may in part have 

contributed to its being a highly researched area of psychology. Different models of stress 

have been proposed including but not limited to those defining it simply as a stimulus 

(e.g., Elliot & Eisdorfer, 1982) or a response (e.g., Cannon, 1932 and Selye, 1950), a 

perception of imbalance between environmental demands and individual coping abilities 

(e.g., McGrath, 1970 and Lazarus, 1966), or as a threat to personal resources (e.g., 

Hobföll, 1989; all as cited in Hobföll, 1989 and Zautra, 2003). A growing body of 

researchers has reached some agreement, that stress, however, does not describe one 
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single event but rather a process whereby an individual’s appraisals of a stressor lead to 

various types of strains (Spector, 2006). 

Just as there are multiple models of stress, there are also various ways to measure 

stress and its components. One of the most common ways to quantify stress is with a 

global measure of one’s overall self-rated stress such as the Perceived Stress Scale (PSS, 

Cohen, Kamarck & Mermelstein, 1983). These measures are popular since they can be 

used in a variety of contexts (Lavoie & Douglas, 2012). Because they are global 

measures, however, they cannot describe a specific set of stressful events or experiences. 

An alternate method, utilized especially when studying major life events, is the checklist 

approach. Here the individual is simply asked if an event occurred. Often times, the 

events are categorized and given weights based on the category (frequently severity) to 

which they belong. This type of measurement produces more of an objective measure of 

an individual’s experienced stress due to particular events or experiences. Checklists, 

however, are often faulted for “poor accuracy in terms of across-respondent agreement 

about the same event...[and] variability within particular event categories” (Brown, 1989, 

p. 12). To account for this interaction between the environment and personal 

characteristics, some checklists take it a step further by asking participants to also rate the 

personal importance of each event (e.g., Holmes & Rahe, 1967). Even this technique, 

however, is criticized for failing to account for the chronic nature of some types of 

stressors as described above (Cohen, et al, 1983). For instance, a checklist may ask if the 

individual has experienced financial instability. Both a respondent who had one short 

term issue with finances and another who constantly struggles would indicate that 

financial instability had occurred. Additionally, to both, this would quite possibly be an 
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event of high importance. The outcomes for these two individuals would probably be 

very different, though. 

Regardless of the type of model, however, many stress researchers have come to 

accept standard definitions of two important parts of the stress process—stressor and 

strain. Strains are simply considered the result of exposure to various stressors. They can 

be exhibited as detrimental behaviors such as excessive drinking or unhealthy eating, 

psychological effects including negative affectivity or burnout, or physiological changes 

such as illness or muscle tension (Hobföll, 1989; Honkonen, et al., Keenen & Newton, 

1985; Motowidlo, Packard, & Manning, 1986; Spector, 2006; Spector & Jex, 1998). 

A second aspect of the stress process that has gained some consensus is stressor. 

The popular meaning of stressor is attributed to the work of Elliot and Eisdorfer (1982, as 

cited in Hobföll, 1989). This definition suggests a stressor is a stimulus that “usually 

leads to emotional upset, psychological distress, or physical impairment or deterioration” 

(p. 514). Additionally, these authors categorized stressors into four types. First, are acute, 

time-limited stressors which tend to be single events occurring only once (e.g., a case of 

food poisoning). The second category includes stressor sequences. These are larger 

events that are more of a process encompassing multiple stressful events such as divorce. 

The third type is those which are chronic, intermittent stressors. Although they include 

individual events, these events continue to occur over a period of time. For instance, 

undergraduate students typically have exams multiple times throughout a single semester. 

The last group of stressors is classified as chronic. These differ from the chronic, 

intermittent in that they are continuous with little or no periods of rest (e.g., terminal 

illness) (Hobföll, 1989). 
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As previously mentioned, many of the stress models involve an individual’s 

perception of the event as stressful. Although, it is arguable that Elliot and Eisdorfer’s 

definition of a stressor may allow certain stressors to not always be perceived as such by 

all individuals, their definition at least provides a set of defining boundaries inside which 

lists of common stressors can be created. These are seen as events or experiences which 

most would describe as a stressor with fewer exceptions as indicated by perception 

models (Hobföll, 1989).  

Stressors have been studied in both the work and nonwork domains, and 

numerous exemplars can be found in both domains. Some typical nonwork related 

stressors include marital discord, financial instability, parenting problems, and caretaking 

difficulties. The first two were selected for further study because of research indicating 

their impact on work related and health outcomes. Previous research regarding these 

stressors and related strains is reviewed in the following sections. 

Marital Stress 

Research on marital stressors has studied aspects of marriage (i.e., interaction, 

conflict, instability, etc.), and found important links with outcomes such as job 

satisfaction and health (Heller & Watson, 2005; Rogers & May, 2003). For instance, a 

study by Rogers and May (2003) indicated that increased dissonance in one’s marriage 

(e.g., arguments, disparaging comments/criticism, etc.) correlated strongly and negatively 

with job satisfaction (see also Mills, Grasmick, Morgan & Wenk, 1992). Furthermore, 

marital unhappiness has been shown to correlate with lowered role performance and 

increased withdrawal tendencies (Rogers & May, 2003).  
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Other studies regarding the effects of marriage on psychological health have 

found it to be related to major depressive disorder and depressive symptoms (Whisman & 

Uebelacker, 2009). For instance, in some studies’ findings suggest married women tend 

to be less depressed and report fewer health issues than their single counterparts (Brome, 

Dew, Parkinson & Schulberg, 1988; Waldron, Weiss, & Hughes, 1998). However, when 

they do encounter stressors in their marriages, the resulting strains tend to be rather 

severe with regard to their mental health (Brome, et al., 1988; Kandel, Davies & Raveis, 

1985; Mills, et al., 1992; Zautra, 2003). 

 In relation to physical health, marital stressors such as conflict, divorce, and 

separation have been strongly linked with negative health symptoms such as headaches 

and stomachaches (Brome, et al., 1988; Mills, et al., 1992) as well as more severe 

ailments such as coronary heart disease (Smith, Uchino, Berg & Florsheim, 2012). 

Additionally, these negative effects on health can cause employees to be absent from 

work more often which in turn relates to decreases in job performance. 

Financial Stress 

Typically, financial stressors are perceptions of the inadequate state of one’s own 

financial circumstance including the sufficiency of income, amount of debt, savings and 

investments, and current financial situation (Kim & Garman, 2003 and 2004). This term 

(financial stress) also takes into account the fact that one’s income may not adequately 

represent the actual funds available to the individual. This discrepancy could be due to 

factors such as reckless spending/budgeting, large number of dependents, poor 

management of inheritances, trust funds, and the like.  
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Similarly to marital stressors, studies of financial stressors have demonstrated 

significant relationships with various types of physical as well as psychological problems 

inside and outside of the work setting (Kim & Garman, 2003; Zautra, 2003) such as 

health and related behaviors (Near, Rice, & Hunt, 1978; Siahpush, Yong, Borland, Reid 

& Hammond, 2009; Waldron, et al., 1998), absenteeism (Kim & Garman, 2003 and 

2004), organizational commitment (Kim & Garman, 2003), and theft (Garman, Leech, & 

Grable, 1996). Financial stressors have also been linked to declines in perceived 

employee well-being as well as performance and productivity (Garman, et al., 1996; Kim 

& Garman, 2004; Michie, 2002). More general, increases in financial stress has been 

related to greater amounts of psychological distress including depressed mood and 

anxiety disorders (Horowitz, Damato, Duff, & Solon, 2005; Stallman, 2010). 

Overall it is clear that strain arising from marital and financial difficulties is 

correlated consistently and negatively with key work outcomes. However, in order to 

develop strategies to help buffer against these negative effects it is necessary to 

thoroughly understand how and why the relationships arise. Since this study looked for 

the mechanism by which these two stressors are related to work outcomes, the key 

interest was on one of the more proximal outcome of both stressors, negative mood or 

affect, rather than the overall relationships with the end result (negative effects on work 

related outcomes). This led to the first hypothesis and creation of the model involving 

negative mood as a mediator which will be described in the next section. 

Hypothesis 1: a) Marital stressors and b) financial stressors will be 

positively correlated with negative mood at home.  
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Linking Stress and Work Outcomes via Variables from Spillover and Affective  

 

Events Theory 

 

Generally, research linking stressors with work outcomes tends to imply a few 

main paths. For instance, some research has found a direct link between stressors and 

health which results in higher amounts of sickness related absences. Logically, if an 

employee is sick, his or her capacity to complete work tasks will be impaired (Kim & 

Garman, 2003). Another avenue that has been implied in the literature posits that an 

individual’s physical and psychological resources are finite. Thus, if an employee must 

dedicate energy to dealing with a problem at home, he or she will not have sufficient 

resources available to properly handle his or her work (Garman, Leech, & Grable, 1996). 

Third, previous research suggests that excess levels of strain can lead to drug and alcohol 

abuse which in turn can increase absences, and/or impair capacity to perform and thereby 

decrease productivity (Garman, et al., 1996).  

Although these seem to be viable paths, there may be other factors contributing to 

the link between stressors and work outcomes. Affect and cognition are potentially 

helpful in explaining the link. Specifically, negative mood has already been indicated as a 

potential mediator connecting work experiences and family-related outcomes (Barling & 

Macewen, 1992). Few studies, however, have explained exactly why negative mood 

assumes this role. Thus, this investigation tested an alternative model linking non-work 

stressors and work outcomes using elements of Spillover and Affective Events Theory 

(AET) to help account for the link. First, a brief review of the literature surrounding 

mood and emotions research follows.  
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Research on Mood in the Workplace 

Starting with Simon’s bounded rationality and Mumby and Putnam’s bounded 

emotionality (Mumby & Putnam, 1992; see also Ashkanasy, Härtel, and Zerbe, 2000), 

research has confirmed the view that employees often behave irrationally. The 

irrationality is attributed partly to the impact of affect, including emotions, moods and 

temperament. Many organizational researchers suggest the “emotional dimension is an 

inseparable part of organizational life” (Ashkanasy, et al, 2000, p. 4) deserving of a much 

greater degree of attention than it has previously been given. The current study followed 

this direction by focusing on the potential mediating effects of mood in the relationship 

between the work and non-work domains.  

Most emotions theorists have come to some agreement that a key dimension of 

affect is valence, positive and negative, though some (e.g., Watson, Clark & Tellegen, 

1988) treat these as separate dimensions (PA and NA, respectively). Following Watson 

and colleagues (1988), the experience of either dimension is not mutually exclusive. 

Additionally, each of these can be investigated as either an affective state or affective 

trait. The former refers to a more fleeting or short-term experience of either PA or NA, 

whereas the latter refers to much more stable dispositional characteristics related to 

personality (Watson, et al., 1988; Zautra, 2003).  

Generally, high PA is exemplified by positive feelings and activity levels 

including joy, enthusiasm, concentration and engagement (Watson, et al, 1988). It has 

been found to relate to higher levels of job satisfaction (Boehm & Lyubomirsky, 2008; 

Brackett, Palomera, Mojsa-Kaja, Reyes, & Salovey, 2010; Levine, Xu, Yang, Ispas et al., 

2011; Reio & Ghosh, 2009; Shockley, Ispas, Rossi, & Levine, in press; Thoresen, 



 

10 

Kaplan, Barsky, Warren, & Chermont, 2003), affective organizational commitment, 

personal accomplishment (Thoresen, et al., 2003), and physical health (Boehm & 

Lyubomirsky, 2008) as well as lower levels of burnout, depersonalization and intentions 

to leave (Thoresen, 2003). In addition, those high in PA are more helpful, are involved in 

organizational citizenship behaviors more frequently, and receive both higher subjective 

and objective task performance ratings (Boehm & Lyubomirsky, 2008; Levine, et al., 

2011; Shockley et al., in press). 

 On the other hand, and of greater relevance to the current study, high NA is 

typified by negative emotions and unpleasant feelings such as anger, guilt, nervousness, 

etc. (Thoresen, et al., 2003; Watson, et al, 1988). Those with trait NA tend to espouse a 

pessimistic view of the world, generally thinking that the environment is hostile and 

threatening (Thoresen, et al., 2003).  As previously mentioned, negative mood states can 

be an outcome of various stressors including marital and financial stressors (Zautra, 

2003).  

Additionally, NA has been linked to worsened outcome variables such as higher 

levels of perceived stress, greater numbers of health issues, and more frequent encounters 

with negatively rated events (Stone, 1981; Warr, Barter, & Brownbridge, 1984; Watson, 

et al, 1988). Strong ties have also been found between negative affectivity and work 

outcomes such as lowered task performance (Barsade & Gibson, 2007), incivility (Reio 

& Ghosh, 2009), counterproductive work behavior (Levine, et al., 2011; Spector, Fox, 

Penney, Bruursema, Goh & Kessler, 2006), emotional exhaustion and turnover intentions 

(Thoreson, et al., 2003). The next sections utilize variables drawn from Spillover Theory 

and Affective Events Theory (AET) to illustrate the suggested model demonstrating this 
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construct, negative mood, as a mediator between marital and financial stressors and work 

outcomes. 

Spillover and Affective Events Theory 

First, the spillover model linking work and nonwork domains suggests that there 

are correspondences between levels of affect, values and behaviors in both domains, 

which are presumed to result from reciprocal causal influences from one domain on the 

other (Bergermaier, Borg, & Champoux, 1984; Champoux, 1980; Edwards & Rothbard, 

2000; Heller & Watson, 2005, Michie, 2002; Near, et al., 1978). (The presumptive causal 

sequence is described below). For example, dissatisfaction with one’s home life will be 

reflected in ratings of job satisfaction as well (Heller & Watson, 2005). Furthermore, 

Bergermaier, et al., (1984) found that those life spaces that are more prominent such as 

work, parenting and marriage tend to be more strongly related (see also Kandel, et al., 

1985). This reasoning suggests that the negative mood off-the-job resulting from 

nonwork stressors is mirrored by observance of negative mood at work, leading to the 

following hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 2: Negative mood at home will be positively correlated with 

negative mood at work. 

 

One suggested rationale drawn from the spillover model for the appearance of 

negative mood in both domains revolves around direct effects of mood on performance. 

An individual may spend more time concentrating on the negative mood or its cause and 

less time on work demands, indirectly affecting productivity. This detrimental effect on 

the employee’s performance can affect performance evaluations and reviews thus leading 

to further negative mood at work (Edwards & Rothbard, 2000). The current model, 

however, suggested an alternative route whereby negative mood at home affects 
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appraisals of work events causing them to be more negative than they would otherwise 

have been if the individual was experiencing a neutral or even positive mood. These 

appraisals would in turn lead to negative mood reported at work. The combination of 

Spillover Theory with Affective Events Theory, which deals with such event appraisals, 

thus appears to be useful in explaining this sequence.  

 Affective Events Theory (AET) 

AET posits that underlying work features (e.g., flexibility) may predispose an 

employee to experience greater numbers of affective work events (e.g., performance 

reviews) which can “have an impact on the arousal of emotions and moods at work that, 

in turn, co-determine job satisfaction of employees” (Wegge, et al., 2006, p. 237; see also 

Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996). In this theory, an affective event is defined as any “incident 

that stimulates appraisal of and emotional reaction to a transitory or ongoing job-related 

agent, object or event” (Ashkanasy, Härtel, & Zerbe, 2000, p. 37). 

Naturally, the literature on work events encompasses a very broad list of 

experiences, many of which are also considered stressors (i.e., negative performance 

review; missed deadline, etc.) (Bash & Fisher, 2000). Up to this point, most of the focus 

of this paper has been on negative stressors, it is important, however to realize that AET 

does not exclude the occurrence of positive events such as receiving recognition and 

being involved in planning. Although the current study concentrated primarily on the 

experience of negative events at work, respondents in this study were asked to appraise 

both types of events as the degree of negativity attributed to any event was of interest.   
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 Affective Events 

Generally, researchers agree that the experience of negative events at work is a 

regular occurrence (Glasǿ, Vie, Holmdal & Einarsen, 2011). More extreme types such as 

violence related incidents, however, are probably much less frequent than less severe 

events (e.g., excess work). The latter, also coined daily hassles, has been covered by past 

research. These are considered “the irritating, frustrating, distressing demands that to 

some degree characterize everyday transactions with the environment” (Maybery, Neale, 

Arentz & Jones-Ellis, 2007, p. 163). Hassles typically include a variety of occurrences 

such as time pressures and minor negative interactions with others (McIntosh, Gillanders 

& Rodgers, 2010). The literature on these types of negative events indicates positive 

relationships with a variety of negative outcomes such as a drain in resources leading to 

fatigue (Gross, Semmer, Meier, Kälin, Jacobshagen & Tschan., 2011; Parrish, Zautra & 

Davis, 2008) and  depressive symptoms (Wang, Inslicht, Metzer, Henn-Hasse, McCaslin, 

Tong, Neylan & Marmar., 2010).  

In comparison, the more extreme forms (major life events) are defined as 

involving “greater change, adjustment or disruption” than daily hassles (McIntosh, et al., 

2010, p. 34). As mentioned earlier, major life events are often studied using a checklist 

approach in which respondents are asked about the occurrence of events such as deaths of 

those close to them or loss of one’s job. Again, these types of events can also encompass 

those on the positive side such as births and engagement (Brown, 1989; McIntosh, et al., 

2010). Some studies have found major life events to be more predictive of the onset of 

physical and psychological health problems whereas daily hassles are linked to the 

recurrence of such problems. Furthermore, daily hassles are often found to have stronger 
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influences on these types of symptoms than major life events (McIntosh, et al., 2010; 

Tessner, Mittlal, & Walker, 2011). 

With specific focus on outcomes at work, research on bullying, a more extreme 

type of event, has been found to lead to work-related outcomes such as decreased job 

satisfaction and increased turnover intentions (Glasǿ, et al, 2011). Additionally, in a study 

distinguishing between nonwork and work events, Maybery and colleagues (2007) found 

general work hassles and more specific problems such as those with one’s supervisor to 

be positively related to depression and anxiety.  

 Affective Reactions 

Although Affective Events Theory in essence begins with the employee 

experiencing an event (either positive or negative) such as those just described, in their 

chapter, Basch and Fisher (2000) pointed out that these events in and of themselves are 

actually not as important as the individual’s “appraisal, evaluation and interpretation” (p. 

37) of them. (This sentiment is similar to those stress researchers described above who 

directed attention toward the interaction of the environmental stressors/events and the 

individual’s characteristics). Thus, the primary focus of AET is on the affective reactions 

to work events as drivers of an employee’s attitudes (e.g., job satisfaction) and behaviors 

(e.g., CWB).  

According to AET, affective reactions are the sum of a two stage appraisal 

process of the affective work event. For instance, if an employee does not receive an 

expected holiday bonus at the end of the year, the employee first decides if the event is 

good, bad, or neutral with regard to personal goals and values. He or she also determines 

how personally important the event and the outcome are. In this case, not receiving a 
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bonus would commonly be considered a rather important, negative event. In the second 

stage of appraisal, the employee examines the context of the event such as causes and 

consequences. For example, the employee may view the lack of a bonus as a necessary 

response to a poor economy affecting everyone. On the other hand, he or she could 

instead consider it an intentional act by the company aimed personally at him or her to 

cheat him or her out of well-deserved money. By combining the spillover model with 

AET, the current model suggested that when a negative mood occurs at home due to such 

stressors as marital or financial problems it will persist and enter the work domain. When 

an employee’s negative mood from home enters the workplace the model proposed that it 

will cause the employee to appraise work events more negatively (e.g., lack of a bonus is 

an intentional act rather than a necessary economic decision) than if the pre-existing 

negative mood did not exist. These appraisals can in turn result in more negative 

emotions/mood at work. This sequence sought to explain not only the spillover of mood 

from the home to the work domain, but through AET, also one potential mechanism 

underlying this synchronization. Furthermore, the role of pre-existing mood in the 

appraisal process is supported by other researchers such as Zautra (2003) who suggested  

that “[emotions] appear to be better described as organizers of meaning, providing 

direction to our senses” (p. 4). Thus, not only did the study hypothesize correspondence 

of negative mood at home and negative mood at work, but the rationale just explained led 

to the following two hypotheses regarding the process of this synchronization: 

Hypothesis 3: The more negative an employee’s mood at home the more 

negative will be his or her appraisals of work events. 

 

Hypothesis 4: The more negative the appraisals of work events, the more 

negative will be the employee’s mood at work. 
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At this point, it is important to keep in mind that this pattern may be cyclical, 

whereby a downward spiral of affect occurs as negative events at work in turn worsen 

conditions at home and vice versa. For example, if the same employee leaves work in a 

negative mood due to a poor performance review (negative event) then a negative light 

could be cast on events that occur later that evening in the home domain. Such a pattern 

was noticed by Heller and Watson (2005) in that ratings of marital satisfaction at night 

were strongly correlated with job satisfaction the following afternoon. Ratings of job 

satisfaction were then correlated with marital satisfaction later that evening. This 

potential cycle, however, was beyond the scope of the current investigation. 

Outcomes of the Negative Lens 

Following from the research on affect, which links negative mood to various work 

outcomes, the model provided a mechanism for the impact of non-work stressors on work 

outcomes. At this point, the nexus between negative mood at work and work outcomes is 

elaborated. Emotions and moods experienced as a result of work events (i.e., augmented 

frustration, and heightened psychological withdrawal) have been shown to be correlated 

with important outcomes, especially more discretionary behaviors such as 

counterproductive work behavior, organizational citizenship behavior, commitment to the 

organization, etc. (e.g., Shockley, et al., in press). This general finding was amplified by 

findings of Zerbe and colleagues (2008) who suggested that “organizational members’ 

cognitions and behavior at work are much more likely to be affected by the way they feel 

on a moment-to-moment basis than by stable belief systems or previously formed 

attitudes about those workplace events” (p. 9). Research on general negative 

emotions/mood has found ties between it and work outcomes such as lowered task 
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performance (Barsade & Gibson, 2007), incivility (Reio & Ghosh, 2009), 

counterproductive work behavior (Spector, Fox, Penney, Bruursema, Goh & Kessler, 

2006), emotional exhaustion and turnover intentions (Thoreson, et al., 2003). 

Furthermore, research on frustration (one specific type of NA, commonly experienced as 

a result of work stressors, events and constraints (Mazzola, Walker, Shockley & Spector, 

2011)) has also indicated relationships with counterproductive work behaviors such as 

aggression and/or sabotage, and withdrawal (Fox & Spector, 1999; storms and Spector, 

1987). This research on the outcomes of mood and types of NA is indicated in the model 

(illustrated in the next section) by the connection between negative mood at work and 

three outcomes including job satisfaction, OCB and CWB, and led to the following 

hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 5: Higher levels of negative mood at work will be positively 

correlated with occurrences of CWB and negatively correlated with job 

satisfaction and occurrences of OCB.  

 

Moderating the Effects of Mood on Appraisals of Work Events 

A number of contextual variables may moderate the relationship described in the 

previous section between negative mood at home and appraisals of work events. One that 

seemed to show particular promise as a moderator was social support. This next section 

provides more detail.  

Social Support 

According to Haslam and colleagues (2005), there are four main components of 

social support. First, emotional support refers to one’s feelings of being accepted and 

having self-worth.  Next, social companionship is the feeling of being affiliated or 

connected to others. Third, instrumental support comes in the form of aid and resources. 
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Finally, informational support helps the individual to understand the stressor possibly 

from a different perspective than originally used.  

The idea that employees may view individuals (i.e. coworkers and supervisors) 

from work as providers of social support was proffered by Burden (1986) who found that 

men reported heavy reliance on their coworkers for social support. Supporting this view, 

a study by Beach and colleagues (1993) investigating the sources of social support 

indicated that coworkers were considered the second most salient source exceeded only 

by the spouse. Furthermore, it has generally been found that social support can counteract 

negative outcomes such as strain and disease (Beehr, 1998; Burden, 1986; Davison, 

Pennebaker, & Dickerson, 2000; DeLongis, Folkman, & Lazarus, 1988, Yang, Spector & 

Che, 2008).  

Research by Folkman and Lazarus (1988) found that seeking social support as a 

coping mechanism mediated the relationship between stressful encounters and emotion 

such that the individual experienced more positive emotions. In these situations, it is 

possible that the individual is using one or more of Haslam’s four types of social support 

to better understand stressors or to view them from a different perspective thus affecting 

the outcome (e.g., emotion). This notion coincides with Lazarus’s proposition that in 

response to a stressor such as marital discord an individual follows a two phase 

evaluation system (1993; see also Folkman & Lazarus, 1988, and Lazarus and Folkman, 

1984) similar to that of AET. First, an appraisal of whether the stressor is benign or 

harmful to the individual’s personal goals is made, and then also an assessment of coping 

skills available to deal with the stressor. Lazarus further emphasized that there are two 

main types of coping to deal with stressors—problem-focused and emotion-focused. The 
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former refers to the individual’s attempts to alter the circumstances causing the stressor, 

whereas the latter involves changing the interpretation of the stressor to improve the 

reaction (e.g., use of informational support).  

Although this reasoning provides a strong argument for the potential mediating 

effects of social support from coworkers, social support has also been cited as “the most 

frequently studied situational moderator” with regard to the stressor-strain relationship 

(Beehr, 1998). Yang and colleagues (2008) suggested instrumental and emotional support 

as strong players in this buffering effect, whereas Beehr (1998) proposed forms more 

closely related to Haslam’s informational support as assuming larger roles due to the 

exchange of information occurring during support-invoking situations (similar to those 

described above). In her chapter, Beehr does point out that the moderating effects tend to 

be inconsistent with direct effects such as those observed by Lazarus and Folkman (1988) 

occurring more regularly. Regardless, the current investigation decided to include social 

support as a moderator rather than a mediator. As previously noted, it has been studied as 

a moderator in the stressor-strain relationship, with little evidential support. The current 

study suggested that rather than buffering the individual in this overall relationship, the 

moderating effect may be more localized. Specifically, the study proposed social support 

from coworkers to have its primary effects in the first part of the model to enter the work 

domain—the relationship between negative mood brought from home and the appraisals 

of work events. Thus, those with greater amounts of social support awaiting them at work 

should be buffered from the otherwise negative chain of events described in by the 

study’s model (see Figure 1 below). This leads to the sixth hypothesis.  
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Hypothesis 6: Social support from coworkers will moderate the 

relationship between mood at home and appraisals of work events, such 

that the negative relationship between negative mood at home and 

appraisals of work events will be lower for those who report higher levels 

of social support relative to those who report lower levels.  

 

Therefore, the primary model offered by this study and illustrated below 

highlighted the hypothesized links between marital and financial stressors and one’s 

negative mood while at home. This negative mood then impacts the employee’s 

appraisals of work events such as performance reviews resulting in the creation or 

aggravation of a negative mood at work. In turn, this negative mood at work is related to 

decreases in both job satisfaction and OCB as well as increases in CWB. Finally, the 

model suggested perceived social support may moderate the relationship between the 

employee’s negative mood at home and the negative appraisals of work events (See 

Figure 1 on the following page). 

 

Figure 1. Proposed model demonstrating spillover of negative mood due 

to non-work related stressors as it affects appraisals of work events, mood 

at work and outcomes. 
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Current Study 

As previously described, past research has already found fairly stable support for 

the link between nonwork stressors and work outcomes. Thus the focus of the current 

study was primarily on the mechanism by which these variables are connected rather than 

on the overall link itself. Specifically, a new sequence was proposed whereby negative 

mood at home (in response to nonwork stressors) is presumed to cause more highly 

negative appraisals of work events which in turn result in negative mood at work (and 

subsequent detrimental effects on work outcomes). Two well-researched stressors, 

marital and financial, were included as well as three commonly cited work outcomes—

job satisfaction, CWB and OCB.  

Given the perceptual nature of the study’s primary variables (mood, appraisals of 

work events, etc.) with regard to the experiences of employed individuals, self-report 

survey methods seemed most appropriate. Although this method aims to tap into the 

participants’ cognitive and affective information unavailable to any third party, it does 

raise concerns about common method variance and it compromises the establishment of 

causal connections/conclusions. Thus, although the underlying theory behind the model 

suggests causal relationships, the reader should bear in mind the non-experimental and 

cross-sectional nature of the study when interpreting the findings. Nevertheless, alternate 

designs seemed less appropriate for testing the model with a diverse sample of employed 

individuals. 

The survey questionnaire compiled for this study included measures of the two 

nonwork related stressors (marital and financial), measures of mood both at home and at 

work, a set of work events which were appraised by the participants with regard to the 
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degree of positivity or negativity of their experience, and finally the three outcome 

variables (job satisfaction, CWB and OCB). Although most of the scales were borrowed 

from previous research in which psychometric properties were tested, two new scales 

were developed for this study, one to measure appraisals of work events and the other for 

levels of perceived social support from coworkers, potentially including subordinates, 

and supervisors. (Construction and evaluation of these measures are described in the 

following sections). As previously indicated, the survey was intended to be completed at 

a single time point by working, married and financially obligated individuals. Although a 

subset of these respondents was initially randomly selected, participation was entirely 

voluntary causing the final set of respondents to consist of only volunteers.  

Before proceeding to the primary study, a brief pilot study was conducted using 

the same research design and employee populations as the primary study just outlined. 

The purpose of this pilot was twofold, first to ensure satisfactory levels of clarity and 

psychometric properties of scale items, and clarity of directions to respondents. 

Additionally, preliminary correlations among focus variables were examined to check for 

consistency with the proposed model. The primary study utilized feedback from the pilot 

to conduct a larger scale investigation of the entire model. For both the pilot and the 

primary study, surveys of employed individuals were the methods of choice. The pilot 

study is described first followed by the primary study. 
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PILOT STUDY 

 

 

 

Method 

 

Participants 

The target sample for the pilot study consisted of forty pairs of employees and 

their immediate supervisors. (As will be described in the following sections, initially the 

author intended to collect supervisor data on performance dimensions. Due to low 

response rates in the pilot study, however, supervisor information was excluded from the 

primary study). Participants included government employees selected randomly from the 

four main regions of the United States through publically available state government 

employee directories. Additionally, attendees of classes offered by the Department of 

Organizational Development at a large university in the southeast United States were 

recruited. These respondents included employees from various departments across the 

university including parking and transportation workers, custodians, office staff, etc. To 

participate, employees had to be currently working at least 20 hours per week in a job 

that they had held for at least two months. In addition, they needed to be married, head or 

co-head of their own household, and initially before this wave of data collection was 

abandoned, have an immediate supervisor who was willing to complete a short survey 

regarding OCB and CWB. No compensation was given. 
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Measures 

A full set of employee survey materials with citations and previously obtained 

reliability estimates can be found in Appendix A. Supervisor survey material is located in 

Appendix B. (Note: α statistics listed in this section indicate internal consistency 

estimates obtained in the pilot study). 

 Demographics. These questions, providing data to potentially serve as control 

variables, consisted of age, gender, ethnicity, tenure, and work hours. For these, gender 

was dummy coded (1 = male, 2 = female). Although ethnicity originally a categorical 

variable (1 = Caucasian, 2 = African American, 3 = Hispanic or Latino, 4 = Asian, and 5 

= Other), for the purpose of analyses, it was dummy coded such that 1 was Caucasian and 

2 was equal to all other ethnicities. Age and work hours were both continuous variables. 

Additionally, tenure was rated on a scale from 1 to 4 (2-3 months, 3-11 months, 1 year-2 

years, and longer than 2 years, respectively). One item asking if the participants were 

single or married was included to ensure all respondents met this inclusion criterion.  

 Marital Stress. Six items from Matzek and Cooney (2009) were used as the 

measure of marital stressors for those who are married, separated or divorced (α = .90). 

Example items include “How often does your spouse or partner criticize you?” and “How 

often does your spouse or partner make too many demands on you?” Responses were 

made on a 1-4 Likert scale (a lot to not at all, respectively). Scores may range from 6 to 

24 with lower scores indicate higher amounts of stressors.  

 Financial Stress. Four items used by Kim and Garman (2004) indexed the 

individual’s financial stressors (α = .82). Responses to the items range from 1 to 4 

(disagree to agree, respectively) and are summed. Due to positive wording of the majority 
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of these items (e.g., “My income is enough for me to meet my monthly living expenses”), 

lower overall scores reflect greater financial stressors (scores may range from 4 to 16). 

Scores on the negatively worded item, “I worry about how much money I owe” were 

reverse scored prior to analyses. 

 Mood at Home. Employees were asked to rate how they have felt over the 

previous few weeks with regard to 20 feelings and emotions (e.g., enthusiastic, upset) 

found in the Positive and Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS) (Watson, Clark & 

Tellegen, 1988). The scale contains two subscales, one measuring positive affect (e.g., 

interested, strong, excited), the other assessing negative affect (e.g., distressed, guilty, 

scared). Only those ten emotions reflecting negative affect were of interest to the current 

investigation (α = .83). All responses may range from 1 to 5 (“very slightly or not at all” 

to “extremely”), but scores are individually summed for each subscale. Thus, on the scale 

measuring NA, higher scores indicate greater amounts of negative mood.  

 Mood at Work. Ten items from the State-Trait Emotion Measure (STEM) (Levine 

& Xu, 2005) were used to measure employees’ mood at work. The original scale asks 

employees to rate their emotions on 1 to 10 scales ranging from low to high levels of 

each of five positive (e.g., attentiveness, joy) and five negative (e.g., anger, anxiety) 

emotion feelings. Only those five emotions reflecting negative affect were of interest to 

the current investigation (α = .55). For this study, participants were asked to rate their 

mood at work over the past few weeks to remain consistent with the measure of mood at 

home. Additionally, the theory underlying this study suggested the effects of mood states 

rather than mood traits, the latter of which would have been obtained if respondents had 

been asked about their feelings and emotions in general. Like the PANAS, those 
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statements measuring PA are summed and those measuring NA are summed for final 

scale scores, although NA is the focus here. NA scores may range from 5-50, again with 

higher values indicating greater amounts of negative affect. Use of the PANAS for 

indexing mood at home but a different measure to index mood at work was intended to 

reduce the impact of common method variance. 

 Appraisals of Work Events. For this study, a set of general work events and a 

scale for appraising such events was developed and tested. The process for development 

and validation is explained below. 

 Creating Work Events  

Step 1. A list of potential affective work events (more on the daily hassles versus 

major life events end of the spectrum) was collected from previous research on work 

events and emotions (Bash & Fisher, 2000; Mignonac & Herrbach, 2004; the 

Organizational Constraints Scale, Spector & Jex, 1998). Wording of these items was then 

adjusted to increase uniformity, clarity and generality. The resulting set of 29 items 

included both positive and negative events that are relatively common so as to augment 

the probability that participants would have experienced the majority if not all of the 

events over the previous few weeks. Typically, studies addressing stressful events refer 

only to negative experiences. For example, Gidron and Nyklicek (2009) who also 

referred to Lazarus and Folkman (1984) in their study only addressed negative events 

with regard to the amount of distress each caused. However, since the current 

investigation suggested that those in a negative mood would rate events in general more 

negatively, it was important to present a full range of situations, positive and negative. 

Example items include “Had problems with a coworker or supervisor” or “Received 
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praise from a coworker.” This use of both positive and negative events follows precedent 

from some of the research related to AET (i.e., Basch & Fisher, 2000; Mignonac & 

Herrbach, 2004). 

Step 2. The list of events was given to a set of ten SME’s (graduate students in 

I/O Psychology) who rated each event from 1 to 9 (extremely negative to extremely 

positive, respectively) with regard to how they felt a typical employee would view the 

event when encountered. Only items with reasonably high inter-rater agreement as to the 

median score of positivity/negativity (at least .60, with the majority greater than .80) were 

retained. The final set of eight items included a range of items with regard to positivity 

and negativity (four negative, one neutral and three positive).  

 Appraisals of Events. As previously stated, most studies investigating reactions to 

events such as the one by Gidron and Nyklicek (2009) have only looked at negative 

events and individuals’ reactions to these. Therefore, a new rating scale capturing 

reactions to both positive and negative events needed to be created. Thus, participants 

were asked to rate each event on the scale from 1 to 9 (extremely negative to extremely 

positive, respectively) with regard to how positive or negative the experience was for 

them. This rating method is similar to those used for appraising stressors as previously 

indicated (Armm, 2000; Gidron & Nyklicek, 2009; Kaiseler, Polman & Nichollis, 2009). 

In addition, the rating scale for the participants contained a “0” (did not occur) for 

individuals who had not experience the event in the past few weeks. The use of this 

option is explained below. 
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It was expected that the more negative the individual’s mood (at home), the more 

negative the appraisals of these work events. In addition, the more negative the appraisals 

of these events, the more negative the expected mood at work.  

 Scoring. Although the items used for the scale were intended to represent 

commonly encountered events, there was some expectation that a few employees would 

not have experienced all eight events. Rather than discarding all data for these individuals 

and thus losing important information, only participants who indicated they had not 

experienced three or more of the events listed were excluded from the analyses. Due to 

the distribution of the items with regard to positivity and negativity (four negative, one 

neutral, and three positive), these remaining individuals would be forced to rate at least 

one positive and one negative item, reducing chances for floor or ceiling effects in their 

ratings. Moreover, it was decided that using data based on at least six events provides a 

somewhat more complete range of events that could be considered affective events, and 

would preclude floor and ceiling effects on appraisals. 

 For those that answered “yes” to six or more of the events, averages were 

calculated based on the number of items to which each individual responded. These 

scores are considered the average impact of the events on the individual (see Armm, 

2000, for a similar use of average impact). Thus, scores can range from 1-9 with lower 

scores indicating more negative appraisals of the events. As previously mentioned, this 

scale was tested during the pilot study and results regarding the psychometric properties 

of this scale are described below. 

 Job Satisfaction. The three item scale developed by Cammann, Fichman, Jenkins 

and Klesh (1979) were used to measure overall job satisfaction (α = .91). Participants 
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responded to statements such as “All in all, I am satisfied with my job” using a 1 to 7 

Likert scale with 1 indicating disagree very much and 7 indicating agree very much. Item 

scores are simply summed and may range from 3-21 with higher values indicating greater 

levels of job satisfaction. The first item of the scale was reverse scored prior to analyses 

due to negative wording (“In general, I don't like my job”). 

 Counterproductive Work Behavior. utilized a ten item self-report survey (Spector, 

Bauer & Fox, 2010). Although the scale is composed of five items asking about 

behaviors toward another person (CWBI, e.g., “Ignored someone at work”) and five 

asking about behaviors targeting the organization (CWBO, e.g., Purposely wasted your 

employer’s materials/supplies”), the current study did not hypothesize a differential 

relationship based on the target of CWB, thus the ten items were combined to form one 

rating of CWB (α = .63). Responses are made on a 1-5 Likert scale (Never to Every Day, 

respectively). Scores may range from 10-50 with higher scores indicating greater 

engagement in CWB. For the supervisor survey, items regarding CWB were reworded to 

address the supervisor’s perception of employee behaviors. 

 Organizational Citizenship Behaviors. were measured with 16 items from Lee 

and Allen (2002) (α = .91). Eight of the items measured behaviors directed towards other 

individuals (OCBI, e.g., “Help others who have been absent”) and eight measured 

behaviors directed toward the organization (OCBO, e.g., “Keep up with developments in 

the organization”). (As with CWB, the current study did not predict a differential 

relationship based on the target of these behaviors. Thus, scores on all items were 

combined to create one score for OCB). Responses to the items are made on a 1 to 5 

Likert type scale (never to everyday, respectively). Scores may range from 16 to 80 with 
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higher scores indicating more performance of OCB. For the supervisor survey, the items 

were adjusted to address the supervisor’s perceptions of employee behaviors. 

 Social Support. The measure of perceived social support at work was created for 

this investigation. Items were combined from multiple existing scales of social support 

(i.e., Haslam, et al., 2005; Madjar, 2008; Undén, 1996) and tailored to fit the work 

environment. A range of items was gathered and expected to load on the four dimensions 

of emotional support as suggested by Haslam and colleagues (2005). For example, the 

item, “the people I work with provide me with different perspectives and viewpoints 

about problems I encounter” should reflect informational support. Similarly, the item, “I 

get along with the people I work with” should load on the dimension of belonging. 

Respondents were asked to indicated the extent to which they agreed or disagreed with 

each item using a 1-7 Likert type scale (strongly disagree to strongly agree, respectively). 

Item scores were summed, thus higher scale totals indicated higher levels of perceived 

social support at work and may range from 9 to 63. Two items were negatively worded 

and thus reverse scored prior to analysis (“The people I work with seldom offer me 

advice” and “The people I work with criticize me”). The scale was tested during the pilot 

study. Thus, results regarding its psychometric properties are described below. Again, it 

is important to note, the current study hypothesized the importance of perceived social 

support rather than actual amount. Thus, the items do not tap into the extent to which 

social support is actually obtained. 

Procedure 

Government employees were randomly selected by combinations of letters in 

their last names from publically accessible directories. These individuals were sent a 
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recruitment e-mail including a survey packet (described below). They were made aware 

in the e-mail that their participation was completely voluntary and if they chose not to 

participate, to please disregard the e-mail.  

Participants associated with the Department of Organizational Development were 

notified of the study in person. The principle investigator attended classes and meetings 

to give a very brief overview of the study and request volunteers to participate. Those 

interested were then given a survey packet. On the first page of the packet, these 

individuals were made aware of the online version of the survey if they preferred to use 

the computer rather than return a hard copy.  

 Regardless of the sample and recruitment method, interested individuals were 

assured that by the end of the study the PI would no longer be in possession of any 

identifying information. Thus, all responses were completely anonymous and 

confidential.  

The survey packet contained an introduction letter and directions for the 

employee for accessing the online survey. The introduction letter explained the purpose 

and benefits of the investigation as well as reiterated the methods taken to ensure 

confidentiality and anonymity. The letter also informed the employee that completion of 

the survey was considered consent to participate, and that at any point during the 

investigation, he or she could withdraw from the study without penalty (See Appendix 

C). 

 Instructions for employees (also included in the packet/email) directed them to 

the survey website and the appropriate study (for those either recruited via e-mail or who 

wished to complete the electronic version). Participants then completed the survey 
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regarding demographics, stressors at home, mood at home, appraisals of work events, 

mood at work, social support, job satisfaction, CWB and OCB. Participants were asked to 

think about their feelings and behaviors over the past few weeks when responding to the 

items. Next, the employee was asked to create an identification code containing no less 

than 5 characters with at least 1 numeral, 1 letter, and 1 special character (to reduce the 

chance of duplicate codes). (This code was the only form of identification and was 

matched to the code on the supervisor’s survey. No personal contact information was 

collected). A final question asked the employee participants for the name and e-mail of 

their supervisors. Once supervisors were e-mailed the supervisor packet, this information 

was deleted from the records. Again, participant and supervisor surveys were only 

matched via the identification codes. No personal identifying information was kept. 

 The primary investigator used the e-mail addresses provided by the employees to 

send the supervisors the link to the online supervisor survey as well as a similar 

introduction letter explaining the purpose and methods to ensure anonymity and 

confidentiality. Supervisors were asked to enter the matched identification code provided 

in the e-mail and then present information about the employee’s performance of CWB 

and OCB over the past few weeks. (Survey packets distributed to employees associated 

with the Department of Organizational Development also contained a survey packet for 

supervisors with the same information as was sent to supervisors via e-mail. As with their 

employees, these supervisors were also given the option to complete a hard copy of the 

survey and return it to the PI in a preaddressed envelope or to use the link in the 

introduction letter to be complete the survey online).  
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 A final question on each survey (participant or supervisor) asked each respondent 

to provide feedback regarding the verbiage, length, comprehension, etc. All responses 

were kept anonymous and no identifying information was retained by the investigator.  

Results 

Most scales demonstrated very good reliability (alphas ranging from .81 to .91) 

with the exceptions of negative mood at work (α = .55) and CWB (α = .63). An item 

analysis for each of these scales indicated one item in each with a low item remainder, 

but also that the removal of those items would not significantly increase the reliability 

estimates for the scales. Additionally, for CWB which consists of two subscales 

reliability analyses were conducted on each (although the scale has previously 

demonstrated acceptable internal consistency when these subscales are combined). For 

the subscale of behaviors targeting the organization, the reliability decreased to .50 with 

no indication of items needing deletion. For the subscale of behaviors targeting other 

individuals, the reliability estimate increased to .67, again with no indication of items 

requiring exclusion. Therefore it was decided an item analysis of both the mood at work 

and CWB scales should again be conducted with the final data from the primary study to 

reexamine these two items. Both of these measures, however, have previously been found 

to have acceptable reliabilities (See Levine & Xu, 2005 and Spector, Bauer & Fox, 2010, 

respectively). It was expected that increases in alphas would be observed during the 

primary study when there was a larger sample size.  

Lastly, two scales—Appraisals of Work Events and Social Support from 

Coworkers—were being developed for this study and thus required additional scrutiny. 

First, although the scale for social support from coworkers had a high reliability (α = 
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.80), there was one item (The people I work with criticize me) which had a low item-total 

correlation (.26). When deleted, the scale alpha increased to .81. Thus, this item was 

excluded for the primary study. 

With regard to the work events scale, over 50% of respondents had not 

encountered five of the eight events in the previous “few weeks” (as previously 

mentioned, participants must have responded to at least five of the events for their data to 

be retained). These items included Had problems with a coworker or supervisor, 

Received a promotion, Had a well-liked coworker leave your work unit, Received a 

negative performance evaluation, Was forced to wait for a response from a supervisor or 

coworker for a prolonged period of time. Therefore, analysis of this scale was impossible. 

For the primary study, the author made three changes to this scale to resolve this issue. 

First, the major premise of this study is that negative mood caused by nonwork stressors 

affects appraisals of work events. Therefore, rather than asking if employees encountered 

each event in the “past few weeks”, they were asked if they encountered each within the 

“past 6 months.” This was not expected to present any theoretical concerns since the 

scale would still be investigating the employees’ retrospective appraisals of previously 

encountered events. It was anticipated, however, this change should increase the 

likelihood that more participants would be able to endorse the occurrence of the events.  

Secondly, a few events list above, although commonly cited in the literature, may 

have been rather uncommon for a large proportion of employees even over a 6 month 

span (Had problems with a coworker. Received a promotion. Had a well-liked coworker 

leave your work unit.). Thus, each of these three items was substituted for other events 

with the similar median positivity/negativity rating, reasonably high inter-rater 
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agreement, and similar variance scores (all from the ratings of SEMs). Thus, Had 

problems with a coworker was changed to Was not given help when requested.  Received 

a promotion became Received praise from your supervisor. Third, Had a well-liked 

coworker leave your work unit was substituted with Was given contradictory 

instructions/task. Lastly, for the item Received a negative performance evaluation, the 

wording was simply altered to Received negative performance feedback from your 

supervisor, as many times formal performance evaluations are not given on a regular 

basis. Thus, the final set of events for the primary study totaled eight with a distribution 

similar to that in the pilot study—four negative, one neutral and three positive events.  

Preliminary correlational analyses, shown in Table 1, found support for 

Hypotheses 1a and 1b linking martial stressors and financial stressors to negative mood at 

home, with significant negative correlations of -.43 and -.50, respectively (p < .01). 

Hypothesis 2 relating negative mood at home to negative mood at work was also 

supported with a significant r of .68 (p < .01). Parts a and c of Hypothesis 5 linking 

negative mood at work to job satisfaction and CWBs was also supported with significant 

r’s of -.39 and .49, respectively (p < .05 and p < .01, respectively). Unexpectedly, the 

correlation between negative mood at work and OCBs was in the opposite direction (r = 

.37, p < .05) (For descriptive statistics and correlations, please see Table 1). Although the 

current study was not interested in the differentiation between targets of CWB and OCB, 

due to this unanticipated finding, the author conducted additional correlational analyses 

in which OCB was broken into its subscales of OCB toward individuals (OCBI) and 

OCB toward the organization (OCBO). When analyzed in this manner, OCBI remained 

significant and actually had a stronger positive correlation with negative mood at work (r 
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= .46, p < .01). The correlation between OCBO and negative mood at work, although still 

positive became nonsignificant (r = .21, n.s.). Since the target of OCB seemed to make 

relatively little difference, the next step was to analyze responses to the individual OCB 

items for univariate normality and outliers. Although each indicator did tend to deviate 

slightly from a normal distribution, there did not appear to be extreme outliers. 

Additionally, all univariate skewness and kurtosis values were within acceptable limits (-

1.00 < skewness < 1.00, -2.00 < kurtosis < 2.00).  

 

Since further investigation into common errors revealed no reason for this 

contrary finding, it was decided, OCB (with targets combined) should remain in the 

primary study. If the results remained contrary to the hypothesis, the same steps would be 

taken to investigate differences among the OCB subscales as well as univariate normality 

of each OCB item. If these again divulged no abnormalities, the final procedure would be 

to run two versions of the study’s model in SEM—one with OCB (with targets 

combined) and the other without the construct as the finding may not be an anomaly but 

rather a consistent finding worthy of individual attention in future research. For this 

study, though, its inclusion could cause the fit statistics to indicate an incorrect model. 

Table 1.

Preliminary means, standard deviations and correlations among primary variables.

Variables Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1 Marital Stress 18.62 3.53 0.90

2 Finacial Stress 11.20 3.51 0.42** 0.82

3 Negative Mood at Home 16.51 5.13 -0.43**-0.50** 0.83

4 Appraisals of Work Events -- -- -- -- -- --

5 Negative Mood at Work 12.52 5.20 -0.42**-0.43**0.68** -- 0.55

6 Social Support 51.93 7.13 0.12 -0.02 -0.13 -- -0.07 0.80

7 Job Satisfaction 17.28 3.95 0.18 0.10 -0.20 -- -0.39* 0.36* 0.91

8 OCB 53.88 11.59 0.25 0.38* 0.36* -- 0.37* 0.29 0.17 0.91

9 CWB 13.63 3.26 -0.18 -0.30 0.49** -- 0.49** -0.02 -0.38* 0.36* 0.63

Note: N = 40; * p < .05, ** p < .01
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Those hypotheses involving the variable appraisals of work events (Hypotheses 3, 

4, and 6) were unable to be analyzed due to the scale concerns. For the most part, the 

primary relationships tended in the directions proposed by the study’s model. Another 

important finding was the extremely low response rate of employee-supervisor dyads 

(less than .4%). The response rate for employee participants, however, was higher at 

around 2.7%. In total, over 10,000 recruitment e-mails/in-person contacts were made. Of 

the e-mails around 15% to 25% were returned as undeliverable. Of those recruitment 

requests presumably received, 299 employee surveys and 40 supervisor surveys were 

obtained. (Note: All those contacted were notified of the need to have an immediate 

supervisor willing to participate. Thus, even though there were still quite a few 

employees without willing supervisors who completed the survey, it was believed a large 

number of employee-only participants probably self-selected out due to this inclusion 

criteria). In hopes of increasing the response rate, the immediate supervisor requirement 

was omitted from the primary sample. Those who felt their supervisor would be willing 

to complete the short performance survey were still given the option, but no employees 

chose to do so. 
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PRIMARY STUDY 

 

 

Method 

Participants 

Due to the extremely low response rate of employee-supervisor dyads as 

previously noted, the primary study recruited only employee participants. These included 

state government employees from across the United States and attendees of classes 

offered by the Department of Organizational Development at the same large southeastern 

university which supplied respondents for the pilot study as well as other affiliates of the 

department (e.g., parking and transportation personnel, custodians, etc.). According to 

power analyses for interactional structural equation modeling, the target sample size was 

set at 164 participants to achieve a power of .80 to detect the effects of the moderated 

mediation model described above. To participate, employees had to have been currently 

working at least 20 hours per week in a job that they had held for at least two months. In 

addition, they needed to be married and either head or co-head of their own household. 

No compensation was given and participants were assured that their identities would 

remain anonymous and all responses confidential.  

Measures  

 Scales for marital stressors, financial stressors, mood at home, mood at work, job 

satisfaction, CWB’s and OCB’s were the same as those included in the pilot study. As 

indicated in the results from the pilot study, one item was omitted from the original scale 
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for Social Support from Coworkers. The final scale consisted of eight items, each rated 

from 1 to 7 (strongly disagree to strongly agree, respectively). Higher scores on this scale 

indicated higher levels of perceived social support received from coworkers.  

 Additionally, due to the issues with the scale measuring Appraisals of Work 

Events, three main changes were made to the scale for the primary study. First, the time 

frame was altered from experiences “over the past few weeks” to “the past 6 months.” 

Second, the three items Had problems with a coworker; Received a promotion; and Had 

a well-liked coworker leave your work unit were replaced with Was not given help when 

requested; Received praise from your supervisor; and Was given contradictory 

instructions/task, respectively. Lastly, for the item Received a negative performance 

evaluation, the wording was simply altered to Received negative performance feedback 

from your supervisor, as many times formal performance evaluations are not given on a 

regular basis. These alterations retained the original range of events with regard to 

positivity and negativity. Specifically, one item had originally been rated by the SME’s 

as neutral, four items tended toward greater negativity and the remaining three tended 

toward higher degrees of positivity.   

Procedure 

 Similar procedures to those used in the pilot study were employed for the primary 

study. One difference was the lack of a page asking for feedback regarding the scales. 

Lastly, any respondents who desired a summary of the final results of the study were 

given the option leave an e-mail address to which results could be sent upon completion 

of the study. Only results at the group level will be released.  
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Results 

The primary study investigated the relationships among key variables such as 

nonwork related stressors, negative mood at home and work, appraisals of work events, 

and work outcomes. The principal focus in these relationships was the proposed 

synchronization of mood at home and work through its relationship with appraisals of 

work events. In addition, the potential moderating effect of social support from 

coworkers was examined. These relationships were studied individually through 

correlational analyses and moderated regression, and as a system through the use of 

structural equation modeling.  

Scale Psychometric Properties 

 Scale means, standard deviations and correlations among primary variables were 

calculated for the 301 participants returning surveys and are shown in Table 2. Generally, 

all scales demonstrated moderate to high reliability (> .70) (see Table 2), with the 

exception of CWB (α = .67). This scale, however, has had its psychometric properties 

previously established at acceptable levels (see Spector, Bauer & Fox, 2010). The two 

scales developed for this study also demonstrated reasonable to high levels of internal 

consistency and that no items should be removed following corrections indicated by the 

pilot results. Alpha for Social Support was .90, and that for Appraisals of Work events 

was .83. (See Table 2 for all scale reliability estimates). Although the eight statements 

comprising the Social Support from Coworkers measure did include items measuring 

Haslam and colleagues’ (2005) four types of social support, exploratory factor analysis 

indicated all items loaded best on only one factor.  
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 With regard to the Appraisals of Work Events measure, of the 301 total 

respondents, 137 had not experienced at least six of the work events over the past six 

months. As previously explained, to reduce the chances of floor and/or ceiling effects in 

the ratings of events, data for these individuals was excluded from all analyses involving 

appraisals of work events as well as model testing. It was, however, retained for 

hypothesis testing whenever possible (i.e., Hypotheses 1, 2 and 5) to increase the power 

of the tests. Of the 164 final participants 83 had not experienced the item “Received 

negative performance feedback from supervisor.” Although these findings do highlight 

some concerns with the events included in the scale (as will be discussed in subsequent 

sections), it was decided to proceed with hypothesis and model testing as planned since 

the remaining sample of 164 matched that required from the power analysis for 

interactional structural equation modeling.  

Sample Characteristics and Demographic Variables/Controls 

 In total around 10,000 individuals were contacted in person and via e-mail asking 

for their participation in the study with nearly 25% of the recruitment e-mails being 

returned as non-deliverable. Of those presumably received, 301 returned complete 

surveys, resulting in a response rate very similar to that of the pilot study (4%). It is 

important to note that recruitment group did cause a variation in the response rates. For 

those affiliated with the Human Resources Organizational Development who were 

recruited in person, the response rate rose to 25%. For those randomly selected from state 

government employee directories, response rates were less than 1%.   

Of the 301 total respondents, the average age was 43.76 (SD = 11.64). The 

majority of participants was female (64.10%) and Caucasian (81.10%) and had held their 
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current positions for more than two years (63.80%).  Additionally, the average number of 

hours worked per week was 41.32 (SD = 8.10) with a range from 20 to 90 hours per 

week. Per selection criteria, all participants were married and either head or co-head of 

their own households. There were no significant differences between the total sample and 

the 164 who had experienced at least six of the events.  

 As noted in the correlation table, each of the demographic variables (gender, age, 

ethnicity, tenure and work hours) was significantly correlated with at least one of the 

primary variables, warranting additional examination of these relationships. (Note: 

gender and ethnicity were both dummy coded, age and work hours were continuous 

variables, and tenure was rate from 1 to 5, 2-3 months to longer than 2 years, 

respectively). Thus, regression analyses for each set of proposed relationships were 

conducted controlling for these demographic variables. Results indicated the principal 

relationships to be unaffected by the inclusion of the demographic variables, suggesting 

no further need to control for them in subsequent analyses and model testing. 
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Hypothesis Testing 

 As previously mentioned, whenever possible, hypothesis testing included all 301 

sets of responses. This applied for Hypotheses 1, 2, and 5. The first hypothesis suggested 

that non-work stressors (marital and financial) would be related to a more negative mood 

reported in the home domain. Correlational analyses revealed both parts a and b of 

Hypothesis 1 were supported 

 (r = -.42, p < .01 and r = -.40, p < .01, respectively). Hypotheses 2 was also supported as 

negative mood at home corresponded to negative mood at work (r = .52, p < .01).  

The next two hypotheses involved the average impact of work events (N = 164). 

To calculate this statistic, the participants’ ratings of work events were summed and then 

divided by the total number of events to which they indicated occurrence. For instance, if 

a participant only encountered six of the eight possible events, his/her summed ratings of 

positivity or negativity were only divided by six rather than eight. (The lower this 

number, the more negative the ratings and average impact of the affective work events). 

Hypothesis 3 regarding the relationships between one’s negative mood at home and 

appraisals of work events found that the more negative the mood in the home domain, the 

more negative the appraisals of events encountered at work (r = -.32, p < .01, N = 164). 

Hypothesis 4, then proposed a relationship between these negative event appraisals and 

negative mood at work, such that the less positive the appraisals the more negative the 

mood at work, which was also supported (r = -.44, p < .01, N = 164).  

A final set of correlational analyses was used to investigate the relationships 

between negative mood at work and the three work outcomes. Support for Hypothesis 5 

was mixed with more negative mood associated with worse ratings of job satisfaction (r 
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= -.39, p < .05, N = 301) and greater indications of counterproductive work behaviors (r = 

.34, p < .01, N = 301). Part c suggesting a negative relationship with organizational 

citizenship behaviors, however, found no support (r = -.08, n.s., N = 301). This was also 

true for the two major facets of the OCB scale when examined independently—OCB’s 

directed toward individual and OCB’s directed toward the organization (r = -.02, n.s. and 

r = -.11, n.s., respectively). As with the pilot results, although investigation the 

distributions and outliers of each OCB item revealed some items to be slightly skewed, 

the tests for univariate normality of each were well within acceptable limits.  

Lastly, Hypothesis 6 proposed a moderating effect of social support from 

coworkers on the relationship between negative mood at home and appraisals of work 

events such that the work events appraisals of those who perceived greater amounts of 

social support would be buffered from the detrimental effects of negative mood at home. 

Moderated regression was employed to test this relationship, where appraisals were 

regressed on the individual effects of negative mood at home and social support from 

coworkers entered into step 1 and the interaction of the two added at step 2. 

Unfortunately, no moderating effect was found (See Table 3). While negative mood at 

home revealed a significant negative effect and social support a significant positive effect 

no evidence of buffering was detected. Again, the inclusion of demographic variables as 

controls did not affect this relationship. It is important to note that the multiple R for 

predicting appraisals of work events based on the additive combination of negative mood 

at home and social support was .496 indicating an R-squared of .25, a substantial effect. 
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Model Testing 

 As described in the preceding sections, the primary purpose of this study was to 

test a model proposing mood as a principal linking mechanism in the relationship 

between non-work stressors and work outcomes in combination with its effect on 

appraisals of work events. To accomplish this through structural equation modeling, 

some of the scales required item parceling. These included CWB, OCB, Social Support 

from Coworkers and Negative Mood at Home. For CWB, OCB, and Negative Mood at 

Home, the logical solutions were to use the existing divisions (i.e., CWBO and CWBI, 

OCBO and OCBI, and the five emotions categories described in Watson and colleagues, 

1988, distressed and upset, hostile and irritable, scared and afraid, guilty and ashamed, 

nervous and jittery). Since exploratory factor analysis had indicated all items measuring 

social support loaded best on one factor, the eight items were parceled arbitrarily as 

Table 3.

Moderating effects of social support from coworkers

on the relationship between negative mood at home

and appraisals of work events.

Predictors

Appraisals of Work 

Events

Step 1 - Direct effects

NA at Home -0.30*

SS 0.46*

F 26.08*

ΔR² 0.25*

Step 2 - Interaction

NA at Home X SS 0.01

ΔF 0.08

ΔR² .00, n.s.

Note: The coefficients are the standardized

 beta weights from the final step of the multiple regression. 

* p < .05, N = 164
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seems to be common in much of the SEM literature (Parcel 1 = items 1-3, Parcel 2 = 

items 4-6, Parcel 3 = items 7-10)  (Bandalos & Finney, 2001).  

 Additionally, since the proposed model included a moderating effect of social 

support from coworkers on the relationship between negative mood at home and 

appraisals of work events, a new latent variable for the interaction term had to be created. 

A matched pairs approach was taken for creating parcels for the interaction term. Since 

there were five indicators for negative mood at work and only three for social support 

from coworkers, the best three indicators for negative mood at home were selected. This 

was based on their loadings on the latent variable, normality and R
2 
(Marsh, Wen & Hua, 

2006). 

 To ensure adequate fit of each of the latent variables prior to testing the full 

model, CFAs were conducted on each latent variable and its indicators. Results 

demonstrated issues with the measurement model for OCB. Thus, the 16 items for OCB 

were reparceled using factor analysis which resulted in a better division using three 

parcels. (Parcel 1 = all OCBO items, Parcel 2 = items 4-6, and 8 on the OCBI subscale, 

Parcel 3 = items 1-3, and 7 on the OCBI subscale). Reinvestigation of these parcels 

provided acceptable fit for the measurement model. Additionally, the measurement model 

for the entire model was investigated by adding one latent variable and its indicators at a 

time.  

 Analyses for univariate normality suggested the distribution of most indicators to 

be within acceptable limits (skewness < 1.00; kurtosis < 4.00) (See Table A1 in 

Appendix D for skewness and kurtosis values). There were however a handful deserving 

further investigation for outliers. The first two to note were parcels 4 and 5 for negative 
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mood at home and negative mood at work, respectively (skewness = 1.67, kurtosis = 3.01 

and skewness = 2.03, kurtosis = 4.11). Examination of the individual data points did not 

indicate outliers requiring exclusion. Thus, all cases remained for the sake of statistical 

power. One indicator of CWB was also of concern (CWBI/Parcel 2, skewness = 1.62, 

kurtosis = 3.25). Again, all cases were retained due to no indications of outliers. The 

kurtosis value for multivariate normality indicated no reason for concern in proceeding 

with structural equation modeling (multivariate kurtosis = 1.13). 

 Although convergence criteria were satisfied for the proposed model (Model 1), 

all fit indices indicated an incorrect model with a great deal of misfit (Χ
2
(546) = 2176.05, 

p < .0001; SRMSR = .12; RMSEA = .14; CFI = .57). Examination of the R
2
 terms and path 

coefficients, however, did support some aspects of the model, specifically, the underlying 

sequence. Marital and financial stressors were found to account for 52% of the variance 

in mood at home. Mood at home was also significantly related to appraisals of work 

events with a regression coefficient of -.31. Thus, the more negative mood brought to the 

workplace, the more negative the individual’s appraisals of various work events (both 

positive and negative events). These appraisals further accounted for 42% of the variance 

in negative mood at work, which was significantly related to two of the three outcomes 

(job satisfaction and CWB) (See Figure 2). (Note: The proposed model was also 

investigated using data from the full 301 participants. Although results suggested similar 

values for the SRMSR, RMSEA and CFI, the Χ
2 
did indicate significantly worse fit when 

including participants who had experienced less than six work events (Χ
2
(546) = 3467.88, 

p < .0001; SRMSR = .10; RMSEA = .13; CFI = .58). This was presumably due to the 

decrease in the reliability estimate for the scale assessing appraisals of work events (α = 
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.83, when N = 164, α = .75, when N = 301). Therefore, further model testing utilized 

only the 164 who had reached the previously established cutoff).  
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 The results from Model 1 combined with correlational findings from the Pilot and 

Primary Studies and moderated regression from the Primary Study led to the testing of 

two additional models. The first alternative model (Model 2) began by eliminating both 

social support from coworkers and OCB for three primary reasons (See Figure 3). First, 

moderated regression and SEM for Model 1 had indicated no moderating effect of social 

support on the relationship between mood at home and appraisals of work events. Thus, 

its incorrect inclusion in the model may have contributed to the misfit of Model 1. 

Second, the relationship between negative mood at work and OCB was contrary to the 

hypothesis in the Pilot Study, and non-significant in the Primary Study for both 

correlational and regression analyses. Similarly to social support, its inclusion in the 

original model most likely attributed to some of the misfit. Lastly, since there did appear 

to be some support for the spillover of negative mood, the purpose of Model 2 was to 

determine the extent to which the proposed model might still have been suitable after 

excluding the two misspecified paths listed above.  

 Model 2 indicated significantly better fit although examination of the chi-square 

statistic still suggested the model to be at least partially incorrect (Χ2
(293) = 521.73, p < 

.01). It is important to note, although the chi-square value indicates a correct or incorrect 

model in SEM (correct if p = n.s.), there is some debate as to the practical importance of 

this fit statistics since it tends to be highly influenced by sample size when the model 

tested is not entirely correct. Thus, many researchers often rely on other absolute fit 

indices (i.e., SRMSR), as well as parsimony and incremental fit indices. For Model 2, the 

parsimony index, did suggest reasonable fit to the data (RMSEA = .07), again finding 

some support for the primary sequence proposed. Unfortunately, with the exclusion of 
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social support in Model 2, the variance accounted for in appraisals of work events, did 

decrease quite a bit from .42 to .18. Appraisals of work events, however, did still account 

for 40% of the variance in negative mood at work. Furthermore, the path coefficients and 

these R
2 

value were all still significant for the proposed effects of negative mood at home 

on appraisals of work event and their subsequent effects on negative mood at work. Thus, 

Model 3 drew upon these results and previous research (described earlier and elaborated 

in the Discussions) to support the addition of social support back into the model. 
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As previously mentioned, some research has found the effects of social support to 

be more direct rather than moderating (e.g., Beehr, 1998; Folkman and Lazarus (1988). 

Thus, the third model tested the direct effects of social support from coworkers on all 

work-related variables to determine 1) if social support indeed has direct effects as others 

have proposed, and 2) on which work-related variables social support may have its 

strongest effects.  Additionally, since a large amount of the variance in mood at work was 

unaccounted for in Model 2, a direct path from negative mood at home to negative mood 

at work was included indicating a direct carryover effect (See Figure 4).  
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Although there did not appear to be a significant difference in the chi-square 

statistics between Models 2 and 3, examination of the other fit indices indicated superior 

fit of Model 3 (SRMSR = .07, RMSEA = .06, CFI = .91, respectively) (See Table 4 for 

comparisons of fit statistics for all three models). Furthermore, the variance accounted for 

in all work-related variables increased in Model 3, suggesting social support from 

coworkers to be an active player but not as a moderator (See Table 5 for a comparison of 

the R
2 
values for Models 2 and 3). Again, the path coefficients among negative mood at 

home, appraisals of work events, and negative mood at work were all significant (p < 

.05). This lends some support to the importance of the spillover of negative mood in the 

relationship between nonwork stressors and work outcomes, although the model misfit 

and variance left unaccounted for do suggest missing variables. According to 

correlational analyses (see Table 2), this variance seems not attributable to the direct 

effects of nonwork stressors on work outcomes as indicated by the relatively small r’s (all 

<   + .15) (A list of all parameter estimates for Model 3 can be found in Table A2 in 

Appendix D). 

A supplementary regression analysis was conducted to determine the incremental 

validity of the three predictors of negative mood at work demonstrated in Model 3, 

specifically, the variance predicted by appraisals of work events in comparison to the 

direct carryover of negative mood from home. Thus, negative mood from home was 

added in Step 1 (R
2 = 

.31). Step 2 added appraisals of work events accounting for an 

additional 7% of the variance in negative mood at work. As expected from the 

nonsignificant path coefficient, the addition of social support from coworkers in Step 3 

resulted in no further changes in R-squared for negative mood at work. These results 
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suggest appraisals of work events as proposed to be an important factor in addition to the 

direct carryover of negative mood at home in predicting negative mood at work. 

 

 

  

Table 4.

Goodness-of-fit statistics between models tested.

Model Χ
2

df SRMSR RMSEA CFI

Model 1 2176.05 546 0.12 0.14 0.57

Model 2 521.73 293 0.1 0.07 0.88

Model 3 564.13 364 0.07 0.06 0.91

Note: All chi-squared values significant at p < .0001. 

N for each model = 164.

Table 5.

Comparison of R
2 

values for all work-related variables for 

Models 2 and 3

Model 2 Model 3

Appraisals of Work Events 0.18 0.36

Negative Mood at Work 0.40 0.54

Job Satisfaction 0.36 0.48

CWB 0.19 0.36

Note: For each model, N = 164
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DISCUSSION 

 

 

 

The primary purpose of this cross-sectional survey was to investigate the 

relationships underlying the proposed model in which negative mood at home, due to 

marital and financial stressors, spills over into the work domain causing employees to 

appraise various work events more negatively than they would otherwise have done 

without the influence of NA. These appraisals were hypothesized to be the primary 

linking mechanism through which negative mood at home and negative mood at work 

appear synchronized in the two life spaces. Finally, the negative mood at work, resulting 

from the work event appraisals, was thought to relate to three work outcomes—job 

satisfaction, CWB and OCB.  

Correlational analyses found support for all of the primary relationships with the 

exception of the detrimental effects of negative mood at work on OCB. Consistent with 

previous research, both nonwork stressors were significantly related to reports of negative 

mood at home such that those with greater amounts of stressors reported worse moods 

(see Brome and colleagues, 1988 and Whisman and Uebelacker, 2009). Additionally, and 

in line with the spillover model of linking mechanisms (Edwards & Rothbard, 2000), 

negative mood at home corresponded to negative mood at work. It is noteworthy that this 

relationship was substantial despite differences in the two measures of NA.  

Results of initial correlational analyses also found support for the associations 

between moods in both domains and appraisals of work events. Specifically, the more 
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negative the individual’s mood reported at home, the more likely he or she was to 

appraise the eight work events in a more negative fashion even if the event was 

considered by SMEs to be a typically positive event. This coincides with the work of 

researchers such as Zautra (2003) who suggest emotions to be the “organizers of 

meaning” (p. 4) in that they may cause various aspects of events to be highlighted and 

evaluated more heavily or more consistently with regard to the affective state being 

experienced at that time. Additionally, the negative appraisals of work events were in 

turn significantly related to negative mood reported at work, lending support to one of the 

major tenets of AET—the experience of affective events can “have an impact on the 

arousal of emotions and mood at work” (Wegge, et al., 2006, p. 237; see also Wang, et 

al., 2010). 

Lastly, worsened mood at work was found to relate to significantly lower job 

satisfaction and greater frequencies of CWB. The relationship with OCB, however, was 

inconsistent with results and actually contrary to those hypothesized in the pilot study and 

nonsignificant in the primary study. These findings will be discussed in detail below.  

Results of Model Testing 

As previously outlined, the associations underlying the proposed model found 

nearly full support in the current study via correlational analyses with the exception of the 

relationship between negative mood at work and OCB. Additionally, the results of 

structural equation modeling mirrored these findings. First, the two nonwork stressors—

marital and financial—accounted for over a third of the variance in negative mood at 

home. The additional variance in mood at home unaccounted for may quite possibly be 

attributable to other types of nonwork stressors not investigated here (e.g., parenting, 
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care-taking, etc.). Future research should identify and include those additional areas of 

the home life capable of producing strain such as negative mood.  

In line with Edwards and Rothbard’s (2000) spillover theory, negative moods at 

home and work were found to be positively correlated. The exploratory path in Model 3 

leading directly from mood at home to mood at work found the former to account for 

additional variance in negative mood at work beyond that attributable to appraisals of 

work events. Supplementary regression analyses further indicated that both appraisals of 

work events and negative mood at home accounted for unique variance (negative mood at 

home more so than appraisals) with little to no gain from the inclusion of social support 

from coworkers.  Thus, although there appeared to be some support for this mood 

synchronization due to its effects on work-related variables (e.g., the event appraisals 

suggested here or job performance mentioned by Edwards and Rothbard (2000)), there 

also seems to be a direct carryover effect of mood between domains. Regardless, these 

findings, still support Barling and MacEwen’s (1998) proposition that mood mediates the 

relationship between work and nonwork stressors and strains. However, the sole-source 

and cross-sectional nature of the study and other like studies comparing mood in the two 

domains suggests caution in drawing definitive conclusions. 

Generally, the results regarding appraisals of work events tended to support 

previous research linking NA to the experience of greater reports of adverse events 

(Stone, 1981; Warr, Barter, & Brownbridge, 1984; Watson, et al, 1988). Although 

significant, the variance accounted for in appraisals of work events was far less than 

expected in all three models with the R
2 
being lowest in the more simplistic model 

omitting any effects of social support. In combination with the direct carryover of 
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negative mood, these three variables (negative mood at home, appraisals of work events 

and negative mood at work) appear influential in the overall relationship between 

nonwork stressors and work outcomes, but the sequence of the variables may have been 

misspecified in the current study. One substitute may be that appraisals of work events 

are linked more strongly to the more proximal, negative mood at work. Comparison of 

the associations of these three constructs suggested the correlation between event 

appraisals and negative mood at work to be slightly stronger than the correlation between 

appraisals and negative mood at home (p < .10). Thus, appraisals of work events may not 

be the primary reason for the spillover of mood, but rather an important outcome of it.  

Another possibility may involve the separation of the event from its evaluation 

which were confounded in the present study. Specifically, AET posits a two step 

appraisal system following the occurrence of an affective event. The first appraisal is 

more immediate and emotion-laden leading to affect-driven behaviors. In this context, 

negative mood at work may still be an outcome of appraisals supporting the underlying 

sequence in the proposed model.  

The second stage of appraisals according to AET is more thought-out. In this 

case, it is possible that the final appraisal may be the outcome of the negative mood as 

suggested above resulting from the first stage of evaluation. These two propositions 

suggest a need for future research to partition the current model into its individual 

components such that a sequence may be investigated whereby negative mood at home 

predisposes an individual to the occurrence of more events at work. The individual then 

follows the two step appraisal process suggested by AET with negative mood as a 
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potential outcome of the first stage and mediating factor between the first and second 

stages.  

Regardless, of the sequence results did identify a significant relationship between 

one’s mood in general and the way he or she appraises work events, supporting one of the 

major tenets of AET—it is not just the occurrence of events, but the way in which 

individual’s appraise them that truly determines outcomes. Future research should 

investigate the possible ordering effects to determine the exact nature of these 

relationships. If in fact, negative mood at work has a greater effect on appraisals of work 

events, then additional research is needed to determine factors that do account for the 

synchronization of mood in the two domains. 

Lastly, the correlates of negative mood at work were found to support previously 

established detrimental relationship with attitudes and behaviors, specifically overall job 

satisfaction and CWB (Levine, et al., 2011; Reio & Ghosh, 2009; Spector, Fox, Penney, 

Bruursema, Goh & Kessler, 2006). Organizational citizenship behaviors, on the other 

hand demonstrated findings inconsistent with hypotheses both in the Pilot Study and the 

Primary Study. In the latter, the relationship was nonsignficant (both in correlational 

analyses and moderated regression), but in the former, greater amounts of OCB were 

actually reported by those with worse moods at work. This surprising finding could be 

sample specific, warranting the repeated inclusion of OCB in future research. On the 

other hand, it is possible that this lack of a decline in the performance of OCBs could be 

due to the fact that taking part in them may actually act as a mood enhancement strategy 

by individuals. This notion has received some evidential support from research teams 

such as Glomb and colleagues (2011) suggesting prosocial behavior as a form of mood 
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regulation. Thus, those experiencing NA at work may perform OCBs to alleviate the 

negative emotions or moods hanging over them. 

The Role of Social Support 

As previously mentioned, one important reason for thoroughly understanding the 

nature of the relationship between nonwork and work outcomes is to be able to buffer 

against such negative effects. Thus, perceived social support from coworkers was also 

included in the initial model as a moderator of the relationship between mood at home 

and appraisals of work events. Unfortunately, the proposed buffering effect found no 

support in the current investigation through moderated regression or structural equation 

modeling coinciding with previous research (see Beehr, 1998). This section outlines a 

few potential reasons for these findings. First, the current study investigated only the 

perceived availability of social support whereas measures of actual amounts or frequency 

of use may produce a different picture.  

Additionally, as noted by Beehr (1998), the nature of interactions may be a 

contributor to inconsistent findings with regard to the moderating effects of social 

support. This can refer to either the type of social support implemented (Haslam, et al., 

2005), or the actual information exchanged. For instance, if negative mood is due to 

problems and stressors in the nonwork domain, then being able to talk it out with a 

coworker may be more beneficial (informational) than simply feeling as if one fits with 

the group (belonging).  Furthermore, research suggests those involved in more positive 

discourse, “focusing their talk on the better things that have happened at work” may 

benefit more from social support than those centered around complaints and venting 

(Beehr, 1998, p. 17). For individuals with greater negative mood, however, this positive 
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communication may be somewhat difficult since their view of the world around them 

tends to be more pessimistic (Thoresen, et al., 2003).   

It is also possible that the specification of social support from “coworkers” may 

be inappropriate. For example, although an employee may have a dozen coworkers, there 

may be only one or two with whom he or she truly confides and engages in different 

forms of social support. Additionally, social support in the work domain may be provided 

by specific sources that need to be differentiated such as supervisors, who are not 

differentiated in the measure used in this study (Beehr, 1998). Thus, future research 

should consider including support from specific sources or even giving participants 

freedom to indicate persons from any source with whom they perceive supportive 

relationships. 

A final reason, receiving supported in Model 3, suggests social support may be 

related directly rather than interactionally with work related variables. The inclusion of 

direct paths on all work-related variables (excluding OCB) produced increases in fit 

indices and the variance accounted for by the model when compared to Model 2 which 

eliminated social support altogether as well as Model 1 which included only the 

interaction of social support on the relationship between negative mood at home and 

appraisals of work events. These direct effects support previous research (Beehr, 1998; 

Lazarus & Folkman, 1988), and point toward the integral role of social support from 

coworkers in the overarching relationship between nonwork stressors and work 

outcomes. Future research, however, is warranted to determine the exact nature of these 

effects. The model tested does propose a few different areas that could be used as starting 

points. Specifically, the effects of social support on 1) appraisals of work events, 2) mood 
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at work, and 3) work attitudes/behaviors could be investigated. Each of these effects is 

potentially by previous research. With regard to appraisals of work events, Haslam and 

colleagues’ (2005) concept of informational support combined with the appraisal 

processes of Lazarus and Weiss and Cropanzano’s AET support the notion that input 

from others regarding interpretations of events may significantly affect the final 

appraisals of the event. To study this proposition, however, research must separate the 

occurrence of events and the appraisal of these events which were confounded in the 

current investigation.  

Model 3 also demonstrated direct effects of social support on negative mood at 

work. Again, this finds support from previous research linking higher levels of social 

support to the lessening of negative affective states (Abe, Fujise, Fukunaga, Nakagawa & 

Ikeda, 2012; Zawadzki, Graham, & Gerin, 2012). Lastly, direct effects of social support 

were exhibited on the two remaining work outcomes (job satisfaction and CWB). With 

regard to job satisfaction, Sloan (2012) has found those perceiving greater amounts of 

social support at work to be more satisfied with their jobs. Taken together, these results 

indicated an integral role played by social support from coworkers with regard to work-

related variables. More research is needed, however, to explain exactly how it affects 

these relationships. 

Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research 

Generally, results did lend some support to the potential of the causal sequence 

underlying the model (negative mood at home caused by nonwork stressors affects 

appraisals of work events which in turn affects negative mood at work and subsequent 

work outcomes), although not enough to determine it as the principal linking mechanism 
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between the work and nonwork domains. Additional paths need to be explored, as the fit 

statistics, regression coefficients, and R
2 
values for both Model 2 and Model 3 still 

suggested missing variables and/or misspecification especially with regard to predicting 

negative mood at work. Regardless, results of the model testing conducted here did 

suggest that many of the paths tested explained a large portion of the data, concluding 

that the role of mood and event appraisals is not to be underestimated. 

Combined with the significant correlations among the majority of the primary 

variables in both the pilot and the primary studies (i.e., stressors and mood, mood and 

appraisals, appraisals and mood, mood and outcomes) this study supports the relevance of 

the majority of the variables included in the current investigation (with the exception of 

OCB) and the possibility of their causal linkage.  Future research is needed to determine 

other contributing variables (especially with regard to negative mood at work) as well as 

the exact nature of the effects of social support at work. Investigators should also extend 

the findings of the current study a step further to test the suggested causal relationships. 

Additionally, the concerns with univariate normality for mood and CWB parcels 

should be reinvestigated. With regard to the mood at home and work, it is interesting to 

note both of these parcels involved ratings of the feelings guilt and shame with few 

people indicating higher amounts of these. Thus, it is possible that these emotions are not 

as relevant as other types of negative affect (i.e., anxiety or sadness) with regard to the 

stressors and events examined here. Similarly, there was a positive skew to the responses 

regarding CWB targeted at other individuals (in comparison to the organization as a 

whole). Future research should re-examine this relationship to see if it is maintained in 

another sample, and if so, why employees are less likely to engage in individually 
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targeted CWB than organizationally targeted behaviors. Additionally, researchers may 

want to include a measure of social desirability as employees may intentionally alter their 

responses on either of these two scales or measures of guilt and shame.  

 As described earlier, the response rate for this study was extremely low, although 

this did depend in large part on the targeted population/recruitment technique. 

Regardless, it immediately draws attention to the possibility of response bias in the 

primary study as those who actually did complete the survey were such a small subset of 

volunteers. Additionally, of those surveys returned, nearly half were omitted from many 

of the primary analyses due to the individuals’ experiencing less than the required six 

work events. Furthermore, of those retained, over half reported not having experienced 

one of the eight events (receiving negative performance feedback from one’s supervisor). 

Thus, future research regarding affective work events may need to further investigate the 

prevalence of various events to determine if there are better ones to include in this type of 

study. Other options such as self-described events could be explored as well. While this 

convenience sample creates problems for generalizability of results, it included 

substantial diversity of ethnicities and occupations among a large group of employed 

respondents. This mitigates in favor of the generalizability of the correlational results and 

is further supported by parallel findings of others. 

  Another area of concern involves the fact that all data was self-report, thus there 

may be issues with common method variance. Supplementary CFA did suggest this to be 

a potential issue as all variables loaded with reasonable strength on one general factor. 

Unfortunately, many of the focal variables and sequences (i.e., mood at homeappraisals 

of work eventsmood at work) are best rated by the individual rather than a third party, 
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making this an unfortunate, but somewhat unavoidable problem. Still, future research 

should explore creative means to obtain objective measures of these variables.  

 Lastly, due to the cross-sectional nature of this investigation, readers should be 

cautious when interpreting the results. Although the findings presented here do lend 

support to the possibility of the causal model proposed, such conclusions are impossible 

to make with the current cross-sectional design. Future research should invest time and 

resources in longitudinal and even experimental methods to study the associations 

discovered. 

Conclusions 

Results of this study expand upon previous research linking the work and non-

work domains (especially with regard to the effects of negative mood and event 

appraisals).  Additionally, they have implications for areas such as employee assistance 

programs at work that deal with stress monitoring and coping as well as financial 

management (Garman, et al., 1996; Sulsky & Smith, 2005). In light of the negative chain 

of events tested in this study, there did emerge a couple rays of hope. First, regardless of 

an employee’s negative mood, OCBs were found to remain unrelated. This may indicate 

a potentially positive coping mechanism with benefits to both the employee and the 

organization. The decreased job satisfaction and higher occurrence of CWB’s does 

nonetheless advocate organizational concern for employees’ emotional well-being due to 

nonwork stressors. Secondly, the amount of social support perceived from coworkers was 

found to be beneficially related to all work-related variables. Although the exact nature of 

social support’s effects is unknown, these results are reason enough to promote the 

enhancement of social support among coworkers and potentially other sources at work. 
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Finally, although the results of the current study must be interpreted cautiously with 

regard to causality, the findings do advocate the importance of the underlying theoretical 

sequence as a partial linking mechanism between the work and nonwork domains. Future 

research should focus on establishing causality, as well as investigating potential methods 

for interrupting this sequence as the results of this study seem to reflect an important 

process whereby an individual’s mood can spill into the work domain and affect a variety 

of experiences, attitudes and behaviors at work. 
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Appendix A: Survey for Participant Employees 

Martial Stress: 

Matzek, A. & Cooney, T. (2009). Spousal perceptions of marital stress and support 

among grandparent caregivers: Variations by life stage. International Journal of Aging 

and Human Development, 68(2), 109-126. 

α=.83  

 How often 

A
 L
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at
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ll
 

1.  …does your spouse or partner make too many demands on 

you? 

1 2 3 4 

2. …does he or she argue with you? 1 2 3 4 

3.  …does he or she make you feel tense? 1 2 3 4 

4.  …does he or she criticize you? 1 2 3 4 

5.  …does he or she let you down when you are counting on 

him or her? 

1 2 3 4 

6.  …does he or she get on your nerves? 1 2 3 4 

 

Financial Stress: 

Kim & Garman. (2004). Financial Stress, Pay Satisfaction and Workplace Performance. 

Compensation & Benefits Review. 69-76. 

α=.79 

 Indicate your level of agreement with the following 

statements. 

D
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ag
re

e
 

S
o
m
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A
g
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e 

A
g
re

e 

1.  I am satisfied with my present financial situation 1 2 3 4 

2.   My income is enough for me to meet my monthly living 

expenses 

1 2 3 4 

3.  I worry about how much money I owe  1 2 3 4 

4.  I am satisfied with the amount of money that I am 

saving and investing for retirement 

1 2 3 4 
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Appendix A (Continued) 

Mood at Home: 

Watson, D., Clark, L., & Tellegen, A. (1988). Development and validation of brief 

measures of positive and negative affect: The PANAS scales. Journal of Personality and 

Social Psychology, 54(6), 1063-1070. 

α=.87 (both PA and NA) 

 This scale consists of a number of words that 

describe different feelings and emotions. Please 

indicate to what extent you have felt this way 

within the past few weeks while at home. 
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1. Interested 1 2 3 4 5 

2. Distressed 1 2 3 4 5 

3. Excited 1 2 3 4 5 

4. Upset 1 2 3 4 5 

5.  Strong 1 2 3 4 5 

6.  Guilty 1 2 3 4 5 

7.  Scared 1 2 3 4 5 

8.  Hostile 1 2 3 4 5 

9. Enthusiastic 1 2 3 4 5 

10. Proud 1 2 3 4 5 

11. Irritable 1 2 3 4 5 

12. Alert 1 2 3 4 5 

13.  Ashamed 1 2 3 4 5 

14. Inspired 1 2 3 4 5 

15.  Nervous 1 2 3 4 5 

16. Determined 1 2 3 4 5 

17. Attentive 1 2 3 4 5 

18. Jittery 1 2 3 4 5 

19. Active 1 2 3 4 5 

20.  Afraid 1 2 3 4 5 

 



 

81 

Appendix A (Continued) 

Mood at Work: 

Levine, E. & Xu, X. (2005). Development and validation of the State-Trait Emotion 

Measure (STEM). Paper presented at the 20
th
 Annual Conference of the Society for 

Industrial and Organizational Psychology, April. 

α=NA 

Definition Examples Ratings:  

Please circle the number on the 10-point scale 

below (1= little or none and 10= highest) the extent 

of the emotion you felt while at work:  

1. Joy is a 

pleasant 

emotion. It 

arises when we, 

or others we 

identify 

strongly with, 

make progress 

toward 

achieving 

important 

goals, and 

when the 

achievements 

are part of a 

pattern that we 

expect will 

continue.  

Bodily signals 

include smiling 

and an 

outgoing 

bearing.  

1. Winning a 

well-deserved 

award for our 

work;  

2. Receiving a 

high prestige 

assignment 

from our boss;  

3. Getting a big 

raise because of 

our excellent 

work. 

4. Achieving a 

promotion that 

fulfills our 

career plan 

5. Development 

of a new, 

successful 

product in our 

work team 

 

Over the past few weeks: 

1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9     10 

    

/____/____/____/____/____/____/____/____/____/ 

   /                               /                            /             / 

Little/None        Amiable              Cheerful    Happy  

 

  

2. Anxiety is 

an unpleasant 

emotion that 

arises when we 

view bodily 

changes, events 

or people as 

threatening to 

our self- 

esteem, our life 

or our physical  

1. Serious 

illness or risk 

of death 

2. A negative 

evaluation by 

one’s boss 

3. Conflicts 

with important 

others at work 

or between the 

roles we fill at  

Over the past few weeks: 

1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9     10                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

     

/____/____/____/____/____/____/____/____/____/ 

    /                      /                /                           / 

Little/None Slightly Edgy Scared                Shaking 
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Appendix A (Continued) 

being, and we 

are unsure 

about how to 

deal with the 

threats.  

Bodily signals 

may also be 

involved such 

as trembling, 

the heart 

racing, feeling 

faint, and 

shortness of 

breath. 

work 

4. Being 

terminated or 

laid off 

5. Too much 

work to 

complete in too 

little time 

6. Not having 

enough training 

or information 

to complete a 

task 

 

 

3. Pride is a 

pleasant 

emotion. It 

arises when our 

efforts or those 

of our 

workgroup or 

team achieve 

success and 

enhance our 

sense of self-

worth. We 

must view 

ourselves as 

causing or 

being part of 

the success to 

feel pride. 

1. Winning a 

promotion 

against good 

competition 

2. Getting an 

award for a 

novel idea 

3. Being 

recognized for 

leading a team 

to success 

4. Giving the 

boss a 

suggestion that 

saves a good 

amount of 

money 

5. Realizing 

that our 

knowledge of 

our work is 

highly valued   

Over the past few weeks: 

1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9     10        

   

/____/____/____/____/____/____/____/____/____/ 

  /                              /                /                      / 

Little/None        assured     confident        victorious 

 

 

  



 

83 

Appendix A (Continued) 

4. Sadness is 

an unpleasant 

emotion. We 

usually feel sad 

when we lose 

someone we 

love, 

something we 

value, or the 

positive regard 

of another 

person. 

Sadness 

involves a 

sense that 

nothing can be 

done to recover 

the loss. 

Hanging one’s 

head, crying, or 

a slack body 

posture may 

accompany 

sadness. 

1. Learning that 

a coworker has 

been diagnosed 

with a fatal 

illness 

2. Learning that 

the company 

you have 

worked for 

years has to be 

closed down 

due to financial 

difficulties 

3. Being fired 

from a job that 

you have given 

a lifelong 

commitment to 

4. Learning that 

a coworker 

who is also a 

good friend 

will move 

abroad 

5. Witnessing a 

fatal accident at 

work 

Over the past few weeks: 

1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9     10       

   

/____/____/____/____/____/____/____/____/____/ 

   /                                       /          /                        / 

Little/None                 Unhappy    Grieving      

Remorse  

 

  

 

5. 

Attentiveness 
is a pleasant 

emotion. It is 

the feeling of 

being attentive, 

uplifted, being 

alert or full of 

energy. Your 

body posture 

may be erect 

and forward 

leaning and 

your face may 

reflect  

substantial 

mental effort. 

1. Facing a 

challenging 

task at work, 

one that 

engages the 

highest level of 

your ability 

2. Starting an 

interesting new 

assignment 

3. Completing 

work that 

requires intense 

attention to 

details 

 

Over the past few weeks: 

1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9     10      

    

/____/____/____/____/____/____/____/____/____/ 

    /                              /                 /               /                

Little/None  Concentrating       Alert        Vigorous 
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Appendix A (Continued) 

6. Anger is a 

negative 

emotion. It is 

an unpleasant 

feeling that 

may arise from 

a number of 

events or 

conditions. 

Anger is often 

felt together 

with an urge to 

strike out 

against other 

persons or 

against the 

conditions we 

view as to 

blame for our 

distress. 

1. Someone, 

like a boss or 

coworker, 

prevents us 

from achieving 

our goals 

2. Being treated 

unfairly  

3. Pain or stress 

arising at our 

workplace 

4. Bodily 

signals like 

muscle 

tightness or 

clenched fists 

5. Threats to 

our self-esteem 

 

Over the past few weeks: 

1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9     10       

    

/____/____/____/____/____/____/____/____/____/ 

    /                        /          /                     /               / 

Little/None Irritated     Indignant   Boiling   

Fighting 

 

 

7. Affection is 

a pleasant 

emotion. It is 

the feeling of 

closeness and 

warmth toward 

another person. 

When affection 

is experienced, 

we may feel 

love and enjoy 

mutual contact 

with another. 

Affection can 

also include 

feelings of trust 

and admiration  

for someone. 

1. Your boss 

listens 

sympathetically 

to your personal 

problems and 

offers good 

advice to help 

solve them 

2. Your 

teammates tell 

you they value 

your 

contributions to 

the team effort  

3. A coworker 

tells you that 

you look great 

in a new outfit 

4. A mentor 

gives you 

guidance with 

your career 

plans/ personal 

demeanor 

Over the past few weeks: 

1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9     10       

    

/____/____/____/____/____/____/____/____/____/ 

    /                         /                        /                     /   

Little/None     Admiring           Trusting          

Loving 
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8. Envy is an 

unpleasant 

emotion. It 

represents a 

desire for what 

another person 

or entity has or 

can do, 

especially 

when we 

believe that we 

truly deserve it. 

Envy persists 

when we 

believe we can 

acquire what 

we want soon 

or later. This 

emotion may 

trigger actions 

to get and 

possess what 

we yearn for. If 

someone is 

viewed as 

purposely 

standing in our 

way, we may 

try to hurt or 

damage that 

person or try to 

block that  

person in some 

way. 

1. Yearning for 

the new 

computer given 

to a coworker 

2. Desiring the 

corner office 

with the big 

window that the 

boss sits in 

3. Wanting the 

attention of an 

attractive 

colleague who 

is attracted to 

someone else 

4. Needing the 

time that a 

coworker has to 

get a task done 

5. Hoping to set 

one’s own work 

schedule like 

the boss 

Over the past few weeks: 

1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9     10       

     

/____/____/____/____/____/____/____/____/____/ 

    /                           /                      /                       / 

Little/None    Mildly Jealous   Yearning    Burning 

with Want  

 

 

9.Contentment 
is a pleasant 

emotion. It is a 

feeling of being 

satisfied with 

what one has,  

being happy 

with one’s 

situation in life 

and not  

1. Comfort with 

the stability of 

one’s job 

2. Comfort with 

your pay and 

benefits 

3. Enjoyment of 

your 

relationship 

with coworkers 

Over the past few weeks: 

1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9     10       

     

/____/____/____/____/____/____/____/____/____/ 

     /                               /             /            /                   

Little/None            Serene   Satisfied   Pleased     
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wanting more. 

A relaxed body 

posture and 

smiling may be 

associated with 

contentment. 

4. Because of 

your skills and 

talents you are 

easily able to 

complete your 

tasks 

 

10. Guilt and 

shame are 

unpleasant 

emotions. Guilt 

is felt when 

you have done 

or want to do 

something not 

acceptable by 

social or moral 

standards. 

Shame can 

result from 

failing to live 

up to the ideal 

self. We feel 

disgraced or 

humiliated, 

especially 

when someone 

whose opinion 

is important to 

us judges us 

negatively. 

1. Unsuccessful 

presentation in 

front of the 

company CEO 

2. Regretting a 

refusal to help 

out a coworker 

whose child is 

sick and needs 

to leave 

3. Regretting 

having stolen 

some company 

property 

4. Getting 

caught making 

long distance 

personal calls 

using company 

phone 

Over the past few weeks: 

1       2       3       4       5       6       7        8       9    10      

    

/____/____/____/____/____/____/____/____/____/ 

    /                              /                  /                /            

Little/None        Exposed     Humiliated   Ashamed   
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Appraisals of Work Features: 

 Experiences at work.  

If you encountered the 

following items within the 

past few weeks, please rate 

from 1 to 9 how negative 

or positive the event was 

for you. If you did not 

encounter an event, please 

mark “0”. D
id
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1 Had trouble with 

equipment or supplies. 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

2 Had problems with a 

coworker or supervisor. 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

3 Could not complete a task 

due to inadequate training 

or instruction 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

4 Had to meet a deadline 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

5 Received a compliment for 

job well done 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

6 Received a pay raise  0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

7 Received a bonus           

8 Was asked for help due to 

your expertise or 

experience in an area 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

9 Had an opportunity to 

expand or diversify your 

knowledge, skills and/or 

abilities 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

10 Successfully completed a 

project or task 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

11 Received praise from your 

supervisor 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

12 Received praise from a 

coworker 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

13 Had an improvement in 

benefits 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

14 Received a promotion 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

15 Had an unpleasant 

coworker leave your work 

unit 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

16 Was assigned undesired 

work or project 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
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17 Had a well-liked coworker 

leave your work unit 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

18 Had benefits reduced  0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

19 Was denied a promotion 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

20 Received a negative 

performance evaluation 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

21 Was denied a raise 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

22 Had  a change in work 

hours or conditions 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

23 Had a change in quality of 

working space 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

24 Met a personal goal 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

25 Was involved in 

discussions about future 

goals or changes 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

26 Was given contradictory 

instructions/tasks 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

27 Had to do large amounts of 

work when others were 

doing none 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

28 Was forced to wait for a 

response from a supervisor 

or coworker for a 

prolonged period of time 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

29 Was not given help when 

requested 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

 

(The following are the final eight events for the Appraisals of Work Events scale 

following results from SME’s and the pilot study as described in the procedures section 

above and in Amendment to the IRB for PRO00001634). 

 

 Experiences at work.  

If you encountered the 

following items within the 

past 6 months, please rate 

from 1 to 9 how negative or 

positive the event was for 

you. If you did not encounter 

an event, please mark “0”. 
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1 Was not given help when 

requested. 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

2 Had to meet a deadline 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
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3 Received a compliment for 

job well done 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

4 Received praise from a 

coworker 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

5 Received praise from your 

supervisor. 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

6 Was given contradictory 

instructions/tasks. 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

7 Received negative 

performance feedback from 

your supervisor. 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

8 Was forced to wait for a 

response from a supervisor or 

coworker for a prolonged 

period of time 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

 

Job Satisfaction: 

Cammann, C., Fichman, M., Jenkins, D., & Klesh, J. (1979). The Michigan 

Organizational Assessment Questionnaire. Unpublished manuscript, University of 

Michigan, Ann Arbor. 

α=.67 

 The following items describe feelings 

experienced at work. Please mark the 

number to indicate the extent to which they 

describe how you generally feel when you 

are working. 
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1   In general, I don't like my job. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 2 All in all, I am satisfied with my job. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 3 In general, I like working at my job. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Social Support 

 Please indicate your level of agreement with 

the following items. 
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 (Informational Support)        

1 The people I work with provide me with 

different perspectives and viewpoints about 

problems I encounter 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2 The people I work with seldom offer me 

advice. ( r)  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

3 I feel I can speak with the people I work with 

about events in my life. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 (Belonging)        

4 I get along with the people I work with.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

5 When there are differences of opinion at 

work, we usually discuss them together 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 (Emotional Support)        

6 The people I work with encourage me to do 

well. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 (Instrumental Support)        

7 If I get overwhelmed at work, the people I 

work with will help with my responsibilities. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8 The people I work with are willing to help 

me when I need a special favor. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Counterproductive Work Behavior: 

Spector, P. E., Bauer, J. A., & Fox, S. (in press). Measurement artifacts in the assessment 

of counterproductive work behavior and organizational citizenship behavior. Do we 

know what we think we know? Journal of Applied Psychology.  

α = .78  

 

  

 The following items refer to work related activities. 

Please indicate how often you partake in the 

following activities.  

N
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1. Purposely wasted your employer’s materials/supplies 1 2 3 4 5 

2.  Complained about insignificant things at work. 1 2 3 4 5 

3.  Told people outside the job what a lousy place you 

work for. 

1 2 3 4 5 

4.  Came to work late without permission 1 2 3 4 5 

5.  Stayed home from work and said you were sick when 

you weren’t 

1 2 3 4 5 

6.  Insulted someone about their job performance 1 2 3 4 5 

7.  Made fun of someone’s personal life. 1 2 3 4 5 

8.  Ignored someone at work 1 2 3 4 5 

9.  Started an argument with someone at work. 1 2 3 4 5 

10

.  

Insulted or made fun of someone at work. 1 2 3 4 5 
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Organizational Citizenship Behavior 

Lee, K. & Allen, N. (2002). Organizational citizenship behavior and workplace deviance: 

The 

role of affect and cognitions. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87(1), 131-142.  

α = .83 (OCBI (1-8)) 

α = .88 (OCBO (9-16)) 

 

 The following items refer to work related activities. 

Please indicate how often your employee partakes in 

the following activities.  
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1. Help others who have been absent. 1 2 3 4 5 

2. Willingly give your time to help others who have 

work-related problems. 

1 2 3 4 5 

3. Adjust your work schedule to accommodate other 

employee’s requests for time off. 

1 2 3 4 5 

4. Go out of the way to make newer employees feel 

welcome in the work group. 

1 2 3 4 5 

5. Show genuine concern and courtesy toward 

coworkers, even under the most trying business or 

personal situations. 

1 2 3 4 5 

6. Give up time to help others who have work or 

nonwork problems. 

1 2 3 4 5 

7. Assist others with their duties. 1 2 3 4 5 

8. Share personal property with others to help their work. 1 2 3 4 5 

9. Attend functions that are not required but that help the 

organizational image. 

1 2 3 4 5 

10 Keep up with developments in the organization. 1 2 3 4 5 

11 Defend the organization when other employees 

criticize it. 

1 2 3 4 5 

12 Show pride when representing the organization in 

public. 

1 2 3 4 5 

13 Offer ideas to improve the functioning of the 

organization. 

1 2 3 4 5 

14 Express loyalty toward the organization 1 2 3 4 5 

15 Take action to protect the organization from potential 

problems. 

1 2 3 4 5 

16

. 

Demonstrate concern about the image of the 

organization. 

1 2 3 4 5 
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Background Items: 

1. I am  ______Male    ______Female 

2. I am _____________ years old. 

3. My ethnicity 

     (1) Caucasian  (2) African American  (3) Hispanic or Latino  (4) Asian   

 (5) Other_________  

      4. I have been at my current job 

      (1) 2-3 months; (2) 3 months- 11 months; (3)1 year- 2 years (4) longer than 2 year 

5. I work __________ hours per week.  

6. I am married       Yes  No. 

7. Please create an identification code in the space provided. These will be used to 

match your responses to those of your supervisor, thus ensuring anonymity. Codes 

must be at least 5 characters and contain at least 1 number, 1 letter and 1 special 

character.     
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Counterproductive Work Behavior: 

 

Spector, P. E., Bauer, J. A., & Fox, S. (in press). Measurement artifacts in the assessment 

of  

counterproductive work behavior and organizational citizenship behavior. Do we 

know what we think we know? Journal of Applied Psychology.  

α = .89 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 The following items refer to work related activities. 

Please indicate how often your employee partakes in 

the following activities.  
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1. Purposely wasted your employer’s materials/supplies 1 2 3 4 5 

2.  Complained about insignificant things at work. 1 2 3 4 5 

3.  Told people outside the job what a lousy place you 

work for. 

1 2 3 4 5 

4.  Came to work late without permission 1 2 3 4 5 

5.  Stayed home from work and said you were sick when 

you weren’t 

1 2 3 4 5 

6.  Insulted someone about their job performance 1 2 3 4 5 

7.  Made fun of someone’s personal life. 1 2 3 4 5 

8.  Ignored someone at work 1 2 3 4 5 

9.  Started an argument with someone at work. 1 2 3 4 5 

10

.  

Insulted or made fun of someone at work. 1 2 3 4 5 
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Organizational Citizenship Behavior 

Lee, K. & Allen, N. (2002). Organizational citizenship behavior and workplace deviance: 

The role of affect 

and cognitions. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87(1), 131-142.  

α = .83 (OCBI (1-8)) 

 α = .88 (OCBO (9-16)) 

 The following items refer to work related activities. 

Please indicate how often your employee partakes in 

the following activities.  
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1. Help others who have been absent. 1 2 3 4 5 

2. Willingly give your time to help others who have 

work-related problems. 

1 2 3 4 5 

3. Adjust your work schedule to accommodate other 

employee’s requests for time off. 

1 2 3 4 5 

4. Go out of the way to make newer employees feel 

welcome in the work group. 

1 2 3 4 5 

5. Show genuine concern and courtesy toward 

coworkers, even under the most trying business or 

personal situations. 

1 2 3 4 5 

6. Give up time to help others who have work or 

nonwork problems. 

1 2 3 4 5 

7. Assist others with their duties. 1 2 3 4 5 

8. Share personal property with others to help their 

work. 

1 2 3 4 5 

9. Attend functions that are not required but that help 

the organizational image. 

1 2 3 4 5 

10. Keep up with developments in the organization. 1 2 3 4 5 

11. Defend the organization when other employees 

criticize it. 

1 2 3 4 5 

12. Show pride when representing the organization in 

public. 

1 2 3 4 5 

13. Offer ideas to improve the functioning of the 

organization. 

1 2 3 4 5 

14. Express loyalty toward the organization 1 2 3 4 5 

15. Take action to protect the organization from 

potential problems. 

1 2 3 4 5 

16. Demonstrate concern about the image of the 

organization. 

1 2 3 4 5 
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In-role performance  

Williams, L., & Anderson, S., (1991). Job satisfaction and organizational commitment as 

predictors of organizational citizenship and in-role behaviors. Journal of 

Management, 17(3), 601-617. 

α = .91 

 

 

  

 The following items refer to work related activities. 

Please indicate how often your employee partakes in 

the following activities.  

S
tr

o
n
g
ly

 

D
is

ag
re

e
 

D
is

ag
re

e
 

N
eu

tr
al

 

A
g
re

e 

S
tr

o
n
g
ly

 A
g
re

e 

1. Adequately completes assigned duties. 1 2 3 4 5 

2. Fulfills responsibilities specified in job description. 1 2 3 4 5 

3.  Performs tasks that are expected of him/her. 1 2 3 4 5 

4. Meets formal performance requirements of the job.  1 2 3 4 5 

5. Engages in activities that will directly affect his/her 

performance evaluation. 

1 2 3 4 5 

6. Neglects aspects of the job he/she is obligated to 

perform. 

1 2 3 4 5 

7. Fails to perform essential duties. 1 2 3 4 5 
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Informed Consent to Participate in Research  

Information to Consider Before Taking Part in this Research Study 

 

IRB Study # _Pro00001634__ 

 

Researchers at the University of South Florida (USF) study many topics.  To do 

this, we need the help of people who agree to take part in a research study.  This form 

tells you about this research study. 

We are asking you to take part in a research study that is called: 

An Investigation of Negative Appraisals Due to Negative Mood and How 

They Affect Satisfaction and Job Performance 

The person who is in charge of this research study is Cristina Kawamoto.  This 

person is called the Principal Investigator.  However, other research staff may be 

involved and can act on behalf of the person in charge. 

 

The research will be done online via the Qualtrics Survey System. 

 

Purpose of the study 

The purpose of this study is to delve into the relationship between non-work 

related stressors (i.e. marital and financial) and work outcomes (i.e. job satisfaction and 

performance dimensions). Previous research has suggested that mood play a role in this 

relationship however, this link remains unclear. Thus, this study will attempt to explain 

this phenomenon while also including social support as a potential buffer to the negative 

effects of non-work related stressors on work outcomes.  

Study Procedures 

If you take part in this study, you will be asked to complete the employee section 

of the survey online via Qualtrics. You will be required to enter an identification code 

found in the introduction packet so that at no point during this study will researchers have 

access to any of your identifying information. After entering the identification code you 

will be required to answer a number of questions regarding your work and demographics. 

The entire survey should take no more than 15-20 minutes to complete. At the end of the 

survey you will be asked to provide the name and e-mail address of your immediate 

supervisor so that a brief survey regarding your performance at work may be sent to 

him/her. This contact information will be deleted immediately after the principal 

investigator sends the survey link to your supervisor. This concludes your required 

involvement in the study.  
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Alternatives 

You have the alternative to choose not to participate in this research study.  

Benefits 

We don’t know if you will get any benefits by taking part in this study.   

Risks or Discomfort 

This research is considered to be minimal risk.  That means that the risks 

associated with this study are the same as what you face every day.  There are no known 

additional risks to those who take part in this study.  If there are any questions you feel 

uncomfortable answering, you may decline to answer that particular question. 

Compensation 

We will not pay you for the time you volunteer while being in this study.   

Confidentiality 

We must keep your study records as confidential as possible. To ensure that records are 

kept confidential, all data will be stored electronically for a period of ten years after 

which all files will be erased from the computer. Data will only be used for professional 

publication and conference submissions.   

However, certain people may need to see your study records.  By law, anyone who looks 

at your records must keep them completely confidential.  The only people who will be 

allowed to see these records are: 

 The research team, including the Principal Investigator, study coordinator, and co-

investigators. 

 Certain government and university people who need to know more about the 

study.  For example, individuals who provide oversight on this study may need to 

look at your records. This is done to make sure that we are doing the study in the 

right way.  They also need to make sure that we are protecting your rights and 

your safety.)  These include: 

o The University of South Florida Institutional Review Board (IRB) and the 

staff that work for the IRB.  Other individuals who work for USF that 

provide other kinds of oversight may also need to look at your records.   

o The Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS). 

We may publish what we learn from this study.  If we do, we will not let anyone know 

your name.  We will not publish anything else that would let people know who you are.   

Voluntary Participation / Withdrawal 

You should only take part in this study if you want to volunteer.  You should not feel that 

there is any pressure to take part in the study, to please the investigator or the research 

staff.  You are free to participate in this research or withdraw at any time.  There will be 

no penalty or loss of benefits you are entitled to receive if you stop taking part in this 

study.  Your decision to participate or not to participate will not affect your job status.  
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Questions, concerns, or complaints 

If you have any questions, concerns or complaints about this study, e-mail Cristina 

Kawamoto at CKawamot@mail.usf.edu 

If you have questions about your rights as a participant in this study, general questions, or 

have complaints, concerns or issues you want to discuss with someone outside the 

research, call the Division of Research Integrity and Compliance of the University of 

South Florida at (813) 974-9343. 

If you experience an unanticipated problem related to the research email the 

Principal Investigator, Cristina Kawamoto, at CKawamot@mail.usf.edu 

 

Consent to Take Part in this Research Study 

By completing the employee survey and giving the supervisor survey to your immediate 

supervisor, you are consenting to take part in this research study.  

  



 

100 

Appendix D: Additional Tables 

 

. 

Table A1.

Univariate skewness and kurtosis values for all model indicators. Skewness values 

less than 1.00 and kurtosis values less than 4.00 are normally considered acceptable.

Indicator Skewness Kurtosis

Marital Stressors

M1 -0.45 -0.58

M2 -0.46 -0.03

M3 -0.48 -0.24

M4 -0.91 -0.33

M5 -0.77 -0.17

M6 -0.29 -0.3

Financial Stressors

FI1 -0.24 -1.19

FI2 -1.17 0.40

FI3 0.22 -1.36

FI4 0.29 -1.32

Negative Mood at Home 

HNAP1 0.50 -0.22

HNAP2 1.04 1.21

HNAP3 1.52 1.79

HNAP4 1.67 3.01

HNAP5 1.23 0.72

Appraisals of Work Events

APPRAI -0.82 1.87

Negative Mood at Work 

WNA1 0.54 -0.38

WNA2 0.77 0.56

WNA3 0.38 -0.78

WNA4 1.19 0.80

WNA5 2.03 4.11

Job Satisfaction

JS1 -1.33 0.57

JS2 -1.47 1.59

JS3 -1.52 1.98

Counterproductive Work Behaviors

CWBO 1.11 2.13

CWBI 1.62 3.25

Organizational Citizenship Behaviros

OCBP1 -0.37 -0.29

OCBP2 -0.05 -0.39

OCBP3 0.10 -0.48

Social Support from Coworkers

SSP1 -0.88 0.64

SSP2 -1.39 2.98

SSP3 -1.10 0.80

Social Support x Negative Mood at Home

HNAP1SSP1 0.80 0.49

HNAP3SSP1 1.75 3.81

HNAP5SSP1 1.04 0.42

Note: N = 164
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Table A2.

Parameter Estimates from SEM Analysis Testing Model 3

Parameter Estimate Unstandardized Standardized p

Measurement Model Estimates

Marital Stressors → X1 1.00 .63 (.05) Na

Marital Stressors → X2 1.06 (.14) .73 (.04) < .01

Marital Stressors → X3 1.36 (.16) .86 (.03) < .01

Marital Stressors → X4 1.12 (.15) .71 (.05) < .01

Marital Stressors → X5 .98 (.15) .60 (.06) < .01

Marital Stressors → X6 1.08 (.14) .72 (.04) < .01

Financial Stressors → X7 1.00 .87 (.04) Na

Financial Stressors → X8 .74 (.08) .77 (.04) < .01

Financial Stressors → X9 .65 (.10) .54 (.06) < .01

Financial Stressors → X10 .78 (.09) .65 (.05) < .01

Social Support → X11 1.00 .91 (.05) Na

Social Support → X12 1.13 (.11) .05 (.08) n.s.

Social Support → X13 .77 (.09) .65 (.06) < .01

Mood at Home → Y1 1.00 .75 (.04) Na

Mood at Home → Y2 .80 (.09) .74 (.04) < .01

Mood at Home → Y3 .96 (.10) .80 (.04) < .01

Mood at Home → Y4 .77 (.09) .70 (.05) < .01

Mood at Home → Y5 1.21 (.12) .81 (.03) < .01

Appraisals of Work Events → Y6 1.00 .58 (.06) Na

Mood at Work → Y7 1.00 .78 (.04) Na

Mood at Work → Y8 .80 (.11) .61 (.06) < .01

Mood at Work → Y9 .89 (.11) .71 (.05) < .01

Mood at Work → Y10 .53 (.10) .47 (.07) < .01

Mood at Work → Y11 .53 (.08) .55 (.06) < .01

Job Satisfaction → Y12 1.00 .78 (.04) Na

Job Satisfaction → Y13 .98 (.08) .88 (.02) < .01

Job Satisafction → Y14 .93 (.07) .91 (.02) < .01

CWB → Y15 1.00 .73 (.12) Na

CWB → Y16 .62(.19) .44 (.09) < .01

Covariance Marital Stressors and Financial Stressors .07 (.05) .15 (.09) n.s.

Structural Model

Marital Stressors → Mood at Home -.98 (.23) -.38 (.07) < .01

Financial Stressors → Mood at Home -.63 (.13) -.43 (.07) < .01

Mood at Home →  Appraisals of Work Events -.16 (.06) -.32 (.11) < .01

Social Support →  Appraisals of Work Events .21 (.04) .78 (.10) < .01

Appraisals of Work Events → Mood at Work -.52 (.17) -1.68 (.62) < .01

Mood at Home →  Mood at Work .67 (.12)

Social Support → Mood at Work -.05 (.06) 1.24 (.65) < .05

Mood at Work → Job Satisfaction -.26 (.07) -.34 (.08) < .01

Social Support → Job Satisfaction .25 (.04) .52 (.07) < .01

Mood at Work → CWB .21 (.11) .25 (.11) < .01

Social Support → CWB -.27 (.07) -.44 (.12) < .01

Residual for Mood at Home 1.18 (.23) .62 (.07) < .01

Residual for Appraisals of Work Events .75 (.12) .19 (.08) < .01

Residual for Mood at Work 1.39 (.31) -.11 (.32) n.s.

Residual for Job Satisfaction .95 (.18) .50 (.07) < .01

Residual for CWB 1.57 (.73) .67 (.12) < .01

Note: Χ
2

(364) = 564.13, p < .0001; SRMSR = .07; RMSEA = .06; CFI = .91, N = 164. Two-tailed P-values are based on the 

unstandardized parameter estimates.
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