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Abstract: Uncivil behavior at work can have numerous consequences for individuals and the organization. This paper examines the interplay of personality traits and organizational culture as
antecedents of workplace incivility. Empirical research on a sample of 251 employees has shown
that the perceptions and occurrence of workplace incivility can be significantly related to personality
traits and features of organizational culture. When looking at the combined effect of personality and
organizational culture, culture determines one’s perception and experience of incivility stronger than
personality traits alone. The research showed that personality trait agreeableness and emphasizing
values related to clan, market or adhocracy culture could reduce the odds of workplace incivility.
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During the past 20 years, workplace incivility has evolved as a popular research topic
in the area of organizational behavior. Andersson and Pearson [1] defined workplace
incivility as low-intensity deviant behavior with ambiguous intent to harm the target
and violation of mutually respected workplace norms, which is considered “rude and
discourteous, displaying a lack of regard for others in the workplace”. This early work
of Andersson and Pearson [1] created a new research avenue within the area of deviant
workplace behavior and work mistreatment, previously dominated by the workplace
deviance concept of Robinson and Bennet [2]. As opposed to incivility, workplace civility
involves politeness and regard for others and respect for workplace norms [1].
Uncivil behavior might take various forms such as ignoring, exclusion, demeaning,
hostile looks [3], eye-rolling, interruptions, gossiping [4], disrespecting and insulting [5],
etc. Such acts may look like a drama scene that takes place behind a closed door or just
in front of an employee audience. However, unlike a drama play, incivility at work has
serious negative consequences for those who experienced it, for those who witnessed
it, but also for the organization and beyond. Therefore, diminishing incivility while
encouraging politeness and good conduct could help in shaping sustainable and desirable
work environments.
Incivility distinguishes from other types of workplace deviance because of its low
intensity and required lower energy in comparison with more intensive types of workplace
deviance (e.g., workplace aggression or violence). Furthermore, the nature of workplace
incivility regarding the intention to harm the target is ambiguous—it is not obvious if it
is intentionally negative or mean [6,7]. Although organizations may overlook incidence
of workplace incivility due to perceptual differences, uncivil behavior should not be
considered as a minor problem as it might turn into more aggressive types of behavior [7]
and endanger long-term organizational sustainability.
The number of studies investigating workplace incivility has been increasing due
to understanding that such behaviors have relatively frequent incidence and negative
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consequences for employees, organization and other stakeholders. Consequences of workplace incivility include lower level of job satisfaction [8], lower life satisfaction [9], lower
energy and motivation [10], reduced commitment, moral and engagement [11,12], absenteeism [13], employee turnover [8], lower level of confidence, reduced efficiency and
creativity [14], negative emotions [15], worse mental and physical health and created
burnout [13,16], deterioration of the target’s family relationships [17], reduction of financial
results, deterioration of the work environment [1], lower productivity [18], poor social
reputation and image [11], weakening of teamwork process [19], etc.
Antecedents of workplace incivility are various and can be classified into several
groups. Schilpzand et al. [20] distinguish between dispositional, behavioral and situational
antecedents. Similarly, Cortina et al. [21] categorize antecedents into individual differences
that are connected with perception/experience of incivility (personality traits or behavior),
stigmatized identities connected with experienced incivility (gender, ethnicity, weight,
motherhood status, etc.) and job related/situational factors that might cause incivility.
Dispositional antecedents emphasize personal characteristics as determinants of workplace incivility. The target’s dispositional antecedents might include minority status, female
gender [3,22], younger age [23], obesity [24], generational differences [25], low competence
and knowledge level [26], certain personality traits [24,27], etc. The instigator’s characteristics that affect workplace incivility might be power status [8], beliefs such as attitude about
job insecurity, job dissatisfaction [28], low perceived cost for inappropriate behaviors [29],
anger or rage trait [30], and other personality traits [31].
Target-related behavioral antecedents of workplace incivility might include counterproductive work behavior [32], provocative or annoying behavior associated with certain
personality traits [27], conflict management style [33], workaholism [34], etc.
Situational antecedents that facilitate workplace incivility can be classified into
organization-related variables and work-related variables. Organizational factors include
downsizing, reengineering, part-time employment, pressure for productivity, organizational change [1,15,29], emphasis on hierarchy [35], inadequate organizational culture [36,37], insufficient norms for civility [38], climate of informality [1], distributive
injustice [39], lack of reciprocity [30], low social support [37], etc. Work-related antecedents
might include high role ambiguity or role conflict [40], high job demand [41], work load [42],
performance pressure [43], etc.
Given the relatively high prevalence and numerous negative consequences, it is necessary to examine the antecedents of workplace incivility. As workplace incivility depends
on the individual who receives it or perceives it [1,8], this paper will explore the role of
personality traits as micro-level antecedents of incivility. On the other side, individual and
contextual factors combined influence behavior. An organization’s culture is a powerful
situational force that guides employee workplace behavior [44] and as such can facilitate or
inhibit the spread of incivility [45,46]. Leiter [47] argued that workplace incivility is rather
a part of organizational climate or culture than an individual phenomenon. The purpose of
this paper is to examine the interplay of organization-related situational antecedents (organizational culture) and dispositional antecedents (target’s personality traits) as antecedents
for the occurrence of workplace incivility. In order to test such relationships, empirical
research has been conducted.
2. Literature Review
2.1. Personality Traits as Dispositional Antecedents of Workplace Incivility
The relationship between personality traits and workplace incivility can be explained
through the lens of trait activation theory (TAT) [48,49]. According to TAT, the interaction
between personality traits and the work situation may explain reactions to events and
resulting behavior, cognition and emotions. In other words, depending on personality,
a certain event may initiate a unique reaction for some people that will not be the case
for others, both instigators and targets of workplace incivility. Most researches used the
Five-Factor Model of personality traits (agreeableness, emotional stability/neuroticism,
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openness, extroversion, conscientiousness) to examine their connection with workplace incivility [27,40,50], although other personality trait frameworks were used as well. Instigators’
individual traits found to be related to workplace incivility were type A personality, aggression trait, hostility, power, ego, internal competition [8,29,51], lack of assertiveness [52],
low agreeableness, psychopathy and narcissism [53] and emotional intelligence [54]. With
respect to instigators, Batista and Reio [55] found that conscientiousness and agreeableness weakened the connection between stress and instigator workplace incivility, while
neuroticism and extraversion strengthened this relationship.
However, some scholars pointed out that it is important to investigate characteristics
of the target to enable better understanding of the nature of uncivil acts [27,56]. By investigating characteristics of the target, Milam et al. [27] faced a dilemma whether individuals
that possess certain personal traits were the victims of uncivil behavior (i.e., through their
behavior that could be annoying or provocative) or they just perceive certain types of
neutral behaviors as uncivil.
Personality trait with consistent proved relationship to incivility is agreeableness [57].
Low agreeableness was positively related to experienced workplace incivility, indicating
that people low on agreeableness draw attention to become a target [27,40,57]. A low level
of agreeableness is associated with mistrustfulness, suspicion, non-cooperation, rudeness
and stubbornness [58,59]. Individuals high in agreeableness perceive less interpersonal
workplace deviance, even in undesirable social surroundings [60].
Emotional stability is the personal trait that includes appropriate emotional reactions and calmness, while neuroticism includes nervousness, worrying, insecurity and
impulsivity [61]. Perceived workplace incivility has been proven positively related with
high neuroticism by several researchers [27,31,40,50]. Behavior of a neurotic person might
be perceived as irritating and may draw attention to that person to become a target of
incivility [27].
Openness to experience is characterized by imagination, open-mindedness, liberalism,
creativity, introspection [58], curiosity, originality and intellect [62]. Open people might
be more inclined to ascribe the behavior of others as externally caused, and not a priori
negative or uncivil because of absence of full evidence [50]. Still, researchers do not
unanimously confirm the relationship between openness and workplace incivility [57].
Extraversion refers to sociability, activeness, self-confidence, persistence and assertiveness. Extraversion is associated with positive affectivity that refers to temperamental
emotions of joy, confidence and alertness [63]. It is assumed that extraverted people more
often notice positive events, even if these events are neutral, therefore they are less inclined
to assign a negative meaning to uncivil behavior [27,60]. Sociability and connections of extravert people make them better accepted by other employees and enable them to draw less
attention as a target of incivility, although research by Sliter et al. [13] or Naimon et al. [57]
did not confirm that extraversion is a relevant antecedent of incivility. Nevertheless, analysis of personal traits in the combined model showed that significant predictors of incivility
perception were trait anger, positive affect and extraversion [31].
Conscientiousness is characterized by good organization skills, diligence, persistence,
determination to accomplish tasks and obligations, and thoroughness [62]. Conscientious
people may be more likely to observe breaching of civil norms and to appraise incivility
in ambiguous situations, hence conscientiousness is expected to be positively interrelated
with perceived incivility [50], although Taylor and Kluemper [40] report on perceived
incivility having stronger effects among lower levels of conscientiousness. Nevertheless, as
argued by Naimon et al. [57], except for agreeableness, the role of other personality traits
on incivility is ambiguous and requires for replication studies.
2.2. Culture as a Situational Antecedent of Workplace Incivility
Due to the multilayered nature of culture, workplace incivility could be impacted
simultaneously by national culture, industry culture and organizational culture. Based on
the assumption that national cultures influence the social construct of workplace incivility
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and how people perceive and respond to it [23], Rousseau et al. [64] found that in high
power distance countries, incivility in the form of ignoring is less likely to be perceived as
uncivil than in low power distance countries. Liu et al. [46] show that individualism orientation increases workplace incivility, although negative effects of incivility can be perceived
by employees from collectivistic countries as well [9,23]. Still, collectivistic cultures can be
more resilient to the negative impacts of incivility [65]. In addition to national culture, in
a masculine-dominated industry or organizational culture (e.g., security services, court,
army or sport organizations), raising your voice, making jokes on someone’s expense or
giving a restrained look might be acceptable in comparison to feminine occupations (e.g.,
kindergarten, child hospital or nursing home) where such behavior would be perceived as
a very rude [9,20].
Organizational culture includes important organizational values, norms, beliefs and
responding employee reactions that could provoke or diminish deviant behavior [66],
including workplace incivility [67]. Culture is the conveyer of behavioral expectations [45],
and especially with strong cultures, any disrespect will be seen as workplace disrespect.
Furthermore, culture celebrates certain behaviors, and it can happen that those behaviors
that become part of culture actually belong to the incivility spectrum and occur unpunished,
as normalized practice [37,68]. Examinations of workplace incivility in different cultural
settings based on the Cameron and Quinn [44] Competing Values Framework reveal that
workplace incivility was least observed among employees from clan cultures, whereby
employees that work in market cultures showed the greatest odds of incivility [69]. In
order to discontinue incivility spirals, it is imperative to develop a culture of zero-tolerance
towards incivility [15] and promote acceptable behaviors and norms [45].
Organizational culture could inhibit workplace deviance in case values it promotes
could create a desirable work environment and the feeling of mutual moral obligations.
In order to do so, organizational culture should include values such as openness, justice,
fairness, trustfulness [70] consideration, cooperation [21] as well as spirituality, patience,
resiliency, psychological capital [71], etc.
Previous empirical research did not analyze mutual effects of various antecedents of
workplace incivility. Therefore, more information is needed to overcome this literature gap.
Present study is based on a multilevel perspective that investigates the interaction of personality traits and organizational culture, and their relationship with workplace incivility.
Furthermore, the effects of personal demographic variables are taken into account.
3. Methodology
3.1. Study Design and Procedure
In order to empirically test for effects of personality and organizational culture as
antecedents of workplace incivility, a quantitative research study was designed. Often
used in social sciences, and with focus on quantifying behavior, this approach allows for a
sufficiently comprehensive generalization of results [72].
Based on previously developed measures to assess personality, organizational culture
and workplace incivility, a self-reported survey questionnaire was used as a research
instrument. The on-line version of the survey, together with explanation of the study and
its research objectives, was distributed among the sampled individuals. Respondent’s
anonymity was secured, as well as confidentiality of their responses.
Research was done on a sample of 251 individuals from 11 heterogeneous organizations. By using authors’ personal and professional connections, we contacted representatives of these organizations and they agreed to participate in the study by distributing the
questionnaire within their organizations, using a snowball sampling as a non-probability
sampling technique. As opposed to probability sampling, this type of sampling in management research lately has been noticeable [73], especially using snowball sampling technique
in measuring delicate aspects of individual behavior, such as incivility [74].
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3.2. Research Instrument
The self-reported questionnaire used in this study was based on previously developed,
well-established scales measuring organizational culture, personality traits and workplace
incivility. Originally in English, in order to ensure questionnaire reliability and validity,
these scales were translated by language experts as well as experts in the field into the
Croatian and back-translated into English.
The workplace incivility scale is a 7-item measure constructed by Cortina et al. [8]
measuring experienced workplace incivility. Respondents were asked to indicate how
often they were the target of certain uncivil behavior in the last year, either from their
supervisor or their colleagues (Likert five-point scale from 1 to 5; 1—never, 5—always).
Personality traits were measured using a 10-item Big Five Inventory scale developed
by Rammstedt and John [75], assessing one’s level of big five personality traits, namely
extraversion, agreeableness, emotional stability, openness, and consciousness.
The FOCUS questionnaire [76], based on the Competing values framework, was
utilized for the assessment of the dominant type of organizational culture, that is either
adhocracy, clan, market, or hierarchy culture [44]. The dominant type of culture is dependent on the perception whether the organization is perceived to have internal or external
focus and stability or flexibility. For this purpose, a Croatian version of the questionnaire
that has been previously validated by Sušanj [77] was used. Through this 16-item scale,
respondents expressed their level of agreement regarding the presence of different values
and behaviors in their organization. Based on their level of agreement (Likert five-point
scale from 1 to 5; 1—not at all, 5—a lot), it was possible to identify the dominant type of
organizational culture.
Age, gender, educational level, tenure as individual characteristics, as well as size,
ownership, and industry sector as organizational characteristics were included as control
variables in this study.
The Cronbach Alpha reliability coefficients were computed as a measure of internal
consistency for the variables and measurement items used.
From Table 1, it can be observed that the reliability coefficient for all items is higher
than 0.7, which was the cut-off value proposed by Feldt and Kim [78], thus indicating the
internal consistency of the items used.
Table 1. Reliability Statistics (Cronbach’s Alpha) for Instruments.
Scale

α

No. of Items

Workplace incivility
Personality traits
Organizational culture

0.898
0.808
0.937

7
10
16

Source: Authors’ work.

3.3. Population, Sample Size and Sampling Technique
As previously mentioned, this research was done on a sample of 251 individuals from
11 heterogeneous organizations. As it can be seen from the Table 2 below, respondents are
mostly female, middle aged with higher educational level, working mostly in large, public
organizations in the production and construction sector.
Different ownership, size or industry-type of organizations, can significantly affect the
type of culture in organizations, so in this way it was possible to ensure that potentially different types of organizational culture emerged and are present in the sample. This allowed
testing for effects of different cultures on incivility, together with different personality traits
and different demographic variables.
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Table 2. Sample characteristics.
Gender
Male

Female

35.5%

64.5%
Age

M = 40.6 years

SD = 10.3
Tenure

M = 16.3 years

SD = 10.1
Education

High school degree

Bachelor degree

Master or PhD degree

5.6%

65.7%

28.7%

Organization size
Large

Medium

Small

57.8%

25.9%

16.3%

Organizational ownership
Public

Private

Mixed ownership structures

68.9%

23.5%

7.6%

Industry sector
Production and construction

Service and commerce

Education and public
administration

45.4%

27.3%

27.3%

Source: Authors’ work.

3.4. Statistical Methods and Data Analysis
Descriptive statistics including mean and standard deviation were used to assess basic
characteristics of data in our study.
A non-parametric Spearman correlation analysis was done after descriptive statistics,
with the purpose to provide additional test of data validity, deeper insight into data and emphasize the connection between examined items. The exception is variable gender, where a
point-serial correlation coefficient was used. To test for the effects of analyzed variables on
workplace incivility, we performed several linear hierarchical regression models.
The statistical analyses were conducted using the IBM Statistical Package for Social
Sciences (SPSS) version 20.
3.5. Research Results
When it comes to experienced workplace incivility, research results reveal respondents
to a certain extent had experienced some form of workplace incivility (x = 2.019. SD = 0.850).
More detailed analysis shows women experienced incivility more often than men (x = 2.043
as opposed to x = 1.974). Incivility is more experienced during middle age (between 31 and
50 years of age x = 2.082) and among employees with the highest level of education (Master
or PhD degree x = 2.141). Results also reveal that incivility is more experienced in large
organizations (those with more than 250 employees x= 2.074). and more in companies with
public or majority public ownership (X = 2.099).
Incivility varies depending on different types of dominant culture, being most experienced in hierarchy (x = 3.610, SD = 0.875) and market culture (x = 3.454, SD = 0.865), and
least in adhocracy (x = 3.093, SD = 0.893) and clan culture (x = 3.324, SD = 0.960).
Table 3 shows the means, standard deviations, and correlations of studied variables.
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Table 3. Means, standard deviations, and correlations.
M

SD

1

2

3

1. Incivility

2.0188

0.85058

1

2. Extraversion

3.7809

0.92076

−0.130 *

1.000
0.138 *

1.000

4

5

6

7

3. Agreeableness

4.1972

0.71130

−0.177
**

4.Consciousness

4.1135

0.77592

−0.012

0.205 **

0.359 **

1.000

5. Neuroticism

2.5677

0.92704

0.214 **

−0.217
**

−0.298
**

−0.157 *

1.000

6. Openness

3.1554

0.91201

0.089

0.069

−0.045

−0.075

−0.022

1.000

0.172 **

0.002

−0.040

−0.091

−0.035

1.000

8

9

10

7.Clan culture

3.3237

0.96023

−0.496
**

8. Adhocracy
culture

3.0929

0.89269

−0.462
**

0.133 *

−0.081

−0.035

−0.087

−0.005

0.619 **

1.000

9. Market culture

3.4542

0.86510

−0.495
**

0.145 *

0.111

0.033

−0.154 *

−0.088

0.673 **

0.591 **

1.000

10. Hierarchy
culture

3.6102

0.87503

−0.369
**

0.057

0.115

0.056

−0.073

−0.084

0.480 **

0.303 **

0.716 **

1.000

11

12

13

14

11. Gender

−

−

0.039

−0.082

0.100

0.275 **

0.023

0.095

−0.080

−0.094

0.028

0.105

1.000

12. Age

40.80

10.088

0.148 *

−0.053

0.195 **

0.144 *

0.104

−0.019

−0.104

−0.144 *

−0.039

0.035

0.125

1.000

13. Education

−

−

0.075

−0.077

−0.010

−0.063

0.021

−0.114

−0.224
**

−0.168 **

−0.190 **

−0.183
**

−0.035

−0.045

10.000

14. Tenure

16.32

10.080

0.155 *

−0.055

0.173 **

0.120

0.127 *

−0.020

−0.093

−0.160 *

−0.022

0.031

0.094

0.959 **

−0.034

1.000

15. Company size

−

−

0.150 *

0.097

0.019

0.041

−0.046

−0.075

−0.141 *

−0.104

−0.123

−0.045

0.064

0.074

0.269 **

0.101

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed); **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). N = 251. All statistically significant correlations are marked in bold. Source: Authors’ work.
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An examination of the zero-order correlations, although only moderately, indicate
a connection between different antecedents and incivility at work. There is a moderate
correlation between workplace incivility and most of the items at individual level of
analysis, except the items measuring one’s trait of consciousness and openness. Results
also reveal age and tenure to be positively connected with experienced incivility. With
items at organizational level of analysis, results showed significant negative correlation
between each organizational culture type and incivility, as well as within company size
and incivility, thus indicating possible effects of culture on reduction of uncivil behavior
at work.
We further used hierarchical regression analysis to test for the significance of study
variables in predicting incivility at work. Three models were developed with a sequential
process oriented towards introducing predictor variables into the analysis in steps [79].
The first model (Model 1) included demographic variables. The second model (Model 2)
included personality traits as individual level variables, while in the third model (Model 3),
we introduced organizational culture type as organizational level predictors. This allowed
multilevel perspective in our analysis, and provided the possibility to incorporate heterogeneous variables at the aggregate level into one model [80]. In addition, it allowed for
insight into change in variance after each variable is entered into the regression model [81].
Table 4 shows results of linear hierarchical regression analyses. The first regression
model (Model 1), including demographic characteristics, explains only a small portion of
workplace incivility, with no statistically significant influence of gender, age, education
and tenure. The second regression model (Model 2), that includes personality traits as individual level predictors, explains 8.4% of workplace incivility variance, with the significant
negative influence of personality traits of agreeableness, and positive influence of neuroticism and openness on experienced incivility. The third model that includes organizational
culture type as an organization level predictor has contributed with an increase in the
explanation of the variance over the previous models (∆R2 0.300 at significance p < 0.001),
explaining 38.4% of workplace incivility variance. Model 3 as opposed to Model 2 indicates
the significant negative influence of personality traits of agreeableness but no statistically
significant influence of neuroticism and openness on experienced incivility at work. Model
3 also indicates that clan, adhocracy and market culture negatively predict occurrence of
workplace incivility at work.
Results confirm the assumption that both personality traits as well as organizational
culture can be seen as possible predictors of workplace incivility.
Table 4. Hierarchical linear regression modelling.
Model 1

Demographic
variables

Personality
traits

Model 2

Model 3

Coeff.

Sig.

Coeff.

Sig.

Coeff.

Sig.

(Constant)

1.847

0.000

1.660

0.025

4.577

0.000

Age

0.048

0.678

0.030

0.801

0.016

0.875

Gender

−0.011

0.511

−0.004

0.817

−0.008

0.553

Education

0.070

0.355

0.093

0.211

−0.047

0.459

Tenure

0.019

0.272

0.012

0.490

0.013

0.364

Extraversion

−0.031

0.609

0.021

0.674

Agreeableness

−0.169

0.049

−0.182

0.011

Consciousness

0.028

0.718

0.022

0.736

Neuroticism

0.132

0.034

0.071

0.168

Openness

0.105

0.076

0.044

0.373
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Table 4. Cont.
Model 1
Coeff.
Organizational
culture
features

Sig.

Model 2
Coeff.

Sig.

Model 3
Coeff.

Sig.

Clan

−0.155

0.030

Adhocracy

−0.169

0.017

Market

−0.230

0.027

Hierarchy

−0.059

0.480

R2

0.015

0.084

0.384

change
(significance)

0.015 (0.465)

0.069 (0.005)

0.300 (0.000)

R2

Source: Authors’ work.

4. Discussion
Many papers investigate the outcomes of workplace incivility rather than its antecedents; thus, further analyses of this field are needed. This paper takes a multilevel
approach by analyzing both organization-related situational antecedents (organizational
culture) and dispositional antecedents (target’s personality traits) as antecedents for the
occurrence of workplace incivility. Results of empirical research indicate these elements
can be seen as relevant predictors of workplace incivility.
Research results indicate that depending on the type of organizational culture, values
and behavior it promotes, individuals will perceive wavering levels of incivility. Research
has for instance confirmed previous findings that incivility will be lower in clan culture [69],
as this is a collaborative culture with values similar to those of an extended family, including
teamwork, participation and consensus [44]. Therefore, organizations that promote a
friendly working environment with extensive collaboration and co-ordination as well as a
flexible attitude to changing circumstances will generally be characterized with lower levels
of workplace incivility. Research has also shown that adhocracy culture can negatively
predict occurrence of workplace incivility, similar to its influence on other forms of deviant
workplace behavior [66]. This is a stress-tolerant culture, offering a high degree of flexibility,
open system for employees, supports individual creativity, empowerment and trust [66,81],
thus creating an environment that can inhibit incivility. Contrary to previous findings
where market culture is seen as a predictor of various forms of deviant workplace behavior,
including incivility [69], this research indicates that emphasizing market culture negatively
affects the occurrence of workplace incivility. In the context of workplace incivility, we
consider that such findings could possibly be the consequence of national culture. Research
respondents come from national culture background with high power distance, and as
shown by Rousseau et al. [64], in the case of high-power distance cultures, there might be
higher tolerance for some forms of behavior that can be attributed to workplace incivility.
In line with previous research [27,57,60], at the individual level, the personality trait
of agreeableness has a negative effect on occurrence of workplace incivility, with results
indicating that highly agreeable individuals are likely to experience less workplace incivility, regardless the situational context. This research has also indicated a positive
relationship between neuroticism and experienced incivility, confirming previous research
findings [27,31,50]. In spite of previous research results that do not unanimously confirm
the relationship between openness and perceptions of workplace incivility, this research
has indicated a positive relationship. Still, when examining joint effects of personality and
culture, it seems that the effects of neuroticism and openness are minimized depending
upon the context and values promoted by organizational culture. In other words, cultural
settings have a significant role in predicting workplace incivility.
Results of hierarchical regression analysis indicated that when combined, both organizational culture and personality traits have significant effects on the occurrence of
workplace incivility. Almost 40% of variance in workplace incivility is explained when mu-
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tual effects of personality and organizational culture are taken into consideration. Adding
organizational culture to the regression model significantly increased the proportion of
explained variance, indicating that culture should be given ever more attention in predicting and preventing workplace deviance. Such a finding is especially relevant in the
context of a Miner et al. [82] remark about incivility norms usually being generalized across
organizations, whereas norms of civil behavior, and what is considered uncivil behavior,
can vary across organizations and different organizational cultures.
5. Conclusions
In spite of diverse studies of workplace incivility, there is still no unanimous answer on
how to diminish this low-intensity deviant behavior occurring inside most organizations
and endangering its sustainability. Many authors call for additional research that will
capture not only outcomes of such behavior, but also antecedents at various organizational
levels and especially seek for studies of workplace incivility in cultural settings other than
US that still dominates the research on workplace incivility [71]. The aim of this paper
was to test for the effects of interplay of organizational culture as organization-related
situational antecedents and target’s personality traits as dispositional antecedents for the
occurrence of workplace incivility. Research has been additionally motivated by the fact
that there has been a limited amount of research regarding organizational culture as the
antecedent of workplace incivility.
Given the relatively high incidence and various deteriorating consequences, it is necessary to understand the antecedents of workplace incivility. With regard to theoretical
implications of the study, empirical research has shown that personality traits have significant effects on the perceptions and occurrence of workplace incivility, but this influence
is much stronger when the effects of organizational culture are combined. This research
confirms previous findings on the strong negative connection between the trait of agreeableness and levels of experienced incivility, indicating the importance of personality traits
as antecedents of uncivil behavior. Hierarchical regression analysis showed strong support
for the role of organizational culture in one’s perception and experience of incivility at
work. When joint effects of personality traits and culture are analyzed, research showed
how a larger portion of variance in incivility at work can be explained. In that sense, this
research can confirm Leiter’s [47] thesis of workplace incivility being not just an individual
phenomenon but part of values and behaviors that are promoted through organizational
culture. Organizational culture should therefore be given more attention in the context of
organizational factors contributing to workplace incivility.
Workplace incivility has numerous negative consequences for the individuals and
organizations involved and therefore it is in the management’s best interest to minimize
its occurrence. Managers need to be aware of these consequences and realize that incivility can threaten long-term organizational sustainability if this type of behavior is not
properly addressed within the organization. This study has several practical implications
for managers. In order to diminish uncivil behavior, employee personality traits should
be considered within organizational human resource management policy and practice,
such as employee selection, training, promotion and development. As shown by this
research, incivility is strongly related with organizational culture. Still, as our research has
indicated, a stronger push towards lower levels of incivility can be achieved by promoting
values of clan, adhocracy and market culture. Moreover, considering that company leaders
have an important role in sustaining and shaping organizational culture, they should use
their position to raise awareness about uncivil behaviors being unacceptable and should
act to prevent rudeness, ignoring, insulting, gossiping and similar uncivil behaviors to
become part of organizational culture. It is worthy to conduct various types of civility
interventions among employees such as civility promotion training programs aiming to
diminish incivility and improve employee resistance and resilience.
Several research limitations have to be considered in the evaluation of the presented
research results. The proportion of explained variance explained by this research is still
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limited, so it is necessary to explore other possible antecedents. This research investigated
target’s personality traits, but it must be emphasized that instigators’ personality traits
and other features can determine the level of workplace incivility. Other situational and
work-related factors, such as autonomy, job demands and resources, structural and process
design elements, that can all affect one’s personal perception and behavior, need to be
taken into consideration. As per the multilevel approach in the analysis it would be
interesting to conduct a joint analysis of other personality traits (such as dark triad) and
cultural context regarding their connection with workplace incivility, or to investigate
the importance of the impact of the organizational leader in promoting positive and
assertive behaviors in the organizational culture. The research sample is relatively small
and heterogeneous which can also impact overall findings. The measures used in the
questionnaire are all well developed and previously validated, however the use of a selfreported research instrument leaves space for respondent’s subjectivity and personal bias,
especially regarding measurement of a delicate issue such as workplace incivility. Therefore,
future research should strive not only to include more study variables in the research, but
also try to use additional research methods, for instance in-depth interviews, that can help
gain deeper understanding of this nuanced phenomenon.
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