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This study examined the effect of an expressive-writing paradigm intervention
designed to increase emotional self-efficacy in employees. Participants in the inter-
vention condition with lower pre-test self-efficacy scores showed significant increases
in self-efficacy. Further, participants in the writing intervention condition showed
increased emotional intelligence and positive affect, and decreased workplace inci-
vility perpetration compared to participants in the control writing condition.
Overall, the results indicate that an expressive-writing intervention may be an effec-
tive strategy for increasing positive workplace outcomes.jasp_708 179..195

Adaptive emotional processing, which some (e.g., Mayer, Salovey, &
Caruso, 2004) have described as emotional intelligence (EI), is emerging as a
potentially important factor influencing outcomes in a variety of realms. A
meta-analysis (Van Rooy & Viswesvaran, 2004) reported that higher EI
is related to various good outcomes, including employment-related out-
comes (e.g., productivity). Another recent meta-analysis (Schutte, Malouff,
Thorsteinsson, Bhullar, & Rooke, 2007) found that higher EI is related to
better mental and physical health.

Most models of EI include the qualities of effective perception of emotion,
understanding of emotion, and management of emotion in the self and in
others (Mayer et al., 2004; Neubauer & Freudenthaler, 2005). Factor-
analytic studies of components of EI suggest that there is evidence for
branches or subfactors of EI, and that these subfactors comprise a higher
order factor (e.g., Ciarrochi, Chan, & Bajgar, 2001; Mayer, Salovey,
Caruso, & Sitarenios, 2003). Thus, there is support for conceptualizing
EI both as a unidimensional concept and as a concept with different facets.
This is similar to some current conceptualizations of cognitive intelligence
(Ciarrochi et al., 2001; Gignac, Palmer, Manocha, & Stough, 2005).
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Emotional intelligence has been conceptualized and measured as both an
ability (Mayer et al., 2004) and as typical functioning (i.e., a trait; Petrides &
Furnham, 2001, 2003). Even though some literature presents ability and trait
conceptualizations of EI as mutually exclusive alternatives (e.g., Mayer et al.,
2004), they may both be important and complementary dimensions of
adaptive emotional functioning (Schutte, Malouff, & Bhullar, 2009).

Emotional Self-Efficacy

Petrides and Furnham (2003) suggested that trait emotional intelligence
could be termed emotional self-efficacy. Self-efficacy consists of an indivi-
dual’s beliefs about his or her ability to show a certain level of performance
(Bandura, 1986, 1997, 2000). Self-efficacy influences affective, cognitive, and
motivational processes, as well as behavior. Individuals with high self-
efficacy in a realm of functioning are more likely to initiate relevant behav-
iors, persevere in the face of adversity, and succeed in mastering relevant new
behaviors. Higher self-efficacy for one’s work has been found to be associated
with a diverse set of positive outcomes, including job satisfaction and per-
formance (Judge & Bono, 2001).

As Petrides and Furnham (2003) pointed out, trait EI includes behavioral
dispositions, as well as self-perceptions related to emotional functioning. We
suggest that self-perceptions related to emotional functioning include emo-
tional self-efficacy, but that emotional functioning also includes other aspects
of self-perception and other dispositions. Thus, emotional self-efficacy is an
aspect, or characteristic, of trait EI, but is not identical to trait EI. As the
self-efficacy concept has a strong theoretical and research basis, applying
self-efficacy principles to emotional functioning may provide promising
avenues for increasing effective emotional processing and for changing
behavior, such as incivility in the workplace, which may result from poor
emotional processing.

Sources of Self-Efficacy

Bandura (1986, 1997) posited that four factors determine the level of an
individual’s self-efficacy in any area of life. These factors are (a) personal
mastery experiences; (b) vicarious mastery experiences; (c) verbal persuasion;
and (d) physiological and affective states. Personal successful mastery expe-
riences lead to the expectation of future good outcomes. Vicarious mastery
experiences involving observation of a model who is successful can also lead
to the expectation of future good outcomes for the self. Verbal persuasion, or
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the assurance by others than one can achieve a good outcome, bolsters
self-efficacy. Finally, physiological and affective states (e.g., very high level of
arousal or negative mood) can influence perception of efficacy, and reduction
or re-interpretation of such states can lead to higher perceived self-efficacy.

There are two intervention studies that have drawn on all four sources of
efficacy. Allison and Keller (2004) found that a self-efficacy intervention
consisting of all four self-efficacy sources led to greater improvements in
physical-activity performance in older adults. Nichols, Schutte, Brown,
Dennis, and Price (2009) found that providing workbook-based prenatal
breastfeeding training drawing on all four factors underlying self-efficacy
resulted in new mothers showing greater breastfeeding self-efficacy and more
exclusive breastfeeding.

Emotional Self-Efficacy and Affect

Higher EI has been found to be associated with more positive mood and
better recovery from a negative mood induction (Schutte, Malouff, Simunek,
McKenley, & Hollander, 2002), less depressed mood (Schutte et al., 1998),
and a greater sense of well-being (Brackett & Mayer, 2003; Brackett,
Mayer, & Warner, 2004). Thus, one would expect that emotional self-
efficacy, as a dimension of EI, would impact affect. For example, an
interpersonally challenging encounter in the workplace might lead an
individual high in this type of self-efficacy to display self and other
emotional-management skills, leading to a positive outcome and more
positive mood.

Incivility in the Workplace and Emotional Functioning

Workplace incivility consists of discourteous interactions between
employees that violate norms of mutual respect (Cortina, Magley,
Williams, & Langhout, 2001; Martin & Hine, 2005). Such behavior can
involve expression of hostility, privacy invasion, exclusionary behavior, and
gossiping (Martin & Hine, 2005). Incivility in the workplace is common
and is associated with a variety of undesirable outcomes (Andersson &
Pearson, 1999; Cortina & Magley, 2001; Johnson & Indvik, 2000). Being the
target of uncivil behavior is associated with lessened well-being, greater
psychological distress, less satisfaction with coworkers and supervisors, and
more avoidance of workplace responsibilities (Martin & Hine, 2005).

To date, there has been no published research directly assessing the rela-
tionship between EI and workplace incivility. However, there is evidence that
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high EI is associated with leadership effectiveness (Rosete & Ciarrochi, 2005),
particularly the ability to foster cohesive workgroups and to enhance the
self-esteem of workers (Abraham, 2005). Further, higher EI has been found
to be associated with better general interpersonal relationships (Lopes et al.,
2004; Schutte et al., 2001). Together, these findings suggest the possibility
that EI may play a role in shaping positive social relations within the work-
place. Thus, it seems reasonable to predict that interventions designed to
increase an aspect of EI—namely, self-efficacy—in recognizing and manag-
ing the emotions of self and others may reduce incivility in work environ-
ments. Individuals with higher self-efficacy of this type may be more likely to
recognize and ward off incipient incivility and be less likely themselves to deal
with others in an uncivil manner.

The Expressive-Writing Paradigm

The expressive-writing paradigm (e.g., King, 2001; Pennebaker & Beall,
1986; Smyth, 1998) entails participants writing about their deepest thoughts
and feelings relating to an aspect of life for 3 or 4 consecutive days. Studies
utilizing this paradigm have shown that individuals who write about
meaningful emotional experiences, ranging from traumatic events (Lepore,
Greenberg, Bruno, & Smyth, 2002) to life goals (King, 2001) to romantic
relationships (Slatcher & Pennebaker, 2006) to intensely positive experiences
(Burton & King, 2004), show improved outcomes ranging from better mood
to improved physical health. Writing about emotional aspects of meaningful
events may encourage cognitive processing, desensitize the effects of worri-
some memories, and provide a sense of mastery (King, 2001, 2002; Lepore
et al., 2002; Pennebaker, 2002). Writing may also bring about beneficial
outcomes by encouraging reflection and cognitive restructuring, as well as
through the process of verbalizing thoughts and emotions.

As previous research has suggested that expressive writing is an effective
method for inducing a variety of positive outcomes (Frattaroli, 2006), this
approach may hold promise for increasing emotional self-efficacy. The
present study uses the expressive-writing approach to encourage reflection
on the sources of self-efficacy proposed by Bandura (1997) applied to the
emotional skills of employees.

Research Aims

Self-efficacy theory suggests that four sources of self-efficacy and some
research has provided evidence that changes in both self-efficacy and related
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behaviors can result from interventions targeting these sources of self-
efficacy. The aim of the present study is to examine whether an intervention
intended to increase emotional self-efficacy relating to the workplace, by
drawing on the four sources proposed by Bandura (1997), will increase
emotional self-efficacy and the related concept of trait emotional intelligence,
improve affective state, and decrease workplace incivility.

Method

Participants

Study participants were 49 employed adults. Three of these individuals
either did not complete the study or had substantial missing data and thus
were not included in the analyses. Two of the 3 had been assigned to the
emotional self-efficacy intervention condition and 1 had been assigned to the
control condition. The 46 individuals who completed the study were 13 males
and 33 females residing in New South Wales or Queensland, Australia. They
ranged in age from 19 to 62 years (M = 35.1 years, SD = 11.6).

The sample spanned a range of educational attainment: 6.5% of partici-
pants had a school certificate; 19.6% possessed higher school certificates
(HSC) level; 19.6% had a diploma from technical college; 6.5% had a gradu-
ate certificate; 19.6% had a bachelor degree; 17.4% had achieved a graduate
level degree; 8.7% had obtained a doctorate; and 2.1% did not disclose level
of education. Participants had been employed in their current jobs from 2
months to 13 years (M = 3.1 years, SD = 2.9). In addition, 48% of partici-
pants were employed in managerial or professional positions. The remaining
respondents were employed in a variety of other types of positions. Finally,
15% of participants were employed students enrolled in a psychology unit.

Procedure

Most participants in this convenience sample were recruited through
in-person contact in organizations, and the other 15% were employed uni-
versity students who were recruited through their class Webpage. Partici-
pants completed the pre- and post-measures via an e-mail attachment or in a
pencil-and-paper version. The pre- and post-measures assessed participants’
current emotional self-efficacy, current affect, characteristic emotional intel-
ligence, frequency of being the target of workplace incivility, and frequency
of being the perpetrator of workplace incivility over the past 2 weeks.

All participants completed pre-measures of emotional self-efficacy, emo-
tional intelligence, positive and negative affect, and workplace incivility
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victimization and perpetration. Participants were then assigned to either an
emotional self-efficacy intervention condition or a control condition on an
alternating basis. The first participant returning the pre-questionnaire was
assigned to the intervention condition, the second was assigned to the control
condition, the third was assigned to the intervention condition, and so on. All
participants were then asked to write for 20 min per day over the next 3 days.
The nature of the emotional self-efficacy intervention and the control writing
condition are explained in more detail later.

Two weeks after finishing the writing intervention, participants completed
post-measures of emotional self-efficacy, emotional intelligence, positive and
negative affect, and workplace incivility victimization and perpetration.
The 2-week time period was selected to allow adequate processing of ideas
stimulated by the writing without too much dilution of the effects of the
intervention.

Measures

Emotional self-efficacy. The Emotional Self-Efficacy Scale (Kirk,
Schutte, & Hine, 2008) assesses confidence in emotional processing. In a
mixed sample of 207 Australian adults, the measure’s internal consistency
was .92 and the measure showed expected concurrent relationships with
characteristic EI and EI ability assessed through a performance test (Kirk
et al., 2008). A sample item asks respondents to rate how confident they are
that they can “correctly identify their own negative emotions.” A short
24-item form of the original 32-item form was used in this study; the two
forms correlate at .98. In the present study, Cronbach’s alpha for the scale
at pre-intervention measurement was .92, and Cronbach’s alpha at post-
intervention measurement was .82.

Assessing emotions. The Assessing Emotions Scale (Schutte et al., 1998)
is a 33-item measure of self-rated characteristic emotional intelligence. A
sample item asks respondents to rate the extent to which they typically “have
control over my emotions.” The scale’s internal consistency has ranged from
.87 to .90 in previous studies (Schutte et al., 1998). Evidence of validity for
the scale includes correlations with measures relating to attention to feelings,
clarity of feelings, mood repair (Schutte et al., 1998), positive mood and
self-esteem (Ciarrochi, Chan, & Caputi, 2000; Schutte et al., 2002), and well-
being (Saklofske, Austin, & Minsk, 2003). Participants rated themselves on
their perceived typical emotional skills over the past 2 weeks at each mea-
surement time. In the present study, the scale showed internal consistency, as
assessed through Cronbach’s alphas of .76 and .87 at pre-intervention and
post-intervention, respectively.
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Positive and negative affect. The Positive Affect and Negative Affect
Schedule (PANAS; Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988) assesses positive and
negative mood. The scale consists of 10 self-report items for each type of
mood. A sample item for positive mood asks respondents to indicate the
extent to which they felt “proud.” Internal consistency for the two subscales
has ranged from .85 to .88, and the scales have evidence of validity (Watson
et al., 1988). In the present study, Cronbach’s alphas for the positive
mood subscale of the PANAS were .86 and .87 at pre-intervention and
post-intervention, respectively. In the present study, Cronbach’s alpha for
the negative mood subscale of the PANAS was .81 at both pre- and
post-intervention.

Workplace incivility. Two aspects of workplace incivility were assessed in
the present study: victimization and perpetration. Workplace incivility vic-
timization was assessed using the Uncivil Workplace Behavior Questionnaire
(UWBQ; Martin & Hine, 2005). The UWBQ assesses how often respondents
were the target of four types of uncivil behavior: expression of hostility,
exclusionary behavior, gossiping, and privacy invasion. A sample question
asks participants to indicate how often other employees “publicly discussed
your confidential personal information.” Cronbach’s alpha for the overall
UWBQ was .92 in the development sample (Martin & Hine, 2005).

The UWBQ has shown evidence of validity (Martin & Hine, 2005). In the
present study, respondents indicated how often they had been the target of
uncivil behavior during the past 2 weeks. Cronbach’s alphas for the overall
UWBQ in the current sample were .75 and .78 at pre-intervention and post-
intervention, respectively.

A modified perpetrator version of the UWBQ (the UWBQ-P) was used to
assess incivility perpetration. The item content for the new measure was the
same as for the original UWBQ. The only difference was that respondents
were asked to indicate how often they had engaged in the uncivil behaviors
listed in the measure (as opposed to being the target of the behaviors) over the
past 2 weeks. In the current sample, Cronbach’s alphas for this measure were
.84 and .83 at pre-intervention and post-intervention, respectively.

Intervention

In keeping with the expressive-writing paradigm (e.g., Pennebaker &
Beall, 1986), in the present study all participants were asked to write at the
end of the workday for 20 min over 3 days. This type of self-administered
intervention program is flexible and low in cost. To minimize potential
self-presentation concerns that might hamper expressive writing, participants
were assured that they were not expected to provide their journals to the
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researchers at the end of the study. The extent to which participants complied
with the writing instructions was assessed by asking participants to report on
how many days (out of the 3 days) they wrote in their journals, and on how
many of the days they wrote for the full 20 min.

Participants who were assigned to the emotional self-efficacy intervention
condition were asked to reflect on their feelings and thoughts connected to
events that occurred during their last workday or an especially important
workday from the more distant past. The instructions to participants began

Start out by writing about your deepest thoughts and feelings
related to your past workday; or an important workday in the
more distant past. . . . Explore whether by analysing your
thoughts and feelings you can build confidence in your ability to
perceive and manage emotions in yourself and others.

Participants were asked to reflect in writing on how they effectively perceived,
used, understood, and regulated emotions in the self and others in workplace
contexts (i.e., personal mastery); observations of how another person
managed to process emotions in the workplace effectively (i.e., vicarious
mastery); having received encouragement from others (i.e., verbal encour-
agement); and how their physiological or emotional arousal contributed to
emotional processing in the workplace (i.e., physiological states). To make
the instructions more concrete, participants were given examples of possible
journal entries dealing with sources of emotional self-efficacy that might
enhance emotional processing in the self or others.

Participants who were assigned to the control condition were asked to
write on any topic related to their “non-workday.” They were not prompted
to focus on issues related to emotional processing, and they were provided
with sample journal entries that described daily activities, such as helping a
child with homework and watching television.

Results

There were no significant differences between participants who were
assigned to the treatment and control groups on any of the demographic
variables. Of the participants, 39 (85%) indicated that they wrote in the
journals for at least 20 min per day over a 3-day period. In addition, 2
participants indicated that they wrote in the journal for 20 min for 2 days, 2
participants wrote for only 1 day, and 3 more participants failed to provide
information about the number of days they spent writing. Frequency break-
downs indicate that the rates of instruction compliance were not different for
participants in the treatment and control groups, c2(3) = 0.27. p = .96. In line
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with a conservative intention to treat approach to analysis, in which all
participants assigned to a condition are included in the condition, regardless
of extent of compliance, all 46 participants were included in subsequent
analyses.

We conducted separate ANCOVAs to determine if the writing interven-
tion was effective in increasing emotional self-efficacy, emotional intelligence,
and positive affect; and in decreasing negative affect, and workplace incivility
victimization and perpetration. For each analysis, pre-test scores on the
dependent variable served as the covariate, while experimental condition
(control vs. treatment) served as the independent variable. The results of the
covariance analyses, including effect sizes, are summarized in Table 1, and
the adjusted group means and standard errors associated with the signifi-
cance tests are presented in Table 2.

The results indicate that after controlling for pre-test scores, participants
in the treatment condition, relative to the control group, scored significantly
higher on emotional intelligence and positive affect, and significantly lower
on workplace incivility perpetration. There were no significant treatment
effects for negative affect.

Preliminary analyses reveal that the homogeneity of regression slopes
assumption was not met for analyses involving emotional self-efficacy and
workplace incivility victimization. This indicates that the magnitude of the
treatment effect varied as a function of participants’ pre-test scores on emo-
tional self-efficacy and incivility victimization. Following the recommenda-
tion of Tabachnick and Fidell (2001), treatment effects were examined
separately at three levels of the pre-test covariates (the 25th, 50th, and 75th

percentiles) using the “lmatrix” subcommand in SPSS 14’s GLM module.
The analyses for emotional self-efficacy reveal significant treatment effects
for participants with low, F(1, 42) = 14.98, p < .001; and moderate scores on
the emotional self-efficacy pre-test, F(1, 42) = 7.24, p = .01; but not for par-
ticipants who scored high on the pre-test, F(1, 42) = 0.08, p = .78. Thus, the
writing intervention increased emotional self-efficacy, but only for partici-
pants who were low or moderate on self-efficacy when they began the study.

A similar set of analyses for workplace incivility victimization indicates
that the writing intervention reduced incivility victimization for participants
who initially scored low, F(1, 42) = 7.46, p < .01; or moderate on the incivility
victimization pre-test, F(1, 42) = 4.86, p < .05. This was not the case for
participants with high scores on the pre-test, F(1, 42) = 0.17, p = .69.

Discussion

Self-efficacy theory and prior research suggest that modifying emot-
ional self-efficacy may be a promising approach for improving emotional
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Table 1

Summary of ANCOVAs Investigating the Effects of the Writing Intervention
on Post-Test Emotion and Workplace Variables After Controlling for Pre-Test
Scores

Dependent variable df F Partial h2

Emotional self-efficacya

Pre-test 1 13.42** .24
Treatment 1 4.40* .10
Pre-Test ¥ Treatment 1 11.09** .21
Error 42

Emotional intelligence
Pre-test 1 9.78** .19
Treatment 1 19.40** .31
Error 43

Positive affect
Pre-test 1 14.42** .25
Treatment 1 6.05* .12
Error 43

Negative affect
Pre-test 1 0.51 .01
Treatment 1 1.19 .03
Error 43

Incivility victimizationa

Pre-test 1 5.87* .12
Treatment 1 1.66 .04
Pre-Test ¥ Treatment 1 4.39* .10
Error 42

Incivility perpetration
Pre-test 1 21.59** .33
Treatment 1 5.94* .12
Error 43

aPreliminary analyses indicate that these variables violated the homogeneity of regression slopes
assumption. Following the recommendations of Tabachnick and Fidell (2001), the interactions
between treatment and the pre-test covariate were interpreted. These interactions indicate that
the experimental treatment had different effects on the dependent variables depending on
participants’ scores on the pre-tests. The two workplace incivility variables were positively
skewed; however, reanalysis with log-transformed variables that reduced the skew produced
substantively the same results.
*p < .05. **p < .01.
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functioning and workplace outcomes. To test this proposition, an interven-
tion study combined aspects of the expressive-writing paradigm with self-
efficacy and emotional intelligence theory.

Participants in an emotional self-efficacy writing intervention condition
who were initially low or moderate in emotional self-efficacy showed signifi-
cantly higher emotional self-efficacy at post-test, as compared to participants
in the control writing group. Individuals in the intervention condition who
were already high in self-efficacy at pre-test were not significantly different
from those in the control condition. A speculative interpretation of these
results is that individuals who are already quite high on emotional self-
efficacy have less leeway for improvement. Another possibility is that those
who are high on emotional self-efficacy already routinely attend to the

Table 2

Adjusted Means and Standard Errors for Control and Experimental Groups on
Post-Test Measures

Measure

Control group
(n = 24)

Experimental group
(n = 22)

M SE M SE

Emotional self-efficacya

25th-percentile pre-test 73.70 2.38 86.14 3.65
50th-percentile pre-test 81.87 1.68 90.00 2.02
75th-percentile pre-test 89.11 3.77 83.62 3.34

Emotional intelligence 111.92 1.79 123.33 1.87
Positive affect 22.16 1.34 26.96 1.40
Negative affect 15.19 1.14 17.11 1.20
Incivility victimizationa

25th-percentile pre-test 26.53 1.75 20.79 1.17
50th-percentile pre-test 26.09 1.15 22.65 1.06
75th-percentile pre-test 25.57 1.11 24.84 1.40

Incivility perpetration 23.34 0.96 19.82 1.00

aBecause there were significant interactions between the experimental treatment and
participants’ pre-test scores for these variables, projected means are reported for the
25th, 50th, and 75th percentiles separately. Significance tests comparing the adjusted
group means displayed in this table are reported in Table 1 for the standard covari-
ance analyses, and in the text for the analyses comparing projected means at the 25th,
50th, and 75th percentiles.
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sources of self-efficacy (Bandura, 1997) that were the focus of the interven-
tion; thus, the intervention did not focus their attention in a new direction or
provide them with new information.

Participants in the emotional self-efficacy writing intervention showed
significantly higher emotional intelligence at post-test than did those in the
control writing group. It may be that the increased emotional self-efficacy of
those in the intervention condition contributed to this result. For example,
participants’ focus was directed toward sources of emotional self-efficacy,
such as how others in the organization model mastery of perception, regu-
lation of emotion, and instances of verbal encouragement for effective emo-
tional processing. This may have led to better actual emotional functioning.

The substantial partial eta squared (.31) for emotional intelligence indi-
cates that the intervention also may have had some direct effects on EI. By
encouraging reflection on emotion-related behavior at work, the intervention
might have influenced participants’ understanding of and intentions regard-
ing their own behavior, somewhat independent of self-efficacy processes. The
success of the present study’s emotional self-efficacy-based intervention in
improving EI processes, together with the results of other intervention studies
(e.g., Wing, Schutte, & Byrne, 2006) indicates that EI is a changeable
characteristic.

Participants in the intervention condition, relative to the control group,
also showed significantly more positive affect and scored significantly lower
on workplace incivility perpetration. As the intervention study used an emo-
tional self-efficacy manipulation to prompt change, the results of the study
provide some preliminary evidence for causality of emotional self-efficacy in
the relationship between this variable and positive affect and workplace
incivility perpetration.

Participants in the emotional self-efficacy writing intervention condition
who were initially low or moderate on being the victim of incivility showed
significantly lower victimization at post-test, as compared to the control
writing group. The intervention may have influenced victimization through
different pathways. For example, the intervention may have changed the way
individuals perceive the actions of others. Prior to the intervention, ambigu-
ous actions by others may have been perceived as uncivil, whereas after the
intervention, these same actions may have been perceived as less uncivil.
Another possibility is that the intervention changed the way participants
interacted with coworkers, eliciting more positive and less uncivil responses
from others. This would be consistent with the view of a reciprocal relation-
ship between perpetration and victimization.

Individuals who were high on victimization at pre-test were not signifi-
cantly different at post-test. These findings are somewhat surprising, as those
who were the most victimized had the greatest potential for change. A
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possible explanation of the results is that those with high victimization rates
had a high level of workplace-related distress that made them less open to the
intervention. Another possibility is that a short intervention, such as the one
used, may not be sufficient for highly victimized individuals to take steps to
reduce their likelihood of becoming a victim of incivility.

There were no significant intervention effects for negative affect. Other
writing studies have found that when emotional experiences are confronted,
the short-term cost may be that there is no decrease in negative affect, even
though there are long-term benefits of improvements in health and emotional
functioning (Pennebaker, Hughes, & O’Heeron, 1987). Perhaps a future
study, similar in format to the present intervention study but with a longer
follow-up, could examine longer term effects on negative affect.

Several limitations of the present research should be noted. First, the
study was conducted with a convenience sample of employed Australian
adults. It may be that employees from different cultural backgrounds would
respond differently to an emotional self-efficacy intervention. Second, the
sample size was quite small, which may also limit the generalizability of the
findings. Third, the 2-week follow-up does not allow assessment of possible
longer term benefits of the intervention. As the intervention consisted of a
combination of presentation of information and application of the writing
paradigm, it is difficult to know whether this combination, or perhaps just the
presentation of information, was instrumental in bringing about the results.

Overall, the results of the present study, which tested a low-cost interven-
tion that draws on the sources of self-efficacy proposed by Bandura (1997) in
order to increase emotional self-efficacy, affirm the utility of the self-efficacy
construct. Our results, in conjunction with findings from other studies
drawing on sources of self-efficacy to improve functioning in other realms
(Allison & Keller, 2004; Nichols et al., 2009), suggest that self-efficacy-based
interventions have promise. More specifically, they indicate that intervening
at the level of emotional processing may be a useful approach to dealing with
the problem of workplace incivility.

The present results add to the growing body of literature supporting the
expressive-writing paradigm as a vehicle for a wide range of intervention and
prevention applications. Building on the findings of the present study, future
research could examine the role of emotional self-efficacy in other workplace
outcomes, such as leadership and productivity.
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