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Abstract Scholars have called for research on the anteced-
ents of mistreatment in organizations such as workplace inci-
vility, as well as the theoretical mechanisms that explain their
linkage. To address this call, the present study draws upon
social information processing and social cognitive theories
to investigate the relationship between positive leader behav-
iors—those associated with charismatic leadership and ethical
leadership—and workers’ experiences of workplace incivility
through their perceptions of norms for respect. Relationships

were separately examined in two field studies using multi-
source data (employees and coworkers in study 1, employees
and supervisors in study 2). Results suggest that charismatic
leadership (study 1) and ethical leadership (study 2) are neg-
atively related to employee experiences of workplace incivil-
ity through employee perceptions of norms for respect. Norms
for respect appear to operate as a mediating mechanism
through which positive forms of leadership may negatively
relate to workplace incivility. The paper concludes with a dis-
cussion of implications for organizations regarding leader be-
haviors that foster norms for respect and curb uncivil behav-
iors at work.
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Experiences of interpersonal mistreatment often take subtle
forms such as receiving little attention to one’s ideas and being
a target of demeaning remarks. Low-intensity mistreatment
that violates norms for mutual respect at work, termed work-
place incivility (Andersson & Pearson, 1999), often carries
ambiguous intent; it may not necessarily be malicious or in-
tentional on the part of the perpetrator. Despite the subtle
nature of workplace incivility, such behavior can harm targets
and their organizations. Empirical evidence suggests that
workplace incivility can harm the organization’s bottom line
given its negative relations with employee job satisfaction,
work effort, motivation, creativity, commitment, and perfor-
mance (Cortina, Magley, Williams, & Langhout, 2001; King
et al., 2011; Porath & Pearson, 2013).

Given its potential consequences, research is needed to
identify why incivility occurs. As noted in a recent workplace
incivility review article (Schilpzand, De Pater, & Erez, 2016),
the literature includes many studies investigating outcomes of
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workplace incivility, but research on its antecedents is lacking.
Schilpzand et al. (2016) assert that examining contextual an-
tecedents is needed because it helps advance knowledge of
precursors to incivility and may inform the development of
interventions to reduce incivility. Among contextual factors,
leadership and workplace norms are critical as leaders at all
organizational levels may influence behavioral norms that
guide appropriate conduct (Cooper-Thomas et al., 2013;
Fiske, 2004; Rousseau, 1990). For example, such leader be-
haviors as motivating followers to pursue collective over in-
dividual interests and promoting appropriate conduct among
employees may shape individuals’ perceptions that respect is
valued and supported, which may lower workplace incivility.

In the present research, we focus on charismatic leadership
and ethical leadership as positive leader behaviors that may be
associated with workplace incivility. Negative relationships
between positive leadership styles (e.g., ethical leadership)
and various undesirable workplace behaviors (e.g., unethical
conduct, workplace deviance) have been reported (e.g., Mayer,
Kuenzi, & Greenbaum, 2010), yet evidence of the particular
link between positive leadership styles and workplace incivil-
ity is limited. The focus specifically on incivility is pertinent
because it is differentiated from other forms of mistreatment
such as aggression due to its ambiguous intent and low inten-
sity (Cortina & Magley, 2009; Taylor & Kluemper, 2012).
Given these distinguishing features, it is possible that relations
observed with respect to other forms of mistreatment may dif-
fer for incivility or may be explained by other factors. For
example, it may be that charismatic and ethical leader behav-
iors relate to more positive workplace norms for respect and
thus may have a more subtle and indirect influence on work-
place incivility. Indeed, charismatic leadership and ethical
leadership have a shared focus on positive moral character,
emphasis on the collective good, being an influential role mod-
el, and treating people with respect (Bass &Avolio, 1997; Bass
& Steidlmeier, 1999; Brown, Treviño, & Harrison, 2005), all
which may promote the existence of and compliance with pos-
itive norms for mutual respect.

We sought to make two contributions to research on work-
place incivility. First, we provide empirical evidence for nega-
tive relationships between both charismatic leadership and eth-
ical leadership and workplace incivility. Whereas research on
the dark side of leadership has shown that passive and abusive
leaders foster negative conduct at work (e.g., Harold & Holtz,
2015; Lee & Jensen, 2014; Tepper, 2000), we do not have
sufficient understanding of the relationship between positive
leader behaviors and incivility. More specifically, there is
limited empirical research on charismatic and ethical forms
of leadership as related to incivility. To our knowledge, only
Taylor and Pattie (2014) have examined the link between eth-
ical leadership and workplace incivility in their assessment of
moderators of this linkage, yet conclusions may be limited
given the single source of the data. Hepworth and Towler

(2004) studied charismatic leadership and workplace aggres-
sion, but the data was also limited to a single source. In both
examples, commonmethod variance may be present due to the
response tendencies of a common rater (e.g., affect-based, le-
nience, social desirability; Spector, Rosen, Richardson,
Williams, & Johnson, 2017; Williams & McGonagle, 2016),
which has the potential to bias observed relationships among
variables (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, & Podsakoff, 2012).

In addition, meaningful information on leader behavior
may be derived from different sources (Lance, Hoffman,
Gentry, & Baranik, 2008), including employees, but also co-
workers and the leader themselves. Social cognitive theory
(Bandura, 1986) and social information processing theory
(Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978) suggest that perceptions of the
work environment can be shaped by those with whom indi-
viduals work, such as coworkers and leaders. Ethical leader-
ship, in particular, includes two components—a moral person
and moral manager component (Treviño, Hartman, & Brown,
2000)—for which ratings provided by the leader may best
capture the moral person, whereas others (e.g., employees)
can capture the degree to which the leader is a moral manager.
In light of both of these methodological and conceptual limi-
tations of prior studies, we test the proposed relationships
using two samples and multiple sources of leadership percep-
tions, and different measures of norms for respect and work-
place incivility, while controlling for plausible alternative ex-
planations for observed relationships.

Second, we propose and investigate a theoretical mechanism
to explain the relationship between these related, positive leader
behaviors and workplace incivility, namely, employee percep-
tions of norms for respect. This stream of research sheds light
on why leaders may influence employees’ involvement in and
experience of uncivil behaviors. Central to the conceptualiza-
tion of workplace incivility are workplace norms, such that
incivility is, by definition, behavior that violates norms for mu-
tual respect (Andersson& Pearson, 1999). Yet research on such
norms is limited and has been called for by scholars suggesting
a potential link between positive leader behaviors, norms, and
incivility (Harold & Holtz, 2015). What factors help to shape
employee perceptions of these norms for respect and to what
extent do perceived norms for respect explain the linkage be-
tween charismatic and ethical leadership and workplace incivil-
ity? In the present research, we find evidence that when leaders
set a good example by engaging in charismatic and ethical
leader behaviors, employees perceive more positive norms for
respect, which in turn is linked to lower workplace incivility.

The present research also has implications for practice.
Better understanding of linkages between positive forms of
leadership and workplace incivility is a good starting point
for working to create a more collegial environment. Porath
and Pearson (2013) suggest that leaders must Bmodel good
behavior^ in an attempt to minimize incivility (p. 118), but
what kinds of behaviors should be displayed? The executive
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coaching literature suggests it is not enough to ensure that
supervisors merely avoid engaging in incivility, as supervisors
must also engage in effective leader behaviors (Salisbury,
2009). Findings from the present research specifically indicate
that ethical and charismatic leader behaviors negatively relate
to incivility in organizations, which suggests that incivility
interventions may focus on encouraging and helping supervi-
sors to engage in these behaviors.

Charismatic Leadership, Ethical Leadership,
and Norms for Respect

Charismatic and ethical leadership represent two similar, posi-
tive leader behaviors (Brown et al., 2005). Charismatic leaders
challenge their employees to go beyond their own needs for the
benefit of the group (Bass & Avolio, 1997). Ethical leaders
demonstrate appropriate conduct in their relationships with
others (Brown et al., 2005), and use various tactics to ensure
others engage in similar positive behaviors (e.g., reinforcement
and decision making; Treviño, Brown, & Hartman, 2003).
These leadership behaviors do have their differences. For exam-
ple, charismatic leaders convey a vision of the future that is
distinct from the status quo and employ unconventional
methods to accomplish the vision, often relying on their person-
al charm (Clawson, 2006). Ethical leaders use a more transac-
tional processwith rewards and punishments to ensure followers
meet ethical standards (Brown & Trevino, 2006a, 2006b).

Despite these differences, charismatic and ethical leadership
styles share similar characteristics. Brown et al. (2005) assert
that the Bethical dimension of leadership represents a small
component that falls within the nexus of inspiring, stimulating
and visionary leader behaviors that make up transformational
and charismatic leadership^ (p. 117). Research affirms the
overlap between charismatic and ethical leadership, with stud-
ies suggesting strong positive correlations between the two
constructs (Brown et al., 2005). One study found that when
statistical artifacts are accounted for, correlations between eth-
ical and charismatic leadership are so high as to suggest a lack
of discriminant validity (Shaffer, DeGeest, & Li, 2016). This
evidence shows that leaders engaging in charismatic behaviors
are likely to engage in ethical behaviors, and vice versa.

Given their shared positive nature and similarities, we
sought to examine whether charismatic leadership and ethical
leadership have similar relationships with workplace incivili-
ty. Drawing upon both social information processing and so-
cial cognitive theories, we argue that employees use social
cues from charismatic and ethical leader behaviors to form
perceptions that the organization values and supports respect-
ful treatment (i.e., perceived norms for respect). In turn, be-
cause people tend to act in a manner consistent with their norm
perceptions (Rousseau, 1990; Walsh et al., 2012) and emulate
their leaders’ behaviors (Bandura, 1986; Bass, 1998), we

argue that uncivil behaviors will be less common when posi-
tive norms for respect are perceived.

Norms are Bbehaviors of groupmembers that act as implicit
rules, considered to be both descriptive of what group mem-
bers are and prescriptive of how they should be^ (Fiske, 2004,
p. 484). Employees develop perceptions of norms by
interpreting and assigning meaning to behaviors and events
they observe at work. According to social information pro-
cessing theory (Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978), employee percep-
tions of organizational phenomena are influenced by the opin-
ions of and information conveyed by salient others, such as
managers and coworkers. Managers’ social influence may be
facilitated by their power or status, which enables them to
administer rewards and punishments to employees. Thus,
managers are known to serve as key role models (Kozlowski
& Doherty, 1989). Social cognitive theory posits that people
emulate behaviors from role models by directly interacting
with their leader and observing others’ behaviors and the con-
sequences of those behaviors (Bandura, 1986). Taken togeth-
er, employee behaviors are influenced by perceptions of what
leaders do and what they are expected to do by their leaders
(Cialdini, 2007; Rousseau, 1990). Although norms can cer-
tainly be shared among employees and emerge as a group-
level construct (Ehrhart & Naumann, 2004), we study individ-
ual perceptions of norms for respect given the importance of
such subjective norms in organizational behavior (Ajzen,
1991). This perspective is consistent with prior research on
norms for respect (e.g., Walsh et al., 2012) and related litera-
tures on psychological climate, which captures individual per-
ceptions of the work environment (e.g., Parker et al., 2003).

We argue that charismatic and ethical leadership behaviors
contribute to employee perceptions of norms for respect. Norms
for respect reflect perceptions of the degree to which dignity
and respect among employees is encouraged and rude behav-
iors are discouraged (Walsh et al., 2012). Charismatic leaders
articulate a vision by conveying its meaning and an understand-
ing of actions required to achieve it (Bass & Avolio, 1997;
Brown & Treviño, 2006a, 2006b; Shamir, House, & Arthur,
1993). These leaders also act in ways that build others’ respect
for employees (Bass & Avolio, 1997). In other words, charis-
matic leadership emphasizes the collective identity of a group
and motivates employees to pursue collective goals over self-
interest by connecting the vision to strongly held values with
which followers can identify. This inspirational component of
charismatic leadership, we argue, contributes to shaping em-
ployee perceptions of norms for respect because employees’
perceptions of the work environment will be affected by ob-
serving their leader’s value of collective success (which is built
upon mutual respect) and the harmony of the group.

Similarly, ethical leaders clarify their expectations about
ethical standards and administer rewards and punishments to
hold followers accountable to those standards (Brown et al.,
2005; Treviño et al., 2003). People in organizations pay close
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attention to the contingent relationships between behaviors
and consequences (Kanfer, 1990), and ethical leadership be-
haviors may be highly effective in guiding employee percep-
tions of such behavior-outcome expectations. For example,
observing positive consequences for civil behaviors and neg-
ative consequences for uncivil behaviors will contribute to
fostering employee perceptions of behavioral norms for re-
spectful treatment (Bandura, 1986). Additional leadership be-
haviors common to both charismatic and ethical leaders, such
as displaying acts of moral and altruistic values, considering
the moral and ethical consequences of decisions, and serving
as a role model for ethical conduct, have been found to en-
courage employees to identify with their leader and internalize
the values and goals espoused by the leader (Shamir et al.,
1993). Based on information conveyed to employees from
charismatic leadership and ethical leadership behaviors via
social information processing and social cognitive theory,
we propose the following:

Hypothesis 1: Charismatic leadership (hypothesis 1a) and
ethical leadership (hypothesis 1b) will positively relate to
employee perceptions of norms for respect.

Perceived Norms for Respect and Experiences
of Workplace Incivility

Individuals’ perceptions of norms make an important
contribution to the formation of their expectancies and
instrumentalities, reflecting a belief about the likelihood
that a particular act will be followed by a particular out-
come (James, James, & Ashe, 1990). For example, if
respectful interactions among organizational members
are accepted, praised, and recognized in the organization
and disrespectful interactions are disapproved, punished,
and rejected, employees will tend to form an action-
outcome association (Vroom, 1964). In organizations,
the events, practices, procedures, and the kinds of behav-
iors that get Brewarded, supported, and expected^
(Schneider, 1990, p. 384) signal to employees what be-
haviors are valued and what outcomes they may expect
to receive. Thus, when a work environment is perceived
to value respectful treatment and disrespectful behavior
is corrected when it occurs, employees should be less
likely to experience uncivil treatment from others be-
cause people should act in a manner consistent with their
norm perceptions (Walsh et al., 2012). This indicates that
incivility may represent a behavioral validation of em-
ployee perceptions of the work environment.

In the present study, we focus on perceived norms for
respect as directly related to workplace incivility for sev-
eral reasons. First, seminal incivility researchers (e.g.,

Andersson & Pearson, 1999) give weight to the role of
workplace norms when def in ing inc iv i l i ty and
differentiating it from other constructs. Andersson and
Pearson (1999) emphasize that workplace incivility is a
behavior that violates norms for respect. This suggests
that norms play an important role in shaping the kinds
of (uncivil) experiences that occur in organizations
(Walsh et al., 2012). Second, norm perceptions are known
to emanate largely from individual experiences and per-
ceptions of leadership behaviors (Koene, Vogelaar, &
Soeters, 2002). Perceived norms for respect, then, should
be crafted in part by the behavior displayed by leaders,
including charismatic and ethical behaviors. Given the
salient link between norms for respect and workplace in-
civility, we hypothesize that employee perceptions of
norms for respect will be associated with lower levels of
workplace incivility.

Hypothesis 2: Employees’ perceptions of norms for re-
spect will negatively relate to their experiences of work-
place incivility.

The Mediating Role of Perceived Norms for Respect

We propose that employee perceptions of norms for respect
will mediate the relationships between charismatic and ethical
leadership and workplace incivility. The values conveyed
through charismatic and ethical leader behaviors can serve
as guidelines for interpersonal treatment through an emphasis
on high standards for collective and moral conduct (Brown &
Treviño, 2006a, 2006b; Mayer, Kuenzi, Greenbaum, Bardes,
& Salvador, 2009). We expect that employees will use social
cues from such positive leader behaviors, which provide nor-
mative information about the kinds of interpersonal behaviors
that will and will not be tolerated. Further, because behavioral
norms serve as a frame of reference for individuals to deter-
mine their acts (Rousseau, 1990), we, in turn, argue that pos-
itive perceptions of norms for respect will negatively relate to
employees’ experiences of workplace incivility. But given ev-
idence of direct links between positive leader behaviors and
workplace incivility (e.g., Taylor & Pattie, 2014), we
suspected that the relation between charismatic and ethical
leadership and workplace incivility would be partially medi-
ated by perceived norms for respect. Thus, we hypothesize the
following:

Hypothesis 3: Perceived norms for respect partially me-
diate the relationship between charismatic leadership and
workplace incivility (hypothesis 3a) and ethical leader-
ship and workplace incivility (hypothesis 3b).
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Overview of Studies

We examined charismatic leadership (study 1) and ethical
leadership (study 2) in relation to norms for respect and work-
place incivility. Given the evidence for overlap in the nature of
charismatic and ethical leadership (e.g., Shaffer et al., 2016),
we tested these associations in separate studies. Together the
studies reflect constructive replication (Lykken, 1968), insofar
as our studies both focused on the positive leadership–norms
for respect–incivility relation, but they addressed different
positive leader behaviors captured from different sources,
andwith different measures of norms for respect and incivility.

The use of multi-source data in both studies minimizes the
potential for bias in observed associations due to commonmeth-
od variance (CMV; Podsakoff et al., 2012). Possible sources of
CMVin our study include, for instance, response tendencies that
are affectively based or those elicited by demand characteristics,
along with common response scales across study measures
(Podsakoff et al., 2012; Williams & McGonagle, 2016).
Beyond alleviating concerns regarding CMV, there are also sub-
stantive reasons for using different sources of leadership data.
We used coworker reports of their supervisors’ charismatic lead-
ership in study 1. We relied on coworkers’ responses because
coworkers represent one of the key normative influences with
whom an employee socially interacts (Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978;
Takeuchi, Yun, &Wong, 2011).When coworkers see their lead-
er engaging in charismatic behaviors, this behavior should serve
as a model for how the coworker behaves, which in turn should
be a salient influence on the employee with whom the coworker
works. Social interaction with coworkers who experience char-
ismatic leadership is expected to provide social cues that help
shape and form employee perceptions of norms for respect
(Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978; Samnani & Singh, 2013).

In study 2, we collected data from supervisors and em-
ployees on ethical leadership. Ethical leadership encompasses
two components: the moral person and the moral manager
(Treviño et al., 2000). The moral person component reflects
an internal perspective; to what extent does the leader view
themself as an ethical person? In contrast, the moral manager
captures an external perspective; to what extent do employees
view the leader as engaging in and ensuring ethical behaviors
(Treviño et al., 2000)? We reasoned that by capturing super-
visor (self) and employee (other) reports of the supervisor’s
ethical leadership, we could tap into these different perspec-
tives of ethical leadership. Although we did not necessarily
expect agreement in perceptions given evidence for self-other
rating disagreement (Fleenor, Smither, Atwater, Braddy, &
Sturm, 2010), such disagreement need not be considered error
and each source instead may reflect unique information
(Lance et al., 2008). With each source, we could compare
the relations between the moral person and moral manager
components of ethical leadership and perceptions of norms
for respect and incivility experiences.

We assessed perceived norms for respect and workplace
incivility experiences via employees’ reports in both studies,
but with different measures. Our measure of incivility includ-
ed experiences from both supervisors and coworkers in study
1, for which inclusion of multiple sources of incivility is con-
sistent with the majority of the literature (e.g., Cortina et al.,
2001). In study 2, we took a source-specific approach to the
study of workplace incivility, as advocated by incivility
scholars (Schilpzand et al., 2016), and captured incivility ex-
periences specifically from coworkers. By capturing incivility
specifically from coworkers in study 2, we were also able to
control for supervisor incivility, which is described below.

Rather than the common practice of simply including par-
ticipant demographic variables as covariates without a con-
ceptual or theoretical rationale (Bernerth & Aguinis, 2016),
we were guided by theory and carefully selected covariates to
address potential alternative explanations. In study 1, we con-
trolled for perceptions of interpersonal justice. Interpersonal
justice is conceptualized and assessed by tapping supervisors’
treatment given to employees as processes of allocating re-
sources are carried out (Colquitt, 2001). Justice perceptions
are one mechanism through which leader behavior relates to
employee outcomes (e.g., Tepper, 2007), and previous re-
search shows that such justice perceptions explain the link
between leader behavior and incivility (Lee & Jensen,
2014). Justice perceptions are also positively associated with
perceived norms for respect (Walsh et al., 2012). However,
such justice perceptions focus solely on supervisor behavior,
whereas incivility can emanate from many sources, including
coworkers. We reasoned that given the broader conceptual
space of perceived norms for respect and for reasons articulat-
ed earlier, the construct would explain the link between char-
ismatic leadership and workplace incivility. However, we in-
cluded interpersonal justice as an alternative mediating mech-
anism in study 1 to provide a stronger test of the potential
mediating role of perceived norms for respect.

In study 2, we accounted for employee experiences of in-
civility from their supervisor (supervisor incivility). Social
cognitive and social information processing theories suggest
that when supervisors engage in workplace incivility, such
behavior may become normalized as employees witness sa-
lient role models engaging in incivility (Bandura, 1986;
Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978), which may further contribute to
additional workplace incivility. This suggests that when su-
pervisors engage in incivility, employees may perceive more
negative norms for respect and experience greater incivility
from coworkers. In addition, research suggests that positive
leader behaviors may not explain variability in outcomes be-
yond negative leader behaviors (Harold & Holtz, 2015). By
including supervisor incivility, we were able to examine
whether ethical leader behaviors explain variability in norms
for respect and incivility experiences (from coworkers) above
and beyond uncivil behavior perpetrated by the supervisor.
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Study 1

Method

Participants and Procedure Data were collected using
StudyResponse (Stanton & Weiss, 2002), a service that con-
nects academics with research participants. A prescreening
survey was used to recruit full-time workers who had a super-
visor, worked with at least three coworkers, and were willing
to invite one coworker reporting to the same supervisor to
complete surveys. Employees and coworkers were linkedwith
a code provided by the researchers. Respondents received a
$10 Amazon.com gift certificate upon survey completion.

We obtained an initial sample of 342 employee-coworker
dyads. Of the 342 pairs, 254 pairs completed the survey,
representing a response rate of 74.3%. Responses that had
more than 20%missing data were removed from the analyses,
resulting in data from 239 pairs.1 The final sample consisted
of 114 female (47.7%) and 125 male employees (52.3%) and
87 female (36.4%) and 152 male coworkers (63.6%). Most
participants were Caucasian (78.2% for employees, 77.8% for
coworkers) and had at least a college degree (72% of em-
ployees, 91% of their coworkers). On average, employees
were 35.8 years old (SD = 8.5) and had 6.7 years of organiza-
tional tenure (SD = 4.9). Their coworkers were on average
37.2 years old (SD = 9.3) with 7.3 years of organizational
tenure (SD = 6.1). A variety of industries was represented.

Measures Coworkers provided data on charismatic leader-
ship. Employees provided data on all other measures.
Internal consistency reliability estimates are reported in
Table 1.

Charismatic Leadership Charismatic leadership was mea-
sured with the 12-item charisma dimension from the
Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ-5X; Bass &
Avolio, 1997) using a 5-point scale (1 = not at all, 5 = fre-
quently or always).

Perceived Norms for Respect Perceived norms for respect
were measured with a three-item measure developed by the
authors.2 Items included BOverall, the organization values fair
and respectful interpersonal treatment among employees^;
BPeople around here are expected to treat others with respect^;
BThe organization emphasizes the importance of treating em-
ployees with respect.^ A 5-point response scale was used (1 =
strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree).

Workplace Incivility Workplace incivility experiences were
measured with the Cortina et al. (2001) seven-itemWorkplace
Incivility Scale using a 5-point response scale (0 = never to 4 =
many times). An example item is Bhow often have you been in
a situation where any of your superiors or coworkers made
demeaning or derogatory remarks about you?^

Control Variable: Interpersonal Justice Interpersonal jus-
tice was measured through Colquitt’s (2001) four-item mea-
sure (1 = to a very small extent to 5 = to a very large extent).
An example item includes BHas your manager treated you in a
polite manner?^

Data Analysis Study 1 data were analyzed using structural
equation modeling inMplus version 7.31 (Muthén &Muthén,
1998–2015). Maximum likelihood estimation with chi-square
and standard errors robust to violations of normality (MLR)
was used to accommodate non-normal distributions in incivil-
ity experiences (e.g., positive skew), and missing data were
directly estimated.Measurement model testing was conducted
prior to testing the hypothesized structural model. The covar-
iate interpersonal justice was included as an additional medi-
ator, and the perceived norms for respect and interpersonal
justice residuals were allowed to covary, as recommended
by Preacher and Hayes (2008). Model fit was evaluated using
Hu and Bentler (1999) guidelines: cutoff values near .95 for
the comparative fit index (CFI), .08 for the standardized root
mean square residual (SRMR), and .06 for the root mean
square error of approximation (RMSEA). Standardized coef-
ficients are reported in all analyses. Indirect effects were cal-
culated using the RMediation package developed by Tofighi
and MacKinnon (2011), which calculates 95% confidence in-
tervals around the mediated (indirect) effect using the distri-
bution of the product method (MacKinnon, Coxe, & Baraldi,
2012). MacKinnon et al. (2012) recommend that researchers
utilize either bootstrapping or the distribution of the product
method; to be consistent across studies, we relied on the latter,
as bootstrapping was not available in study 2 because some
data were non-independent such that some employees were
nested within supervisors. In addition, the distribution of the
product method is recommended over other methods, such as
bootstrapping, especially for small sample sizes (Tofighi &
MacKinnon, 2011), in part because of its greater statistical
power and lower probability of a type I error (MacKinnon,
Lockwood, Hoffman, West, & Sheets, 2002), and has been
used in other studies of workplace mistreatment (e.g., Wu,
Liu, Kwan, & Lee, 2016).

Results and Discussion

Table 1 shows descriptive statistics and zero-order correlations
among variables. Results frommeasurement model testing are
shown in Table 2. Using items as indicators of latent variables,

1 Lee and Jensen (2014) also analyzed these data. However, the only variable
to overlap across our study and Lee and Jensen (2014) was interpersonal
justice, which was included as a control variable in our study.
2 Details on the development of this measure are available upon request from
the authors.
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the four-factor model (including interpersonal justice) provid-
ed adequate fit to the data (χ2 (293) = 406.61, p < .001,
CFI = .97, RMSEA = .04, SRMR = .04). The three-factor
model in which items assessing perceived norms for respect
and interpersonal justice loaded on a common factor also pro-
vided adequate fit to the data (χ2 (296) = 445.71, p < .001,
CFI = .96, RMSEA = .05, SRMR = .04). However, the four-
factor model provided significantly better fit, based on the
Satorra-Bentler scaled chi-square difference test (Δχ2

(3) = 28.83, p < .001) (Satorra, 2000). The four-factor model
was retained for hypothesis testing.

Figure 1 displays standardized coefficients from model
testing. This model provided adequate fit to the data (χ2

(293) = 406.61, p < .001, CFI = .97, RMSEA = .04,
SRMR = .04). Hypothesis 1a predicted a positive relationship
between coworker perceptions of charismatic leadership and
employee perceptions of norms for respect, and this was sup-
ported (b = .56, p < .001). Hypothesis 2 predicted a negative
relationship between perceived norms for respect and work-
place incivility, which was also supported (b = −.38, p = .047).
Hypothesis 3a predicted a partial mediating role of perceived
norms for respect in the relationship between charismatic lead-
ership and workplace incivility. Results showed that the indi-
rect effect was statistically significant and negative (indirect
effect = −.21, 95% CI [−.438, −.003]), suggesting that charis-
matic leadership was indirectly associated with lower work-
place incivility, as mediated by perceived norms for respect.
However, we found that there was no direct link between
charismatic leadership and workplace incivility with per-
ceived norms for respect in the model (b = −.03, p = .703),
which suggests a fully mediated relation, rather than partial
mediation as originally hypothesized. Results also showed
that, although charismatic leadership was significantly and
positively associated with interpersonal justice (b = .61,
p < .001), interpersonal justice had no direct relation with
workplace incivility (b = .02, p = .914), and hence there was
no indirect effect of charismatic leadership on workplace in-
civility through interpersonal justice.

Finally, we tested an alternative model wherein the position
of perceived norms for respect and workplace incivility were
switched, based on the alternative hypothesis that incivility
experiences may shape perceptions of norms for respect and

thus may mediate the relationship between charismatic lead-
ership and norms for respect.3 Charismatic leadership and the
covariate interpersonal justice were left in their original posi-
tion. Model fit was identical given that the same number of
parameters was estimated. In this model, charismatic leader-
ship directly related to workplace incivility (b = −.23,
p < .001), but incivility was not directly related to perceived
norms for respect (b = −.11, p = .119), and the indirect effect of
charismatic leadership on perceived norms for respect through
incivility was not statistically significant (indirect effect = .03,
95% CI [−.006, .071]). Collectively, study 1 results provide
evidence that perceived norms for respect mediate the linkage
between charismatic leader behaviors and workplace incivili-
ty. Study 2 enabled us to examine whether this conclusion
extended to ethical leadership.

Study 2

Method

Participants and Procedure Study 2 included matched data
from employees and supervisors collected at two Midwestern
universities. From University A, employed students at least
18 years of age and working at least 10 h each week were
recruited through the psychology department participant pool,
and University employees were recruited via a posting on the
university intranet. Participants were asked to provide the
name and email address of their supervisor and to respond to
a survey about their work experiences. A total of 166 students
and 40 employees completed the survey and provided valid
supervisor email addresses (n = 206). Students received
course credit for their participation, and university employees
were given $10 Amazon.com gift cards. Sixty-five supervi-
sors completed the supervisor survey (response rate of 31.6%)
, resulting in a final sample of 65 paired employees and su-
pervisors. Supervisors were given $10 Amazon.com gift cards
for completed surveys. For University B, all college of
business students (n = 986) were invited to participate in a

3 We thank an anonymous reviewer for encouraging us to consider this alter-
native possibility.

Table 1 Descriptive statistics
and correlations for study 1 M SD 1 2 3 4

1. Charismatic leadership 3.40 .82 (.94)

2. Perceived norms for respect 3.80 .83 .50*** (.83)

3. Workplace incivility .97 .99 −.22** −.33*** (.94)

4. Interpersonal justice 3.63 .93 .56*** .74*** −.29*** (.90)

N = 239. Coefficient alpha for each scale is in parentheses along the diagonal

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001
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study on employed students and their supervisors. Individuals
could participate if they were at least 18 years of age,
employed at least 10 h each week, and willing to provide
their name and the name and email address of their
supervisor who completed a separate survey. Prize drawings
were held for employee and supervisor participants, including
thirty $20 Amazon.com gift cards and two Amazon Kindle
Fire tablets. Responses were collected from 99 employees for
a response rate of 10.0%, although this estimate is
conservative because many students were not eligible to
participate based on employment requirements. Fifty-three
supervisors completed surveys for a 53.5% supervisor re-
sponse rate. Respondents differed significantly only in
employee-reported ethical leadership (p = .044), so data were
pooled for statistical analysis.

After pooling data, we had responses from 118 employees
and 112 supervisors.4 Employees were mostly female (61.0%)
and White, European, or European American (59.3%), with
17.8% of the sample identifying as Black, African, or African
American. Employees were 29.0 years old on average
(SD = 10.7) and worked 29.7 h each week (SD = 13.2).
Employees had worked for their organizations for an average
of 3.8 years (SD = 5.8) and in their jobs for an average of
2.6 years (SD = 3.5). Supervisors were mostly female
(63.6%) and White, European, or European American
(70.3%). Supervisors were 42.8 years old on average
(SD = 12.0). As in study 1, multiple industries were
represented.

Measures Supervisors assessed their own ethical leadership
and demographics. Employees completed all other measures.
Reliability estimates are reported in Table 3.

Ethical Leadership Ethical leadership was completed by em-
ployees and supervisors using the 10-item Ethical Leadership
Scale (Brown et al., 2005). Supervisors rated their own ethical
leadership on a 7-point scale (1 = strongly disagree to 7 =
strongly agree) by considering the instructions BI…^ after
which the 10 items were shown, but modified slightly so as
to be consistent with self-report measurement. For example,
the item BConducts his/her personal life in an ethical manner^
was modified to BConduct my personal life in an ethical
manner.^ Employees rated the supervisor on ethical leader-
ship using the unmodified version of the scale.

Perceived Norms for Respect Perceived norms for respect
were measured with the four-item Civility Norms
Questionnaire-Brief (CNQ-B; Walsh et al., 2012). An exam-
ple item is BRespectful treatment is the norm in your
workgroup.^ Responses were captured on a 7-point scale (1
= strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree).

Workplace Incivility We measured experiences of incivility
from coworkers using the seven-item Workplace Incivility
Scale (Cortina et al., 2001) on a 5-point response scale (0 =
never to 4 = daily). The instructions read, BDuring the past
year, have you been in a situation in which any of your
COWORKERS,^ after which the incivility items appeared.
An example item is BPut you down or was condescending to
you?^

Control Variable: Supervisor Incivility Incivility from su-
pervisors was measured with the seven-item Workplace
Incivility Scale (Cortina et al., 2001), for which responses
were collected on a 5-point response scale (0 = never to
4 = daily). The instructions were modified to reflect supervi-
sors as the source of incivility and read, BDuring the past year,
have you been in a situation in which any of your
SUPERVISORS,^ after which the incivility items appeared.

4 Three supervisors provided responses for more than one employee.
Specifically, one supervisor responded for five employees, and the two re-
maining supervisors responded for two employees each. We addressed this
potential non-independence in model testing.

Table 2 Measurement model fit indices in study 1

Model χ2 (df) p Scaling correction
factor

CFI RMSEA SRMR

Four-factor model 406.61 (293) <.001 1.21 .97 .04 .04

Three-factor model (perceived norms for respect
and interpersonal justice together)

445.71 (296) <.001 1.22 .96 .05 .04

Two-factor model (perceived norms for respect,
interpersonal justice, and workplace incivility together)

1645.66 (298) <.001 1.07 .63 .14 .13

One-factor model 1992.11 (299) <.001 1.24 .53 .15 .17

N = 239. Maximum likelihood estimation with standard errors and chi-square robust to normality violations used in all models. The four-factor model
provided significantly better fit to the data when compared with the three-factor model based on the Satorra-Bentler scaled chi-square difference test
(without rounding of values), Δχ2 (3) = 28.83, p < .001 (Satorra, 2000)

CFI comparative fit index, RMSEA root mean square error of approximation, SRMR standardized root mean square residual
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Data Analysis Study 2 data were analyzed using structural
equation modeling inMplus version 7.31 (Muthén &Muthén,
1998–2015) using the MLR estimator with missing data. In
these data, the estimator also addresses potential non-
independence since a small number of supervisors had multi-
ple employees complete the survey. Due to the small sample
size, we proceeded to test the structural model and used the
mean composites for each variable (including the covariate
supervisor incivility) in a single-indicator latent variable mod-
el to correct for measurement error, where factor loadings are
fixed to 1.0 and the unique variances are fixed to (1 − reliabil-
ity) × indicator variance (Cole & Preacher, 2014).
Standardized coefficients are reported and indirect effects
were computed using RMediation (Tofighi & MacKinnon,
2011).

Results and Discussion

Table 3 shows descriptive statistics and correlations.
Figure 2 shows standardized coefficients from a test of
the hypothesized partially mediated structural model.
There were no degrees of freedom and hence no difference
between the observed and model implied covariance ma-
trices, because the model was just identified/saturated
(Kline, 2005). Hypothesis 1b was supported as both
supervisor-reported ethical leadership (b = .18, p = .045)
and employee-reported ethical leadership (b = .47,
p < .001) were significantly and positively related to per-
ceived norms for respect. Hypothesis 2 was also supported,
as perceived norms for respect were significantly and

negatively associated with incivility from coworkers
(b = −.46, p = .001). In a test of hypothesis 3b,
supervisor-reported ethical leadership (indirect ef-
fect = −.08, 95% CI [−.207, −.001]) and employee-
reported ethical leadership (indirect effect = −.22, 95%
CI [−.427, −.065]) had significant, negative indirect asso-
ciations with incivility from coworkers through perceived
norms for respect, thereby supporting the mediating role of
perceived norms for respect. However, partial support was
observed for hypothesis 3b. The results for supervisor-
reported ethical leadership were consistent with full medi-
ation, given that the direct relation between ethical leader-
ship and incivility from coworkers was not statistically
significant (b = .09, p = .323). Partial mediation was ob-
served for employee-reported ethical leadership since it
had a direct relation with incivility from coworkers
(b = .34, p = .009), in addition to the indirect effect.
Interestingly, the coefficient for the direct effect was posi-
tive, reflecting inconsistent mediation since the direct and
indirect effects had different signs (MacKinnon, Krull, &
Lockwood, 2000).

We also tested an alternative model where the position of
perceived norms for respect and coworker incivility were
switched; all other relations were unchanged. In this alterna-
tive model, neither supervisor-reported ethical leadership
(b = .01, p = .944) nor employee-reported ethical leadership
(b = .12, p = .290) was significantly related to incivility from
coworkers, though the covariate supervisor incivility had a
positive association (b = .51, p < .001). Coworker incivility
(b = −.39, p = .001), supervisor-reported ethical leadership

Charismatic  
Leadership 

(Coworker report) 

Perceived Norms 
for 

Respect 

Interpersonal 
Justice 

Workplace 
Incivility 

.56*** -.38* 

-.03 

.02 .61*** 

.78*** 

Fig. 1 Standardized results from
model testing in study 1. N = 239.
Dashed lines reflect paths and
correlations to and from the
covariate interpersonal justice

Table 3 Descriptive statistics
and correlations for study 2 Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5

1. Ethical leadership (supervisor report) 6.39 .49 (.87)

2. Ethical leadership (employee report) 5.70 1.04 .13 (.92)

3. Perceived norms for respect 5.56 1.27 .22* .49*** (.90)

4. Incivility from coworkers .36 .57 .01 −.14 −.38*** (.90)

5. Incivility from supervisor .23 .51 −.04 −.49*** −.31** .40*** (.90)

N = 113–117 due to pairwise deletion. Coefficient alpha for each scale is in parentheses along the diagonal

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001
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(b = .18, p = .045), and employee-reported ethical leadership
(b = .52, p < .001) were related to perceived norms for respect.
Given these results, neither supervisor-reported ethical leader-
ship (indirect effect = .00, 95% CI [−.073, .086]) nor
employee-reported ethical leadership (indirect effect = −.05,
95% CI [−.140, .045]) were indirectly related to perceived
norms for respect through incivility from coworkers. In sum,
these results suggest that perceived norms for respect mediate
the relation between supervisor-reported and employee-
reported ethical leadership and incivility from coworkers. In
addition, employee-reported ethical leadership appeared to
have a stronger direct relation with perceived norms for re-
spect and indirect effect on incivility from coworkers.

General Discussion

We utilized social cognitive (Bandura, 1986) and social infor-
mation processing (Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978) theories to ex-
amine the degree to which positive forms of leadership, via
charismatic and ethical leadership, relate to perceived norms
for respect and workplace incivility. This research comes at an
important time as organizations attend to the costs of incivility
(Cortina et al., 2001; King et al., 2011; Porath & Pearson,
2010). Below we consider the implications of our findings
for theory and research on workplace incivility, and for the
prevention of workplace incivility.

Our studies suggest that perceptions of workplace norms
for mutual respect are shaped by the degree to which leaders
engage in charismatic and ethical leader behaviors. These
findings are consistent with social information processing
and social cognitive theories (Bandura, 1986; Salancik &
Pfeffer, 1978) and demonstrate that employees use social cues
from their coworkers and leaders to form perceptions about
normative information concerning (un)civil behaviors in their
workplace. Further, Andersson and Pearson (1999) empha-
sized that norms for respect are closely intertwined with the

experience of incivility in organizations, implying that norms
for respect can vary from organization to organization. This
suggests that there are variables that explain such variability in
perceived norms for respect. Porath and Pearson (2010, 2013)
propose that leader behaviors may be one such factor, yet
empirical research on the specific types of leader behaviors
that influence norms for respect has been lacking. Our find-
ings provide evidence that leader behaviors, in particular, the
positive behaviors exemplified in charismatic and ethical lead-
ership, are associated with a work environment where em-
ployees believe that respectful treatment is the norm.
Importantly, in study 2, we observed that ethical leadership
related to perceived norms for respect above and beyond em-
ployee’s own experiences of incivility from their supervisor.
This suggests that to establish positive norms for respect,
leaders need to go beyond merely refraining from engaging
in uncivil acts and should engage in behaviors exemplified in
charismatic and ethical leadership.

Additional insights are offered by capturing charismatic
and ethical leadership via different sources. Charismatic lead-
ership was measured via coworker reports. Given the connec-
tions observed between charismatic leadership and perceived
norms for respect, this suggests that employee perceptions of
norms for respect are influenced not only by the leaders with
whom they work, but also their coworkers. Charismatic
leaders stimulate their employees to embody the behaviors
that they display, such as considering the moral implications
of decisions and emphasizing collective good over individual
benefit (Conger, 1999; Shamir et al., 1993), which appears to
spread among employees (e.g., coworker to employee) to
shape positive norms for respect. Likewise, ethical leadership
was captured via supervisor and employee reports, which we
argued could approximate an assessment of the moral person
and moral manager components of ethical leadership, respec-
tively (Treviño et al., 2000). Both components were positively
related to perceived norms for respect. Interestingly, by judg-
ing themselves to be ethical leaders—having traits such as

Ethical  
Leadership 

(Supervisor report) 

Perceived Norms 
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Respect 

Incivility 
from 

Coworkers 

Ethical  
Leadership 

(Employee report) 

Incivility 
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Supervisor 

.18* 

-.46** 

.09 

.34** 

.46** 

.47*** 

-.09 

-.03 

-.54*** 

.14 

Fig. 2 Standardized results from
model testing in study 2. N = 118.
Dashed lines reflect paths and
correlations to and from the
covariate supervisor incivility
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integrity, trustworthiness, honesty, and sincerity (i.e., moral
person; Treviño et al., 2000)—leaders may exert a direct in-
fluence on employee perceptions of norms for respect. But the
strongest linkage to perceived norms for respect was observed
for employee-reported ethical leadership (i.e., moral manager
component). These results are consistent with the Treviño
et al. (2000) assertion that BTo be perceived as an ethical
leader, it is not enough to just be an ethical person^ (p. 128).
By listening to employees, making fair decisions, and
discussing ethics and values with employees (Brown et al.,
2005), leaders signal to employees that they are a moral man-
ager, which relates to perceptions of an environment in which
respect is valued and expected.

In conceptualizing workplace incivility as behavior that
violates workplace norms for respect, Andersson and
Pearson (1999) suggest that such norms for respect should
reduce incivility. Our research compliments existing scholar-
ship concerning the relation between perceived norms for re-
spect and incivility (e.g., Walsh et al., 2012). Ultimately, our
interest was in the potential explanatory role of norms for
respect in the relation between charismatic and ethical leader-
ship behavior and workplace incivility. While previous re-
search (e.g. Taylor & Pattie, 2014) has shown a significant,
direct relationship between charismatic and ethical leadership
and incivility, the majority of our evidence indicated that this
relationship is fully mediated by perceived norms for respect,
rather than incivility as the mediator (supposing that incivility
predicts norms). Generalizing from study 1, we also provided
evidence that perceived norms for respect transmits the influ-
ence of such positive leader behaviors, rather than interper-
sonal justice. These findings reinforce the role that perceived
norms of respect play in mediating leader influences on low-
level rude behaviors such as workplace incivility.

Based on results from the present research, we believe there
is considerable value in applying the related frameworks of so-
cial cognitive theory and social learning theory to study
workplace incivility. Schilpzand et al. (2016) criticized work-
place incivility research for its fragmented theoretical founda-
tions, going so far as to say that Bthe literature is moving forward
without a strong theoretical foundation that guides this
progress^ (p. S58). Our utilization of these theoretical perspec-
tives was informed by the leadership literature, such as Brown
et al. (2005) who use a social learning approach to understand
the implications of ethical leadership. Indeed, future research
may continue to benefit by drawing upon these theories to un-
derstand the antecedents and outcomes of workplace incivility.

Finally, our findings are consistent with recent research dem-
onstrating substantial parallels between charismatic and ethical
leader behaviors (e.g., Shaffer et al., 2016). For example,
Shaffer et al. (2016) reported a correlation between charismatic
and ethical leadership as high as r = .89 after correcting for
measurement error. We observed a similar pattern of relations,
with both charismatic and ethical leadership influencing

employee perceptions of norms for respect, which subsequently
related to experienced incivility. The common findings
emerged across our two studies despite different conceptual
definitions of positive forms of leadership and different opera-
tional definitions of norms for respect and workplace incivility.
These results attest to the similarity in behaviors displayed by
and correlates of charismatic and ethical leadership. Indeed,
both charismatic and ethical leadership behaviors share an em-
phasis on conveying respect for others, and both behaviors play
a role in crafting perceptions of norms for respect.

Limitations and Future Research

One of the strengths of the study is the use ofmulti-source data
that helps minimize the possibility of common method bias
(Podsakoff et al., 2012). Further, we gathered the data from
broad samples working in a variety of organizations and in-
dustries. This increases our ability to generalize the study’s
findings to different settings and populations. However, sev-
eral issues remain to be addressed in future research. The data
used in the study were derived from cross-sectional designs. If
inferences about causal relationships among study variables
are to be firmly made, longitudinal data is needed. In addition,
the measurement of perceived norms for respect varied across
studies, with study 1 using a measure developed specifically
for this study. Study 1 data were collected prior to the devel-
opment and validation of the CNQ-B (Walsh et al., 2012),
which was used to assess perceived norms for respect in study
2. Nonetheless, despite the difference in measures, perceived
norms for respect operated in similar ways across studies.

There are additional routes for future research beyond those
of a methodological nature. For example, although we ob-
served that relations between charismatic leadership
(coworker-reported) and ethical leadership (supervisor-
reported) and workplace incivility were fully mediated by per-
ceived norms for respect, this was not the case for employee-
reported ethical leadership. Employee-reported ethical leader-
ship actually had a direct positive relationship with incivility
from coworkers in study 2. As noted earlier, this pattern re-
flects inconsistent mediation (MacKinnon, Krull, &
Lockwood, 2000). The positive relation could also reflect a
statistical artifact of having multiple correlated predictors of
coworker incivility, a point underscored by the observed sig-
nificant negative bivariate correlation between ethical leader-
ship and incivility (Table 3). While potentially interesting,
given that this observed positive relation goes against theory
and against an observed bivariate correlation, we recommend
caution in interpreting this path and highlight the need for
further research. In addition, given our observations, it will
be important for future research to continue to examine
linkages between leadership and norms for respect. Yang,
Caughlin, Gazica, Truxillo, and Spector (2014) observed in
a meta-analysis that more positive mistreatment climates (i.e.,
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civility climates)—of which norms for respect was identified
as one example—are more strongly linked to mistreatment
experiences when compared with climate constructs focusing
on inhibiting workplace aggression. Yang et al. (2014) spec-
ulate that this result may be due to the broader focus of civility
climates on preventing incivility and encouraging civility.
Future research may observe that these are separate dimen-
sions of civility climates and norms for respect. Likewise, it
may be that positive forms of leader behavior, such as charis-
matic and ethical leadership, may demonstrate stronger asso-
ciations with norms promoting civility, as opposed to norms
inhibiting incivility, whereas the opposite may hold for more
negative leader behaviors, such as abusive supervision. Such
research could provide important insights into the nuances
surrounding different types of leader behaviors and their rela-
tions to norms for respect and workplace incivility. Finally, we
studied individual perceptions of norms for respect in the
present research. Future research may also explore how char-
ismatic and ethical leader behaviors promote shared norms for
respect and whether such shared norms may account for
unique variability in individual incivility experiences above
and beyond their subjective perceptions of the work
environment.

Practical Implications

This study provides implications for organizations that seek to
reduce uncivil interpersonal mistreatment among organiza-
tional members. First, we suggest that organizations should
guide their managers to acquire and exhibit charismatic and
ethical leadership behaviors. Research suggests that people
can be trained to display charismatic (Antonakis et al., 2011;
Towler, 2003) and ethical (Treviño & Brown, 2004) leader-
ship behaviors, so such interventions may help lead to positive
norms for respect, which are associated with lower levels of
workplace incivility. Likewise, organizations should cultivate
organizational norms for respect among employees, as these
negatively relate to workplace incivility (Porath & Pearson,
2013). While this can be done in many ways, such as provid-
ing training sessions on civility norms and enforcing punish-
ment on perpetrators of incivility, our findings suggest that
leaders and coworkers play an important role in employee
perceptions regarding behavioral norms in the organization.

For example, employees could be coached on how norms
for respect develop (i.e., through fair and respectful treatment)
as well as activities that disrupt these norms from forming
(i.e., through unjust or unkind treatment from leaders). It is
also important that leaders carefully cultivate and model the
type of interpersonal treatment that sends a clear message
about respect. That is, managers should carry through on what
they inspire and minimize discrepancies between stated
causes and perceived practices. Leaders who say that they
promote a respectful workplace but do not appropriately

discipline employees who engage in harassing behaviors to-
wards others may foster employees’ negative perceptions of
norms for respectful treatment (Andersson & Pearson, 1999).
Coaching leaders to develop the skills needed to be respectful
of others represents a viable point of intervention (Salisbury,
2009). Finally, when organizations identify and design specif-
ic interventions to curb incivility, they should be aware of the
impacts of coworkers on employee perceptions of the norma-
tive environment, as well as the role of charismatic and ethical
leadership in promoting positive norms for respect.
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