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Abstract
The majority of workplace incivility research has focused on implications of such acts for victims and observers. We extend 
this work in meaningful ways by proposing that, due to its norm-violating nature, incivility may have important implica-
tions for perpetrators as well. Integrating social norms theory and research on guilt with the behavioral concordance model, 
we take an actor-centric approach to argue that enacted incivility will lead to feelings of guilt, particularly for prosocially-
motivated employees. In addition, given the interpersonally burdensome as well as the reparative nature of guilt, we submit 
that incivility-induced guilt will be associated with complex behavioral outcomes for the actor across both home and work 
domains. Through an experience sampling study (Study 1) and two experiments (Studies 2a and 2b), we found that enacting 
incivility led to increased feelings of guilt, especially for those higher in prosocial motivation (Studies 1 and 2a). In addition, 
supporting our expectations, Study 1 revealed that enacted incivility—via guilt—led to increased venting to one’s spouse 
that evening at home, increased performance the next day at work, as well as decreased enacted incivility the next day at 
work. Our findings demonstrate that enacted incivility has complex effects for actors that span the home and work domains. 
We discuss the theoretical and practical implications of our results.
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For many employees, incivility is unfortunately a common 
experience at work (Porath & Pearson, 2012; Rosen et al., 
2016). For example, one poll conducted across 14 years sug-
gested that 98% of employees had experienced incivility at 
work, and a 2011 survey showed that 50% of respondents 
reported experiencing rudeness at least once a week (Porath 
& Pearson, 2013). Workplace incivility involves rude behav-
iors that violate social norms and is characterized by disre-
gard for others (Andersson & Pearson, 1999; for a recent 
meta-analysis, see Yao et al., 2022). Since the introduction 
of this construct by Cortina and colleagues (2001), the litera-
ture has carefully examined the consequences that accrue to 
targets of this pernicious behavior (Schilpzand et al., 2016), 
such as increased stress (Bowling & Beehr, 2006), decreased 

work effort (Porath & Pearson, 2013), as well as reduced 
performance (Porath & Pearson, 2013).

Yet, notably absent from this literature is an in-depth dis-
cussion of how incivility impacts actors (e.g., Schilpzand 
et al., 2016). Indeed, in stark contrast to the richness of the 
literature on targets, the literature on instigators has largely 
focused on either stable predictors of rudeness (e.g., Park 
& Martinez, 2022), or on the relatively predictable inter-
personal sanctions that are subsequently incurred by rude 
actors (e.g., Foulk et al., 2016; Scott et al., 2013; Su et al., 
2022). However, incivility may lead to both emotional and 
behavioral outcomes for the perpetrator that go past the rude 
incident and permeate social contexts (e.g., Klass, 1978; Van 
Kleef et al., 2015). Little research has considered this per-
spective (see Hülsheger et al., 2021 for an exception), which 
underscores an assumption in the literature that, since inci-
vility is a “low-intensity deviant (rude, discourteous) behav-
ior with ambiguous intent to harm the target” (Pearson et al., 
2005: 179), its enactment may not impact the perpetrator 
significantly, or its effects may be temporary and isolated to 
a particular episode. Indeed, a hallmark notion in incivility 

 * Daniel Kim 
 daniel.kim@warrington.ufl.edu

1 Warrington College of Business, University of Florida, 
Gainesville, FL, USA

2 Mays Business School, Texas A&M University, 
College Station, TX, USA

http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1007/s10551-024-05714-y&domain=pdf
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-5532-8001
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-7073-979X
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-3431-3446


 D. Kim et al.

research is that this behavior is often innocuous for the per-
petrator and covert in nature (e.g., Lim et al., 2018).

This prevailing perspective may be short-sighted, how-
ever, because incivility violates social norms for mutual 
respect (e.g., Cortina et al., 2001; Pearson et al., 2005; Schil-
pzand et al., 2016), and perpetrators are likely to look back 
on such behaviors with regret (e.g., Van Kleef et al., 2015). 
Therefore, constraining the consequences of enacted inci-
vility to the reactions of others paints an overly simplistic 
picture of this phenomenon (i.e., actors will be punished by 
others). Instead, there are theoretical and practical reasons 
to believe that the reality involving incivility may be more 
complex for perpetrators, highlighting the need to better 
understand both the consequences that accrue to actors of 
incivility, as well as their subsequent responses to such acts.

Furthermore, most of the existing research on instigated 
incivility has taken between-person examinations of the 
phenomenon (e.g., Park & Martinez, 2022; Taylor et al., 
2022). Incivility, however, is often enacted in response to 
daily experiences at work (e.g., Andersson & Pearson, 1999; 
Meier & Gross, 2015; Rosen et al., 2016; Van Jaarsveld 
et al., 2010), suggesting that actors’ responses to such acts 
may vary across days and contexts. There is consensus in the 
literature that workplace incivility is a negative experience 
for most involved (e.g., Schilpzand et al., 2016), but little is 
known about how perpetrators may subsequently react to the 
negative emotions that typically accompany such events or 
how they may try to repair such negative behaviors across 
days at work. Accordingly, we need to better understand 
the daily and event-based nature of incivility (e.g., Cortina 
et al., 2017; Schilpzand et al., 2016; Woolum et al., 2024) 
by adopting a comprehensive lens that examines why and 
how perpetrators may manage and try to repair their uncivil 
behavior across days at work. To investigate these possibili-
ties, we integrate social norms theory (Gross & Vostroknu-
tov, 2022; Van Kleef et al., 2015, 2019) with the literature on 
guilt (Baumeister et al., 1994; Tangney et al., 2007) as well 
as research on behavioral concordance (Moskowitz & Coté, 
1995) to provide a holistic view on why enacted incivility 
may influence the actor, how its effects may manifest across 
different social domains, as well as for whom these effects 
may be more pronounced (e.g., Whetten, 1989).

Extant scholarship posits that violations of social norms 
may trigger feelings of guilt in actors (Baumeister et al., 
1994; McGraw, 1987; Van Kleef et al., 2015)—perceptions 
of falling short of moral standards in a domain (Lindsay-
Hartz, 1984). Since enacting incivility violates workplace 
norms of propriety and professional conduct (e.g., Pearson 
et al., 2001), we propose that such acts may be associated 
with feelings of guilt. At the same time, we recognize that 
not all actors are likely to experience this state to the same 
extent. That is, although many individuals may enact incivil-
ity on a given day (e.g., Hülsheger et al., 2021; Rosen et al., 

2016), the behavioral concordance framework suggest that 
the consequences of incivility may be magnified for some 
employees (e.g., Moskowitz & Coté, 1995). Specifically, 
the behavioral concordance model argues that discordance 
between one’s traits and one’s behaviors leads to stronger 
negative affective reactions (Moskowitz & Coté, 1995). 
According to this model, higher levels of guilt may be expe-
rienced by employees for whom incivility is trait-discordant. 
As incivility is an antisocial behavior, we looked to proso-
cial motivation as a trait that may exacerbate the feelings of 
guilt resulting from enacted incivility.

Research on guilt further posits that, as a moral emotion, 
guilt may result in both burdensome as well as reparative 
consequences for the individual (e.g., Baumeister et al., 
1995; Flynn & Schaumberg, 2012; Tangney et al., 1996). 
Indeed, it is the theoretical juxtaposition of the positives 
and negatives of guilt which suggests that the enactment of 
incivility may be more complex than has been previously 
acknowledged in the literature. In capturing this complex-
ity, we are guided by research positing that individuals may 
manage their emotions differently across different domains 
based on social cues and motivations present in those 
domains (Greenaway et al., 2018; Matthews et al., 2021), 
and we accordingly examine the effects of incivility-induced 
guilt across both the home and work contexts. We expect 
that incivility-induced guilt may manifest its burdensome 
nature at home (a context with more lax requirements for 
emotional expressions) and its reparative nature at work (a 
context where norm-adherence is consequential).

Specifically, at home, perpetrators of incivility may dis-
charge their guilt on their partners via venting, an emotional-
based form of coping (Baer et al., 2018; Brown et al., 2005; 
Rosen et al., 2021), because employees feel more comfort-
able managing their negative emotions in this setting (e.g., 
Lanaj et al., 2018; Lively & Powell, 2006) and because vent-
ing often targets close others not involved in the incident 
(Behfar et al., 2020; Rimé et al., 1992). In contrast, the social 
norms literature suggests that, at work, feelings of guilt are 
likely to motivate reparative behaviors and a reduction of 
future transgressions as perpetrators try to re-align their 
behavior with workplace norms (Van Kleef et al., 2015). 
This is because work is where the act of incivility occurred 
and there are potential negative repercussions that exist in 
this context (e.g., Hülsheger et al., 2021; Scott et al., 2013). 
In particular, employees strive to uphold two key norms at 
work—fulfilling their task responsibilities (Carpini et al., 
2017) and refraining from violating social norms of inter-
personal conduct (Pearson et al., 2001). Thus, drawing from 
theory on norms, to capture perpetrators’ attempts to re-align 
with task-based norms at work, we focused on subsequent 
task performance, and to capture re-alignment with interper-
sonal norms at work, we focused on the reduction of subse-
quent enacted incivility (e.g., Baumeister et al., 1994; Van 
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Kleef et al., 2015). In all, our integrated framework speaks to 
the complex and cross-domain effects that enacted incivility 
may have on actors. Figure 1 depicts our conceptual model.

Our work offers several theoretical contributions to 
the literature on incivility. First, we contribute to recent 
research adopting an actor-centric perspective in investigat-
ing the intrapersonal and behavioral effects of daily inci-
vility for actors and provide a richer understanding of the 
consequences of such acts at work (e.g., Hülsheger et al., 
2021; Park & Martinez, 2022; Taylor et al., 2022; Zhong 
& Robinson, 2021). In so doing, we expand our theoretical 
knowledge of this behavior and elucidate its multifaceted 
implications for employees. Second, we take a holistic, dual 
domains approach by investigating not only how incivil-
ity influences actors’ emotions at work, but also how—via 
guilt—such acts impact actors’ interactions at home, as 
well as their behaviors the next day at work. Showing that 
work experiences may interfere with interactions at home 
is particularly relevant given the increasing trend for more 
employees to work in hybrid formats (e.g., from the office 
and home) (Smart, 2024), where work and home experi-
ences become closely intertwined. We identify guilt as a key 
mechanism through which enacted incivility can become a 
complex experience for actors with simultaneously inter-
personally burdensome as well as reparative consequences 
across the work and home domains. Third, by drawing on 
the behavioral concordance model and the prosocial moti-
vation literature, we identify for whom the complex effects 
of enacted incivility may be even more pronounced. While 
social norms theory suggests that individuals are gener-
ally likely to experience feelings of guilt following uncivil 
behavior (Van Kleef et al., 2015), we find that people who 

care about benefiting others because of their predilection to 
be prosocial may suffer the most from these acts.

Theory and Hypotheses Development

Enacted Incivility and Guilt

Social norms theory posits that norms—how individuals 
generally behave as well as how they are expected to behave 
in a given context—play an important role in driving indi-
viduals’ behavior in social settings (Gross & Vostroknutov, 
2022; Van Kleef et al., 2015, 2019). Given that workplace 
incivility includes behaviors such as ignoring and disrespect-
ing coworkers, disregarding their opinions, and spreading 
harmful rumors (Pearson et al., 2001), such acts violate 
norms of proper conduct at work (Pearson et al., 2001). 
The counter-normative nature of incivility at work may 
render this experience costly for actors because individuals 
are motivated to adhere to salient contextual norms (Gross 
& Vostroknutov, 2022; Van Kleef et al., 2015, 2019), and 
behaviors that transgress moral standards in a given context 
are often associated with negative psychological and affec-
tive outcomes (Klass, 1978; Van Kleef et al., 2015). Accord-
ingly, our theoretical framework—informed by both social 
norms theory (Van Kleef et al., 2015) as well as research 
on guilt (Baumeister et al., 1994; Tangney et al., 2007)—
suggests that enacting incivility may be associated with 
increased feelings of guilt.

In particular, social norms theory suggests that interper-
sonal transgressions, owing to their norm-violating charac-
ter, can result in emotional distress that manifests as guilt, a 

Fig. 1  Conceptual model
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moral emotion characterized by an appraisal of the wrong-
ness of one’s actions or thoughts (Lewis, 1971; Lindsay-
Hartz, 1984; Tangney & Dearing, 2003; Van Kleef et al., 
2015). Acts of incivility can be distressing to others because 
they convey “breaches of etiquette, professional misconduct 
and moral decay,” thus conspicuously violating norms of 
cooperation and mutual camaraderie at work (Pearson et al., 
2001: 1397). Therefore, it is possible that feelings of guilt 
will function as a form of salient feedback alerting perpe-
trators of incivility of the misalignment of their behavior 
with salient standards at work (e.g., Tangney et al., 2007). 
Accordingly, we examined guilt as a key emotional response 
associated with enacted incivility.1 Supporting these ideas, 
organizational research has shown that workplace transgres-
sions akin to incivility such as abusive behaviors (Liao et al., 
2018) and counterproductive workplace behaviors (Ilies 
et al., 2013) result in increased feelings of guilt, potentially 
because of the harm that these behaviors may cause to the 
maintenance of positive interpersonal relationships at work. 
In line with these thoughts, we propose:

Hypothesis 1 Enacted incivility toward coworkers may be 
associated with increased feelings of guilt.

The Moderating Role of Prosocial Motivation

Incivility is often preceded by interpersonal experiences and 
situational factors (e.g., Meier & Gross, 2015; Park & Mar-
tinez, 2022; Rosen et al., 2016) and fluctuates substantially 
within-person (Hülsheger et al., 2021; Rosen et al., 2016), 
suggesting that many individuals may enact incivility on a 
given day, regardless of their disposition. Theory on behav-
ioral concordance, however, gives us reason to believe that 
certain individuals may be more sensitive to the negative 
outcomes of enacted incivility (Moskowitz & Coté, 1995). 
Specifically, the behavioral concordance model posits that 
when individuals engage in behaviors that run counter to 
their disposition, they are likely to experience heightened 

subsequent negative affective states (Moskowitz & Coté, 
1995), as individuals value self-consistency (Blasi, 1983) 
and are uncomfortable with discordant behaviors (e.g., Koo-
pman et al., 2021). Given that incivility is a decidedly anti-
social behavior, we examine how prosocial motivation influ-
ences actors’ affective reactions to their enacted incivility.

Prosocial motivation captures individuals’ desire to ben-
efit others through their acts (Grant & Berry, 2011). Thus, 
from a behavioral concordance lens, such a tendency is 
decidedly at odds with acts that violate social norms and 
that reveal a disregard for others, as manifested in incivil-
ity (Cortina et al., 2001), and the discordance may result in 
subsequent negative affective states. This resulting affective 
state may be best indicated by guilt because incivility harms 
others and runs counter to prosocial values (e.g., Grant & 
Berry, 2011; Tracy et al., 2007), and is likely to elicit reflec-
tions on one’s negative behaviors, as suggested by social 
norms theory and research on guilt (Baumeister et al., 1994; 
Van Kleef et al., 2015). Moreover, given that incivility is 
low in intensity and characterized by ambiguous intent to 
harm (Pearson et al., 2005), it is possible that not all indi-
viduals may be fully aware of the harmful nature of their 
uncivil behaviors. That said, prosocial motivation is associ-
ated with greater perspective taking (Grant & Berry, 2011), 
as prosocially-motivated employees are likely to pay close 
attention to the perspective of others in social interactions 
(De Dreu, 2006). Accordingly, on days when prosocially-
motivated employees enact incivility toward coworkers, they 
are likely to be more aware of the harm that they caused with 
their rude behavior, thus amplifying the subsequent feel-
ings of guilt that typically accompany such acts. Together, 
these ideas suggest that following enactment of incivility, 
individuals higher (vs. lower) in prosocial motivation may 
experience more guilt (a) because of the psychological mis-
alignment between such acts and their predilection to benefit 
others, and (b) because of their heightened awareness of the 
harm that they may have caused via their incivility. Consist-
ent with these ideas, we posit the following:

Hypothesis 2 Enacted incivility toward coworkers is asso-
ciated with more guilt for employees who are higher (vs. 
lower) in prosocial motivation.

Behavioral Outcomes of Incivility‑Induced Guilt

Guilt is a complex moral emotion whose function is to pro-
vide both punishment to the self for unacceptable behavior, 
as well as motivation to the self for repairing one’s behavior, 
because those who experience guilt are “drawn to consider 
their behavior and its consequences” (Tangney et al., 2007: 
5). Thus, on the one hand, guilt acts as a burdensome and 
distressing emotion (Baumeister et al., 1994; Wicker et al., 
1983), described as pain-evoking, tense, and deserving of 

1 Although used in tandem with similar self-conscious emotions such 
as regret and shame (Breugelmans et al., 2014; Lindsay-Hartz et al., 
1995; Tangney & Dearing, 2003), guilt is uniquely relevant in the 
context of enacted incivility. Guilt captures feelings of distress result-
ing from interpersonal harm (e.g., My behavior caused harm to oth-
ers), whereas regret captures broader emotions that encompasses both 
interpersonal as well as intrapersonal harm (e.g., My behavior caused 
harm to myself; Breugelmans et al., 2014). In addition, whereas guilt 
is a behavior-specific emotion (e.g., I committed a bad behavior), and 
is therefore more relevant in the context of daily incivility, shame is 
a person-specific emotion that captures reflections of unchangeable 
aspects of the self (e.g., I am a bad person) (Baumeister et al., 1994; 
Tangney & Dearing, 2003; Tracy et al., 2007). Thus, given that inci-
vility is conceptualized as a behavior that fluctuates from day-to-day 
as opposed to an enduring tendency (e.g., Rosen et al., 2016), reflec-
tions on such behaviors may be more likely to elicit feelings of guilt 
rather than shame.
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punishment (Bastian et al., 2011; Wicker et al., 1983), and 
research shows that individuals experiencing such aversive 
emotions often work hard to manage them (Gross, 1998; 
Tice & Bratslavsky, 2000). On the other hand, guilt also 
acts as a reparative emotion that motivates individuals to 
proactively amend their transgressions by realigning their 
behaviors with salient standards in the context in which the 
misdeed occurred (e.g., Baumeister et al., 1994; Lindsay-
Hartz, 1984; Tangney et al., 2007; Van Kleef et al., 2015). 
Supporting these ideas, research suggests that although guilt 
can lead to paralyzing or destructive behavior (Kim et al., 
2011; Sheehy et al., 2019), it may also motivate effortful 
endeavor to restore one’s social standing following a trans-
gression (Flynn & Schaumberg, 2012). Applied to our con-
text, theory on guilt suggests that incivility-induced guilt 
may be similarly complex and may manifest both in attempts 
to manage feelings of guilt as well as in efforts to repair 
transgressions.

We investigate employees’ reactions to incivility-induced 
guilt in two important social domains—at home as well as 
at work. We examined the outcomes of incivility-induced 
guilt across both domains because contextual constraints and 
expectations play a large role in determining how individuals 
express their negative emotions (Greenaway et al., 2018; Mat-
thews et al., 2021). A joint examination of the home and work 
domains is likely to provide unique insights into the behavioral 
implications of incivility-induced guilt because, compared to 
home, there are stronger norms for professionalism and self-
regulation at work, as well as higher reputational costs (e.g., 
Moran et al., 2013; Wharton & Erickson, 1993).

The home domain is important to study in the context of 
enacted incivility because negative work experiences akin 
to incivility tend to follow people home (ten Brummelhuis 
& Bakker, 2012) and have persistent after-work effects on 
their attitudes (Foulk et al., 2018; Ilies et al., 2007; Yuan 
et al., 2018). In addition, because the home environment 
feels safer and has lower costs as well as more flexible norms 
for emotional expressions (Lively & Powell, 2006; Moran 
et al., 2013), perpetrators of incivility may feel more com-
fortable sharing their negative emotions and experiences 
when at home (e.g., Lanaj et al., 2018; Lively & Powell, 
2006). At the same time, the work domain is also relevant 
to study because guilt motivates reparative behaviors in the 
context where the transgression occurred (Baumeister et al., 
1994; Van Kleef et al., 2015). Incivility breaks social norms 
and jeopardizes perpetrators’ relationships with colleagues 
at work (Pearson et al., 2001; Schilpzand et al., 2016), which 
may incentivize them to engage in reparative behaviors that 
aim to restore their standing in the workplace (Flynn & 
Schaumberg, 2012; Schmader & Lickel, 2006; Scott et al., 
2013), such as by working harder and refraining from further 
acts of incivility. Accordingly, in capturing the complexity of 
guilt across both domains, we expect that incivility-induced 

guilt will trigger interpersonally burdensome behaviors at 
home in the form of venting, as well as reparative behaviors 
the next day at work in the form of heightened task perfor-
mance and reduced incivility.

Incivility‑Induced Guilt and Venting

Venting is a fairly common emotion-focused coping mecha-
nism (Alicke et al., 1992) prompted by negative interper-
sonal events (e.g., Behfar et al., 2020; Farley et al., 2022) 
that involves letting out one’s negative emotions to others 
(Rosen et al., 2021). Venting is particularly relevant in the 
aftermath of incivility-induced guilt, as the sense-making 
literature emphasizes that negative emotions (such as guilt) 
that are elicited by counter-normative situations (such as the 
enactment of incivility) can trigger sense-making processes 
to manage such burdensome feelings. Given that venting is 
a form of sense-making (e.g., Behfar et al., 2020), individu-
als who enact incivility at work may look to manage and 
make sense of their counter-normative behaviors and feel-
ings of guilt by venting to partners when at home (e.g., Baer 
et al., 2018; Brown et al., 2005; Parlamis, 2012; Volkema 
et al., 1996). Indeed, there is evidence showing that, follow-
ing negative emotional episodes, individuals tend to share 
negative feelings with others who are not directly involved 
in the incident (Behfar et al., 2020; Rimé et al., 1992). Fur-
thermore, individuals tend to disclose emotions mostly to 
intimate others, such as family members or spouses (Rimé 
et al., 1992). These arguments suggest that when individuals 
experience feelings of guilt due to acting with incivility at 
work, they may engage in more venting toward their spouse 
in the evening at home. Thus, we hypothesize the following:

Hypothesis 3 Guilt will (a) be associated with increased 
venting to spouses at home and (b) mediate the association 
between enacted incivility and venting.

Incivility‑Induced Guilt and Reparative Behaviors

In the work domain, the reputational costs of acting with 
incivility (e.g., Scott et al., 2013) may motivate guilty actors 
to try and repair their standing by working harder to rea-
lign their behaviors with salient work norms (e.g., Flynn 
& Schaumberg, 2012; Schmader & Lickel, 2006; Tangney 
et al., 2007; Van Kleef et al., 2015). Given that workplace 
norms consist of both task-based and social expectations 
(e.g., Carpini et al., 2017; Scott et al., 2013), feelings of guilt 
may induce reparative efforts toward achieving both goals, 
in the form of subsequent heightened task performance 
and reduced incivility. These expectations also align with 
research on guilt, which suggests that the reparative nature 
of guilt has a broader scope encompassing both interper-
sonal and task domains (Baumeister et al., 1994).
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Task role expectations include fulfilling one’s job descrip-
tion (Murphy & Jackson, 1999) as well as achieving a variety 
of performance metrics (e.g., Griffin et al., 2007). Theory on 
guilt suggests that guilt’s reparative motivation can activate 
a general approach orientation that includes the task domain 
because guilt is associated with feelings of personal respon-
sibility (Tangney, 1991) and motivates individuals to exert 
extra effort toward pursuing salient expectations (e.g., Flynn 
& Schaumberg, 2012; Tignor & Colvin, 2019). Given the sig-
nificant task-based expectations that exist at work (e.g., Carpini 
et al., 2017), the reparative nature of guilt has often been linked 
to task-based effort as guilty individuals engage more with their 
jobs to repair their misdeeds (e.g., Flynn & Schaumberg, 2012; 
Grant & Wrzesniewski, 2010; Haran, 2019). Consistent with 
these arguments, we expect that guilt due to incivility may 
enhance subsequent task performance.

In addition to task-based expectations, most workplaces 
also have norms for respectful social exchanges among 
coworkers (e.g., Pearson et al., 2001; Scott et al., 2013). 
These norms, however, are violated by acts of incivility 
(Pearson et al., 2001), and for this reason, transgressors are 
often ostracized for their counter-normative behaviors (Scott 
et al., 2013). In light of such norms, individuals who feel 
guilty from acting with incivility toward coworkers may 
also seek to more directly realign their behavior with what 
is expected of them at work (e.g., Baumeister et al., 1994; 
Lindsay-Hartz, 1984; Tangney et al., 2007) by reducing their 
subsequent incivility. Consistent with these ideas, previous 
research suggests that guilt leads to a decrease in subsequent 
negative behaviors in attempts to rectify the initial misdeed 
(Amodio et al., 2007; Baumeister et al., 1995). Therefore, 
we propose the following:

Hypothesis 4 Guilt will (a) be associated with increased 
next-day performance at work and (b) mediate the associa-
tion between enacted incivility and next-day performance.

Hypothesis 5 Guilt will (a) be associated with reduced 
next-day incivility at work and (b) mediate the association 
between enacted incivility and next-day incivility.

Overview of Studies

To test our hypotheses, we ran three complementary studies. 
Given that incivility fluctuates from day to day within indi-
viduals (Hülsheger et al., 2021; Rosen et al., 2016; Tremmel & 
Sonnentag, 2018), in Study 1 we conducted a daily experience 
sampling method (ESM) study where we captured the naturally 
fluctuating experiences of employees over a span of three work 
weeks. In this study we tested the effects of enacted incivility 
on guilt (Hypothesis 1) and the moderating effect of prosocial 
motivation on this association (Hypothesis 2) in a work setting. 
In addition, we examined the complex downstream outcomes of 

enacted incivility for the actor by testing its effects on venting 
that night at home (Hypothesis 3), as well as task performance 
(Hypothesis 4) and enacted incivility (Hypothesis 5) the next 
day at work. Study 2a is an experiment where we manipulated 
enacted incivility and replicated the effect of enacted incivility 
on guilt (Hypothesis 1) and the moderating effect of prosocial 
motivation on the association between enacted incivility and 
guilt (Hypothesis 2). We conducted this study to accomplish 
two goals: (a) to reduce concerns of reverse causality by relying 
on an experimental approach, and (b) to take an event-based 
approach to incivility (e.g., Cortina et al., 2017; Schilpzand 
et al., 2016; Woolum et al., 2024). Study 2b is an experiment 
that constructively builds on Study 2a by exploring whether 
effects of enacted incivility on guilt depend on the perpetra-
tor’s feelings of justification—a question that emerged during 
the review process.2

Study 1: Method

Syntax and output for primary analyses across all studies 
are available in an OSF repository.3 In this repository, we 
describe our sampling plan, include the exact wording for 
the manipulations used, and show measures for each study.

Participants and Procedure

We recruited participants from universities and local com-
panies in the Midwest (United States), drawing administra-
tive and technical staff from two universities and additional 
employees from local companies (for a similar example of 
such recruitment procedures, please see Tepper et al., 2018).45 
We invited participants via mass email to participate in a 
daily ESM study, offering up to $70 based on their survey 

2 Across all studies we used two-tailed tests to examine our hypoth-
eses.
3 https:// osf. io/ qjc3d/? view_ only= 9a4e5 c7aff 164b3 fbb3c 610e8 
73657 68.
4 Data reported in this study were collected as part of a larger data-
collection effort. No variables in this model overlap with variables in 
any other manuscript. Please refer to Appendix A for a data transpar-
ency table that outlines the additional variables we measured as a part 
of this data collection effort.
5 In our final sample, most participants were recruited from either 
University A (77) or University B (13). The remaining participants 
(17) worked at various companies in the area.

https://osf.io/qjc3d/?view_only=9a4e5c7aff164b3fbb3c610e87365768
https://osf.io/qjc3d/?view_only=9a4e5c7aff164b3fbb3c610e87365768
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completion rate.6 In the email, employees were directed to an 
initial sign-up survey in which they filled out their consent 
form (University of Cincinnati IRB 2016-0563: “Daily Work-
place Experiences”), reported their demographic information 
and their levels of prosocial motivation, along with an email 
address for their spouse. In addition, we asked the employ-
ees to pass on the recruitment email to other employees who 
may be interested in participating. We emailed spouses with 
a separate sign-up survey containing their consent form and 
demographic questions (we offered up to $30 for participa-
tion). A week later we began conducting the daily portion of 
the study, and surveyed participants three times a day for 15 
consecutive workdays. We asked participating employees to 
complete the first survey in the morning before starting work, 
the second survey in the afternoon right after they came off 
from work, and the third survey in the evening at home. We 
also asked spouses to complete their survey in the evening on 
those same days. At each survey time, we emailed participants 
with a reminder as well as a personal link to the corresponding 
survey. Focal employees completed their morning survey, on 
average, at 8:29 AM, and it contained control measures of 
positive and negative affect. They completed the afternoon 
survey, on average, at 4:24 PM, and it assessed task perfor-
mance and enacted incivility that day. They completed the 
evening survey, on average, at 8:25 PM, and it assessed their 
feelings of guilt and shame (as a control). Spouses completed 
their survey in the evening, on average, at 8:28 PM, and it 
measured the degree of venting that the focal employee had 
engaged in since coming home from work that evening. On 
average, the time elapsed between the employee morning and 
afternoon surveys was 7 h and 55 min, and the time elapsed 
between the employee afternoon and evening surveys was 4 h 
and 1 min.

One-hundred and twenty-five focal employees and 
their spouses signed up to participate in the daily study. 
We excluded 18 employees for failing to complete at least 
3 days of surveys (e.g. Gabriel et al., 2018). The final sample 
consisted of 107 employees, with a total of 1115 day-level 
observations (response rate of 69.5%). Employees in the 
sample worked in a variety of positions ranging from admin-
istrative, clerical, technical, and service jobs. Of the employ-
ees, 23 identified as male, while 101 identified as Caucasian, 
4 as African American, 1 as Middle Eastern/West Asian, 
and 1 as Hispanic. On average, employees worked 40.7 h 

weekly (SD = 5.2), and their average organizational tenure 
was 7 years and 5 months (SD = 7.3 years). Of the spouses, 
21 identified as female, 93 identified as Caucasian, 5 as Afri-
can American, 3 as Hispanic, 2 as Asian, 1 as Native Ameri-
can, and 2 as multi-racial. Participants worked in a variety 
of industries, such as healthcare, information technology, 
education, as well as finance.

Measures

Unless noted otherwise, all measures in Study 1 used items 
that were rated on a 5-point scale (1 = “Not at All,” to 
5 = “Very Much”).

Between‑Person Measure: Prosocial Motivation

We measured prosocial motivation in the study sign-up sur-
vey with four items developed by Grant (2008). The items 
were: “I care about benefitting others through my work,” 
“I want to help others through my work,” “I want to have a 
positive impact on others,” and “It is important to me to do 
good for others through my work.” Reliability of the scale 
was α = 0.94.

Enacted Incivility (Afternoon, t and t + 1)

We measured enacted incivility with three items adapted 
from Rosen et al. (2016). The items were: “Today, I put one 
or more coworkers down or acted condescendingly toward 
them,” “Today, I paid little attention to one or more cowork-
ers’ statements or showed little interest in their opinion,” and 
“Today, I ignored or excluded one or more coworkers from 
professional camaraderie.” Average reliability across study 
days was α = 0.70 (t + 1 α = 0.70).

Guilt (Evening, t)

We measured guilt with four items from Marschall and col-
leagues (1994). We asked participants to report how guilty 
they were feeling at the moment. The items were: “I felt 
bad,” “I felt tension,” “I felt regret,” and “I felt guilty.” Aver-
age reliability across study days was α = 0.82.

Venting (Evening, t)

We drew on work by Ilies et al. (2011) and adapted three 
items to measure venting at home in the evening (e.g., 
sharing negative work events with one’s spouse or part-
ner at home). Spouses rated the venting of the focal 
employee with the following items: “Since leaving work 
today, <  < employee name >  > wanted to tell me about 
the negative events that occurred at work today,” “Since 
leaving work today, <  < employee name >  > talked to me 

6 Participants in our study could earn up to $70. Completion of the 
initial signup survey was worth $5. From there, as this was part of 
a larger data collection effort, participants completed 3 surveys per 
day for 15 days (45 total surveys). We paid participants $1 for each 
of the first 25 surveys they completed and $2 for each of the next 20 
surveys. As participants were paid on a per-survey basis, they could 
cease participating in the study at any time and still receive payment 
for the surveys they completed to that point. Participants were paid 
via an Amazon gift card based on the number of surveys completed.
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about one or more specific bad things that happened at 
work today,” and “Since leaving work today, <  < employee 
name >  > made sure to tell me about the negative things 
about work today.” Average reliability across study days 
was α = 0.96.

Task Performance (Afternoon, t + 1)

We measured task performance with three items from Wil-
liams and Anderson (1991). The items were: “Today, I have 
fulfilled responsibilities specified in my job description,” 
“Today, I have performed the tasks expected of me,” and 
“Today, I have met the formal requirements of my job.” 
Average reliability across study days was α = 0.97.

Control Variables

We also included several control variables to rule out 
alternative explanations. First, shame and guilt have been 
widely used in tandem in the literature, and both have been 
described as self-conscious and moral emotions (Lindsay-
Hartz et al., 1995; Tangney & Dearing, 2003). Because 
incivility is a behavior that violates moral standards and 
is frowned upon, enacting incivility may potentially also 
induce feelings of shame in the individual (e.g., Tracy et al., 
2007). We therefore decided to model shame as a paral-
lel mediator to guilt. We measured shame in the evening 
survey with four items from Marschall et al. (1994). The 
items were: “Right now, I feel worthless,” “Right now, I feel 
humiliated,” “Right now, I feel like I am a bad person,” and 
“Right now, I feel small.” Average reliability across study 
days was α = 0.85.

We also controlled for positive and negative affect on all 
our Level-1 variables to reduce concerns of common method 
variance (e.g., Podsakoff et al., 2003). We measured both 
positive and negative affect in the morning survey using five 
items each from the short-form of the positive and nega-
tive affect schedule (MacKinnon et al., 1999). Participants 
reported the extent to which items reflected how they felt 
at the moment, with sample items including “inspired” and 
“excited” (positive affect, average reliability across study 
days was α = 0.91), as well as “upset” and “distressed” 
(negative affect, average reliability across study days was 
α = 0.77).

Finally, in line with best practices for ESM research 
(Gabriel et  al., 2019), we also included prior measures 
of each endogenous construct in our model to control for 
autoregressive effects (e.g., Lin et al., 2016). To account for 
linear and cyclical variation, we also controlled for day of 
the study, day of the week, as well as the sine and cosine of 
the day of the week (Beal & Ghandour, 2011).

Analytic Approach

Due to the nested nature of our data (i.e., days nested within 
people), we tested our model using multilevel path analysis 
in Mplus 8.5 (Muthén & Muthén, 1998). All of our focal 
variables had considerable within-person variance (54.4% in 
enacted incivility; 66.9% in guilt; 74.8% in venting; 49.9% 
in next-day task performance; 54.2% in next-day enacted 
incivility), supporting our use of multilevel modelling.

First, we conducted a multi-level confirmatory factor 
analysis (CFA), modelling items for enacted incivility, guilt, 
venting, next-day task performance, next-day enacted inci-
vility, and our control variables of shame, positive affect, 
and negative affect at Level-1, and the items for prosocial 
motivation at Level-2. Taking precedent from Scott et al. 
(2010), we person-mean centered Level-1 items and grand-
mean centered Level-2 items. Results of the CFA indicated 
acceptable fit [χ2

(379) = 1050.11, comparative fit index 
(CFI) = 0.91, Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) = 0.89, root mean 
square error of approximation (RMSEA) = 0.04, standard-
ized root mean-square residual (SRMR)  SRMRwithin = 0.04, 
 SRMRbetween = 0.02].

Next, to establish discriminant validity, we used the 
Satorra-Bentler χ2 difference test with the Maximum-
Likelihood Restricted scaled correction factors to compare 
our model to two alternative models (Satorra & Bentler, 
2001). We tested a model where the items for guilt and 
shame loaded onto a single construct and all other items 
were loaded on their respective factors. Fit indices for 
this model were χ2

(386) = 1176.17, CFI = 0.89, TLI = 0.87, 
RMSEA = 0.04,  SRMRwithin = 0.05,  SRMRbetween = 0.02. 
We also tested a model collapsing next-day incivility and 
next-day performance onto one factor, while all other items 
loaded on their respective factors. The fit indices for this 
model were χ2

(386) = 1079.70, CFI = 0.90, TLI = 0.89, 
RMSEA = 0.04,  SRMRwithin = 0.05,  SRMRbetween = 0.02. 
Results indicated that our proposed model fit the data sig-
nificantly better than these alternative models (alternative 
Model 1: ∆ χ2 = 56.40, ∆df = 7, p < 0.001, alternative Model 
2: ∆ χ2 = 21.72, ∆df = 7, p = 0.003).

In our multilevel analyses, we person-mean centered 
Level-1 predictors to remove variance attributable to 
between-person factors (e.g., demographics and other 
individual differences), and we grand-mean centered our 
Level-2 prosocial motivation variable to facilitate inter-
pretation of cross-level results (Enders & Tofighi, 2007). 
In addition, we modeled hypothesized slopes at Level-1 
as random and control paths as fixed for model parsimony 
(e.g., Wang et al., 2013). To analyze multilevel mediation 
and moderated mediation effects, we adapted the procedure 
proposed by Preacher et al. (2010) and used a Monte Carlo 
bootstrap with 20,000 simulations to calculate 95% bias-cor-
rected confidence intervals around indirect and conditional 
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indirect effects (e.g., Gabriel et al., 2021). Furthermore, we 
estimated conditional indirect effects at 1 standard deviation 
(SD) above and below the mean of prosocial motivation. 
Finally, following common practice for such analyses (e.g., 
Jennings et al., 2022), missing data were handled using the 
default full information maximum likelihood estimator in 
Mplus.

Study 1: Results

Means, standard deviations, and correlations for within-
person and between-person study variables are presented in 
Table 1. Results of the simultaneous multilevel path analysis 
are provided in Tables 2 and 3 summarizes the indirect and 
conditional indirect effects.

To align with our theoretical framework and to ensure 
that we had time separation when testing our hypotheses, 
we modeled the effects of enacted incivility measured in 
the afternoon on day t on guilt measured in the evening on 
day t. Next, we modeled the effects of these two variables 
on same-day venting behaviors (measured in the evening at 
home by one’s spouse), next-day performance (measured 
the next day in the afternoon at work), and next-day enacted 
incivility (measured the next day in the afternoon at work). 
In all analyses, we controlled for previous-day measures 
of endogenous variables, and therefore our results reflect 
changes in these outcome variables (Scott & Barnes, 2011).

Hypothesis 1 proposed that enacting incivility at work 
would lead to increased feelings of guilt. Results showed 
that enacting incivility in the afternoon positively and sig-
nificantly related to guilt measured in the evening (γ = 0.09, 
SE = 0.04, p = 0.024), providing support for Hypothesis 1. 
Hypothesis 2 proposed that the positive effect of enacted 
incivility on guilt would be stronger for employees higher 
(vs. lower) in prosocial motivation. As shown in Table 2, 
the cross-level effect of prosocial motivation was significant 
(γ = 0.16, SE = 0.07, p = 0.012), and the pattern of this effect 
is shown in Fig. 2. In support of Hypothesis 2, simple slope 
analyses revealed that the relationship between enacted inci-
vility and guilt was positive and significant for individuals 
with higher levels of prosocial motivation (+ 1 SD; γ = 0.20, 
SE = 0.08, p = 0.011), but not significant for individuals with 
lower levels (− 1 SD; γ = − 0.01, SE = 0.03, p = 0.666).7

Hypothesis 3 proposed that enacting incivility at work 
would be associated with increased venting at home via feel-
ings of guilt. Results showed that the relationship between 
guilt and venting at home that evening was positive and sig-
nificant (γ = 0.45, SE = 0.12, p < 0.001), as was the indirect 
effect of enacted incivility to venting at home via guilt (esti-
mate = 0.042; 95% CI [0.0080, 0.0988]), providing support 
for Hypothesis 3 (please see Table 3).8

Hypothesis 4  posited that enacting incivility would 
lead to increased next-day task performance via guilt. We 
found that feelings of guilt in the evening were positively 
and significantly related to task performance the next day 
(γ = 0.15, SE = 0.07, p = 0.029). In addition, there was a posi-
tive and significant indirect effect of enacted incivility (day 
t) on employees’ next-day task performance (day t + 1) via 
increased feelings of guilt (day t) (estimate = 0.014; 95% CI 
[0.0010, 0.0391]), providing support for Hypothesis 4.

Hypothesis 5 proposed that enacted incivility would 
reduce next-day enacted incivility via guilt. Results sup-
ported Hypothesis 5, as guilt in the evening was negatively 
and significantly related to enacted incivility the next day 
(γ =  − 0.06, SE = 0.03. p = 0.029), and the indirect effect of 

7 In response to an anonymous reviewer’s comment, we exam-
ined whether our findings were robust when accounting for gender. 
To do so, in Study 1, we first controlled for gender’s main effects 
on our outcomes at the between-person level, and results indicated 
that our hypothesized results remained consistent. We then tested a 
model in which we examined gender as a moderator of the relation-
ship between enacted incivility and guilt as well as the relationship 
between guilt and downstream behaviors to examine whether these 

8 Although we modelled venting as a parallel outcome to next-day 
performance and next-day incivility based on theoretical arguments 
surrounding the complex (both burdensome and reparative) nature 
of incivility-induced guilt (Baumeister et  al., 1994), an anonymous 
reviewer asked whether venting may also be a sequential media-
tor linking feelings of guilt with reparative behaviors the next-day 
at work. Accordingly, we further test and discuss this possibility in 
Appendix B.

effects may differ based on gender. We found that gender moder-
ated the relationship between enacted incivility and guilt (γ = 0.18, 
SE = 0.09, p = 0.036), such that this relationship was positive and 
significant for females (γ = 0.14, SE = 0.05, p = 0.002), but non-sig-
nificant for males (γ =  − 0.04, SE = 0.07, p = 0.528). In addition, in 
examining gender as a second-stage moderator of the relationship 
between guilt and downstream behavioral outcomes, we found that 
gender moderated the relationship between guilt and venting at home 
(γ = 0.60, SE = 0.16, p < 0.001), such that the positive relationship 
between guilt and venting at home was positive and significant for 
females (γ = 0.56, SE = 0.13, p < 0.001) but non-significant for males 
(γ =  − 0.04, SE = 0.13, p = 0.777). However, gender did not moder-
ate the relationship between guilt and subsequent performance at 
work (γ =  − 0.22, SE = 0.25, p = 0.378), nor the relationship between 
guilt and subsequent enacted incivility at work (γ =  − 0.08, SE = 0.08, 
p = 0.354). That said, given that this sample is skewed female (79% 
of the sample is female), these gender effects may be sample-specific. 
In fact, we did not find gender effects in our more gender balanced 
Studies 2a and 2b. We invite future research to examine gender as a 
potential moderator for the effects we find in our studies with larger 
and more representative samples.

Footnote 7 (continued)
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enacted incivility (day t) on next-day enacted incivility (day 
t + 1) via guilt (day t) was also negative and significant (esti-
mate =  − 0.005; 95% CI [− 0.0155, − 0.0005]).9

As previously mentioned, we also analyzed shame as 
a parallel mediator to guilt to rule out the possibility that 

incivility might lead to downstream outcomes via shame 
instead of guilt. Results indicated that the relationship 
between enacting incivility in the afternoon and shame 
measured in the evening was not significant (γ = 0.08, 
SE = 0.05, p = 0.128). This non-significant result may be 
because shame is an intense emotion that arises in response 
to failures associated with unchangeable aspects about the 
self, compared to guilt, which is often elicited by a spe-
cific behavior (Tracy et al., 2007). Thus, because incivility 
varies in response to daily experiences (e.g., Rosen et al., 
2016), it may lead to feelings of guilt compared to feel-
ings of shame. In addition, results indicated that shame 
was not significantly related to either venting at home 
(γ = 0.05, SE = 0.20, p = 0.823), next-day task performance 
(γ = − 0.07, SE = 0.10, p = 0.448), or next-day incivility 

Table 3  Study 1: results of 
bias-corrected indirect and 
conditional indirect effects from 
multilevel path analysis

Bias-corrected conditional indirect effect confidence intervals are based on 20,000 Monte Carlo bootstrap 
samples
All indirect effects were calculated simultaneously, accounting for direct effects
CI confidence interval
*p < 0.05

Indirect effect Prosocial 
motivation

Estimate 95% CI

Enacted incivility → Venting (via guilt) 0.042* [0.0080, 0.0988]
Low  − 0.006 [− 0.0421, 0.0195]
High 0.091* [0.0222, 0.2057]

Enacted incivility → Next-day performance (via guilt) 0.014* [0.0010, 0.0391]
Low  − 0.002 [− 0.0146, 0.0069]
High 0.030* [0.0035, 0.0807]

Enacted incivility → Next-day enacted incivility (via guilt)  − 0.005* [− 0.0155, − 0.0005]
Low 0.001 [− 0.0024, 0.0061]
High  − 0.012* [− 0.0316, − 0.0014]

Fig. 2  Study 1: moderation 
effect of prosocial motivation 
on the relationship between 
enacted incivility and guilt. 
Cross-level moderating effect 
of prosocial motivation on 
the within-person relationship 
between enacted incivility and 
guilt. Simple slopes reveal 
that the relationship between 
enacted incivility (rated by 
employees in the afternoon 
of day t) and guilt (rated by 
employees in the evening of day 
t) was significant and positive 
at higher levels of prosocial 
motivation (γ = 0.20, SE = 0.08, 
p = 0.01), but not at lower 
levels of prosocial motivation 
(γ = − 0.01, SE = 0.03, p = 0.67)
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9 An anonymous reviewer asked whether perpetrators of incivility 
may reduce incivility the next day as a result of guilt, but then revert 
back to their pattern of uncivil behaviors the day after. To test for 
this possibility, we ran a model in which we also regressed enacted 
incivility from day t + 2 on guilt and incivility measured on the focal 
day (e.g., Wang et al., 2013). Results indicated that these reparatory 
effects were found to be more short-lived, as the relationship between 
day t guilt and day t + 2 incivility was non-significant (γ = 0.003, 
SE = 0.03, p = 0.924), as was the indirect effect of day t incivility on 
day t + 2 incivility via day t guilt (estimate = 0.000; 95% CI [− 0.0181, 
0.0203]).
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(γ = 0.11, SE = 0.09, p = 0.232), ruling it out as an alterna-
tive explanation for the downstream effects of guilt.

Although not hypothesized, we also estimated the con-
ditional indirect effects of enacted incivility on dependent 
variables at higher and lower (+ / − 1 SD) levels of prosocial 
motivation (please see Table 3). Furthermore, to observe 
the practical relevance of our model, we calculated variance 
explained using the formula provided by Bryk and Rauden-
bush (1992). Our model explained 3% of the variance in 
guilt, 12% of the variance in venting, 2% of the variance in 
next-day performance, and 2% of the variance in next-day 
enacted incivility.

Study 1 Discussion

Study 1 utilized an ESM with employees in a working set-
ting to capture the daily nature of enacted incivility (e.g., 
Cortina et al., 2017; Schilpzand et al., 2016; Woolum et al., 
2024). Our results suggest that employees are likely to 
experience guilt after enacting incivility, and prosocially-
motivated individuals tend to experience higher levels of 
guilt following such behavior (Hypotheses 1 and 2). In addi-
tion, the consequences of incivility-induced guilt are likely 
to manifest in increased venting at home in the evening, as 
well as more reparative behaviors the next day at work, in 
the form of increased task performance and reduced inci-
vility (Hypotheses 3–5). Study 1 has several strengths, as 
we examined our full model using a daily study while also 
controlling for several confounding variables and alternative 
explanations such as shame, positive and negative affect, 
and cyclical effects. That said, Study 1 has a few limita-
tions. First, although we control for previous day lags of 
endogenous variables, we are unable to establish the cau-
sality of our effects. Second, given that we measure enacted 
incivility, we are unable to examine the characteristics of 
the incivility event, which may provide more insight into the 
implications of such behavior. We address these limitations 
across two experimental studies (Studies 2a and 2b), where 
we adopt a recall paradigm to examine the specific nature 
of the incivility incident and strengthen the internal validity 
of our findings.

Study 2a: Method

Participants

We recruited 163 participants on Prolific, an online platform 
for academic research, offering $4 for a 30-min survey (Uni-
versity of Florida IRB 202002477: “Experimental Study of 
Perceptions in the Workplace). To be eligible, participants 
needed to be 18 years or older and work full-time in the 
United States (we excluded self-employed individuals). We 

included three attention checks to ensure that participants 
were focused and their responses were reliable, and as a 
result, we excluded 16 individuals who failed these atten-
tion checks from analyses. In addition, we utilized a writ-
ten manipulation for this study (described in detail below), 
and ran a response quality check to ensure that responses 
adhered to instructions, consequently removing 8 additional 
individuals who did not follow instructions.10 Our final sam-
ple consisted of 139 individuals (66 in the enacted incivility 
condition and 73 in the control condition), the majority of 
whom were male (57.6%). The average age of participants 
was 36.9 years (SD = 9.6), average full-time work experience 
was 14.7 years (SD = 9.1), and most participants held at least 
a Bachelor’s degree (77.0%).

Procedure

To manipulate incivility, we relied on methods developed in 
prior incivility research (Diefendorff & Croyle, 2008; Porath 
& Pearson, 2012). We randomly assigned participants to an 
enacted incivility condition or to a control condition. In the 
enacted incivility condition, we instructed participants to 
recall an incident in which they acted with incivility toward 
a coworker, and to write four to six sentences detailing that 
interaction. We provided participants in this condition with 
a brief description (“uncivil, rude, or disrespectful to a cow-
orker”) and examples of incivility.1112 In the control condi-
tion, we instructed participants to recall and write four to six 
sentences describing a general interaction with a coworker 
at work. We relied on writing tasks because recalling details 
associated with a specific incident helps increase recall accu-
racy and vividness (Lang et al., 1980; Robinson & Clore, 
2001), and recall methods have been utilized widely in past 
research (Lin et al., 2019; Mitchell et al., 2015).13

10 Five individuals stated that they had never enacted incivility at 
work, and an additional three provided responses that were not related 
to an incident in which they had enacted incivility.
11 We provided participants with the following examples: “e.g., you 
put this person down or acted condescendingly toward him/her, paid 
little attention to his/her statements or showed little interest in his/her 
opinion, and/or ignored or excluded him/her from professional cama-
raderie”.
12 Sample written responses from the incivility condition are listed in 
Appendix C.
13 We conducted a post-hoc manipulation check following the pro-
cedures outlined in Foulk et  al. (2018). We randomly selected 50 
responses from each condition (incivility and control) and recruited 
two independent coders who were unaware of the study purpose 
and the manipulation conditions. Raters read each response and 
responded to the question “To what extent is this person describing 
an instance in which they were uncivil, rude, or disrespectful toward 
someone else?” The scale ranged from 1 = “None at All” to 5 = “A 
Great Deal,” and results revealed good agreement between raters 
(ICC[1] = 0.85, ICC[2] = 0.92; LeBreton & Senter, 2008). Therefore, 
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Measures

Incivility Intervention

We dummy coded the incivility intervention such that the 
enacted incivility condition took a value of 1 and the control 
condition took a value of 0.

Guilt

We measured guilt with the same four items from Marschall 
and colleagues (1994) as in Study 1. Participants were asked 
to reflect on how guilty they felt following the experience 
that they had just described (enacted incivility or control). 
Reliability of the scale was α = 0.88.

Prosocial Motivation

Same as in Study 1, we measured prosocial motivation using 
the four items developed by Grant (2008). Reliability of the 
scale was α = 0.94.

Study 2a: Results and Discussion

The means, standard deviations, and correlations of study 
variables are shown in Table 4. We first conducted a CFA, 
in which we modelled the items for guilt and prosocial moti-
vation on their respective factors. Results of the CFA indi-
cated acceptable fit (χ2

(19) = 23.16, CFI = 0.99, TLI = 0.99, 
RMSEA = 0.04, SRMR = 0.03).

To test the effect of enacted incivility on subsequent 
guilt, we conducted a one-way ANOVA with condition as 

the factor variable, and found the guilt levels in the two 
conditions to be significantly different from each other 
(F(1, 137) = 97.59, p < 0.001). Supporting Hypothesis 1, 
results showed that those in the enacted incivility condition 
experienced significantly more guilt (M = 2.91, SD = 1.07) 
compared to participants in the control condition (M = 1.42, 
SD = 0.66).

To test Hypothesis 2, we ran a regression analysis to 
examine whether the effect of enacted incivility on guilt was 
stronger for those who were higher (vs. lower) in prosocial 
motivation. In the regression, we entered the manipulation 
variable (1 = enacted incivility; 0 = control) and the prosocial 
motivation variable (both of which were mean centered, but 
results remain the same if they are entered uncentered), as 
well as the interaction term of these two centered variables. 
As shown in Table 5, the moderating effect of prosocial 
motivation on the relationship between enacted incivility 
and guilt was positive and significant (B = 0.39, SE = 0.17, 
p = 0.019). To help interpretability, we graphed the interac-
tion at higher (+ 1 SD) and lower (− 1 SD) levels of proso-
cial motivation (Cohen et al., 2013), as shown in Fig. 3. 
In addition, following Preacher and colleagues (2006), we 
examined simple slopes at higher (+ 1 SD) and lower (− 1 
SD) levels of prosocial motivation. Supporting Hypothesis 
2, the association between the intervention and subsequent 
guilt was stronger for those who were higher (B = 1.79, 

Table 4  Study 2a: means, 
standard deviations, and 
correlations of study variables

N = 139. Enacted incivility manipulation is coded as incivility = 1, control = 0. Cronbach’s alphas are 
shown in parentheses along the diagonal
*p < 0.05
**p < 0.01

M SD 1 2 3

1 Enacted incivility 
manipulation

0.47 0.50 –

2 Guilt 2.13 1.15 0.65** (0.88)
3 Prosocial motiva-

tion
3.92 0.90 0.16 0.20* (0.94)

Table 5  Study 2a: regression model examining the moderation effect 
of prosocial motivation on the relationship between enacted incivility 
and guilt

N = 139. Unstandardized coefficients are reported in table. Enacted 
incivility manipulation is coded as incivility = 1, control = 0

Guilt

B SE t p

Intercept 2.10 0.07 28.22  < 0.001
Enacted incivility manipulation 1.44 0.15 9.65  < 0.001
Prosocial motivation 0.13 0.08 1.54 0.127
Manipulation × prosocial motivation 0.39 0.17 2.37 0.019

we aggregated their ratings to form a single variable and ran a one-
way ANOVA with the study condition as the factor. These analyses 
showed that responses in the incivility condition were rated as being 
significantly more reflective of incivility than responses in the con-
trol condition (MIncivility = 3.11, SDIncivility = 1.03; Mcontrol = 1.06, 
SDcontrol = 0.16; F(1, 98) = 192.58, p < 0.001), suggesting that the 
manipulation had the intended effect.

Footnote 13 (continued)
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SE = 0.21, p < 0.001) versus lower (B = 1.08, SE = 0.21, 
p < 0.001) on prosocial motivation.1415

Study 2a Discussion

As in Study 1, we found that enacted incivility was associ-
ated with feelings of guilt, and this effect was heightened 
for prosocially-motivated individuals. A strength of Study 

2a is that enacted incivility is experimentally manipulated. 
However, it is possible that perpetrators of incivility may 
feel justified in enacting such behavior, which may moder-
ate the extent to which they feel guilty following the inci-
dent. Indeed, McGraw (1987) posited that individuals may 
experience less guilt when their interpersonal transgressions 
are intentional, as opposed to accidental. Thus, to address 
this research question, we conducted a second experimental 
study in which we re-tested our first two hypotheses, and 
examined feelings of justification as a potential factor that 
may determine the extent to which perpetrators of incivility 
feel guilty.

Study 2b: Method

Participants

We recruited 300 participants on Prolific and offered $2 for 
a 7-min survey (University of Florida IRB ET00022199: 
“Workplace Interactions”). Participants were required to be 
18 years or older and work full-time in the United States 
(we excluded self-employed individuals). Following the 
same process as in Study 2a, we removed 12 participants 
who failed attention checks, and 23 participants who did 
not adhere to instructions. Our final sample consisted of 265 
individuals (119 in the enacted incivility condition and 146 
in the control condition), the majority of whom were male 
(53.6%) and Caucasian (67.9%; 13.6% Asian, 8.3% Black/
African American, 6.0% Hispanic, 4.2% multi-racial). The 
average age of participants was 39.2 years (SD = 11.7), aver-
age organizational tenure was 7.2 years (SD = 6.6), and the 
majority held at least a Bachelor’s degree (81.1%). Partici-
pants worked in a variety of industries, such as manufactur-
ing, hospitality, construction, and retail services.

Procedure

Similarly to Study 2a, we randomly assigned participants to 
an enacted incivility condition or to a control condition.16 To 
account for the possibility that participants may be inclined 
to recall and write about a severe incivility incident, we 
revised our manipulation instructions used in Study 2a and 
asked participants to write about the most recent instance 
of enacted incivility. We similarly asked participants in the 
control condition to recall and write about the most recent 
interaction they had with a coworker. To ensure that our 
incivility intervention had the intended effect, we included 
an explicit manipulation check after the intervention. Par-
ticipants rated the extent to which they engaged in uncivil 

14 In response to an anonymous reviewer’s comment, we addition-
ally tested whether the target of enacted incivility may strengthen or 
weaken the implications for subsequent feelings of guilt. Previous 
research indicates that one’s hierarchical position may play an impor-
tant role in the incivility process, as lateral incivility has been found 
to hold differing implications from top-down incivility (Caza & Cor-
tina, 2007; Oore et al., 2010). We therefore investigated whether the 
hierarchical position of the target of incivility impacted the perpetra-
tor’s subsequent feelings of guilt. Enacting incivility toward a super-
visor may hold larger repercussions compared to doing so toward a 
coworker, while engaging in uncivil behavior toward a subordinate 
may also entail higher or lower levels of guilt, as such behavior may 
be perceived as non-leader-like or abusive given that one has more 
power over subordinates. Accordingly, in this study, we coded par-
ticipants written responses by target type (subordinate vs. coworker 
vs. supervisor) and ran a one-way ANOVA in SPSS with the target 
type as the factor and subsequent feelings of guilt as the dependent 
variable. We found that there were 10 responses in which the target 
was a subordinate, 51 in which the target was a coworker, and 5 in 
which the target was a supervisor. Results indicated that there was no 
significant difference between the three conditions in terms of feel-
ings of guilt (Msubordinate = 3.18, SDsubordinate = 1.16, Mcoworker = 2.78, 
SDcoworker = 1.05, Msupervisor = 3.65, SDsupervisor = 0.88; F(2, 63) = 1.92, 
p = 0.155). To provide more information, Bonferroni pairwise com-
parisons revealed that feelings of guilt were marginally higher when 
the target was a supervisor as compared to when the target was a cow-
orker (p = 0.084), while there was no significant difference between 
other conditions.
15 As we did in Study 1, in this study we also examined whether 
our findings were robust when accounting for gender. We first con-
trolled for gender in our analyses and found that our hypothesized 
results remained consistent. We then examined gender as a mod-
erator of the relationship between enacted incivility and guilt, and 
we ran a regression analysis in which we entered the manipulation 
variable (1 = enacted incivility; 0 = control) and the gender variable 
(1 = male; 0 = female), both of which were mean centered, as well as 
the interaction term of these two centered variables as predictors of 
guilt. Results indicated that gender did not have a significant moder-
ating effect on the relationship between enacted incivility and guilt 
(B = 0.10, SE = 0.31, p = 0.755).

16 Sample written responses from the incivility condition are listed in 
Appendix C.
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behaviors in the event described using the three-item scale 
adapted from Rosen et al. (2016) that we used in Study 1 to 
capture incivility. A sample item was “In the event described 
above, I put one or more coworkers down or acted conde-
scendingly toward them” (α = 0.83). We ran a one-way 
ANOVA in SPSS with the intervention condition as the 
factor and the incivility measure as the dependent variable. 
Results showed that there were significant differences across 
conditions (MIncivility = 3.15, SDIncivility = 0.98; MControl = 1.29, 
SDControl = 0.65; F(1, 263) = 343.73, p < 0.001), providing sup-
port for the efficacy of our incivility intervention.

Measures

Incivility Intervention

As in Study 2a, we dummy coded the incivility intervention 
such that the enacted incivility condition took a value of 1 
and the control condition took a value of 0.

Guilt

As in Study 1 and Study 2a, we measured guilt with four 
items from Marschall and colleagues (1994). Reliability of 
the scale was α = 0.89.

Prosocial Motivation

As in Study 1 and Study 2a, we measured prosocial motiva-
tion with four items developed by Grant (2008). Reliability 
of the scale was α = 0.96.

Study 2b: Results

The means, standard deviations, and correlations of study 
variables are shown in Table 6. Similar to Study 2a, we 
first conducted a CFA in which we modelled the items for 
guilt and prosocial motivation on their respective factors. 

Fig. 3  Study 2a: moderation 
effect of prosocial motivation 
on the relationship between 
enacted incivility and guilt
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Table 6  Study 2b: means, 
standard deviations, and 
correlations of study variables

N = 265. Enacted incivility manipulation is coded as incivility = 1, control = 0. Cronbach’s alphas are 
shown in parentheses along the diagonal
*p < 0.05
**p < 0.01

M SD 1 2 3

1 Enacted incivility 
manipulation

0.45 0.50 –

2 Guilt 1.90 1.08 0.52** (0.89)
3 Prosocial motiva-

tion
3.94 1.04  − 0.03 0.02 (0.96)
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Results indicated acceptable fit (χ2
(19) = 50.55, CFI = 0.99, 

TLI = 0.98, RMSEA = 0.08, SRMR = 0.03).
To test Hypothesis 1, we conducted a one-way ANOVA 

with the condition as the factor variable, and results indi-
cated that there was a significant difference in reported 
feelings of guilt (F(1, 263) = 98.46, p < 0.001). Supporting 
Hypothesis 1, results showed that those in the enacted 
incivility condition experienced significantly more guilt 
(M = 2.53, SD = 1.13) compared to participants in the control 
condition (M = 1.40, SD = 0.71).

In testing Hypothesis 2, we ran a regression analysis in 
which we entered the manipulation variable (1 = enacted 
incivility; 0 = control) and the prosocial motivation variable 
(both of which were mean centered; results remain the same 
if they are entered uncentered), as well as the interaction 
term of the two centered variables. As indicated in Table 7, 
results showed that the moderating effect of prosocial moti-
vation on the relationship between enacted incivility and 
guilt was non-significant (B = 0.12, SE = 0.11, p = 0.294), 
in contrast to what we found in Study 1 and Study 2a.1718

Another purpose of Study 2b was to investigate whether 
feelings of justification moderated the association between 
enacted incivility and subsequent guilt. To test this research 
question, after participants described their uncivil behav-
ior, we asked them to discuss whether they felt justified 
for their behaviors and why they felt this way. We then 
coded their responses to create a dummy variable for justi-
fication (1 = justified; 0 = non-justified) and ran a one-way 
ANOVA for only the responses in the incivility condition 
(given that justification only applies to the participants who 
wrote about their uncivil behavior) in which the justifica-
tion dummy variable was the factor variable and guilt was 
the dependent variable. As expected, results indicated that 
there was a significant difference between the two condi-
tions (F(1, 117) = 32.01, p < 0.001), such that those who felt 
justified for their behavior experienced significantly less 
guilt (M = 2.21, SD = 1.01) compared to participants who 
did not feel justified (M = 3.39, SD = 1.01). Thus, although 
enacted incivility may result in higher feelings of guilt on 
average (given that those in the enacted incivility condition 
experienced more guilt compared to the control condition), 
of those who do enact incivility, feelings of guilt may be 
attenuated when they feel more justified for their behavior.

General Discussion

Much of the research on workplace incivility has focused on 
understanding the negative effects of incivility on victims 
and observers, with little work examining how enacting inci-
vility may influence the perpetrators themselves. We contrib-
ute to the recent stream of research that explores the impli-
cations of negative work behaviors for actors (e.g., Foulk 
et al., 2018; Liao et al., 2018; Yuan et al., 2018) by studying 
the complex affective and behavioral outcomes associated 
with acting with incivility at work. Across three studies, we 
show that employees who acted with incivility experienced 
more guilt, and that this effect was generally stronger for 
those who were higher (vs. lower) in prosocial motivation. In 
Study 1, we also found evidence that incivility-induced guilt 
was associated with increased venting toward one’s spouse 
in the evening at home as well as increased performance and 
decreased incivility the next day at work.

Theoretical and Practical Implications

Our work offers several theoretical and practical contribu-
tions. First, we contribute to the incivility literature by tak-
ing an actor-centric approach to understanding how inci-
vility may impact perpetrators. Our findings indicate that 
although incivility may be low in intensity and character-
ized by ambiguous intent to harm (Pearson et al., 2005), it 
can lead to complex outcomes for the perpetrator driven by 

Table 7  Study 2b: regression model examining the moderation effect 
of prosocial motivation on the relationship between enacted incivility 
and guilt

N = 265. Unstandardized coefficients are reported in table. Enacted 
incivility manipulation is coded as incivility = 1, control = 0

Guilt

B SE t p

Intercept 1.91 0.06 33.54  < 0.001
Enacted incivility manipulation 1.13 0.11 9.93  < 0.001
Prosocial motivation 0.03 0.06 0.55 0.585
Manipulation × prosocial motivation 0.12 0.11 1.05 0.294

17 As we did in Study 2a, we also examined whether the target of 
enacted incivility would differentially impact subsequent feelings of 
guilt. In this study, we directly asked participants to report whether 
the target of incivility was a subordinate, coworker, or supervi-
sor, and similarly ran a one-way ANOVA in SPSS with the target 
type as the factor and subsequent feelings of guilt as the dependent 
variable. 18 of the responses had a subordinate as a target, 96 had a 
coworker as a target, and 5 had a supervisor as a target. We found 
that there was once again no significant difference between the three 
conditions (Msubordinate = 2.57, SDsubordinate = 0.90, Mcoworker = 2.51, 
SDcoworker = 1.18, Msupervisor = 2.75, SDsupervisor = 1.24; F(2, 116) = 0.12, 
p = 0.886).
18 Consistent with the first two studies, we also examined whether 
our findings were robust when considering gender. We controlled 
for gender in our analyses and found that our hypothesized results 
remained consistent. In examining gender as a moderator of the rela-
tionship between enacted incivility and guilt, we followed the same 
method used in Study 2a, and found that gender did not have a signifi-
cant moderating effect on the relationship between enacted incivility 
and guilt (B = 0.20, SE = 0.23, p = 0.377).
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guilt. Thus, seemingly innocuous acts like incivility may not 
only harm others, as shown in previous research (Bowling & 
Beehr, 2006; Porath & Erez, 2009; Porath & Pearson, 2013), 
but may also significantly impact the subsequent emotions 
and behaviors of perpetrators, as shown here.

Second, and relatedly, we contribute to the incivility 
literature by considering its complex burdensome as well 
as reparative implications that manifest via guilt and span 
different social domains. Our work shows that in the home 
environment, guilty perpetrators of incivility vent toward 
their partners. This may happen because the home environ-
ment feels more comfortable and safer to get things off one’s 
chest, even though venting may be burdensome to partners 
(e.g., Rosen et al., 2021). At the same time, our findings 
also show that, at work, guilty perpetrators are likely to 
engage in reparative efforts (Baumeister et al., 1994, 1995; 
Ilies et al., 2013), as captured by reduced subsequent incivil-
ity and increased task performance. These behaviors may 
occur as guilty perpetrators try to uphold salient norms in 
the work environment following their uncivil behavior. Our 
consideration of outcomes across two domains—home and 
work—adds to the incivility literature by suggesting that 
rude events that happen at work may have implications for 
social domains outside of work.

Third, our findings provide insight into the affect litera-
ture. Although most of the research has viewed emotions as 
an outcome and response to external stimuli (e.g., Spector 
& Fox, 2002; Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996), our use of the 
behavioral concordance model suggest that trait-discordant 
behavior can also influence individuals’ affective states. 
This agentic approach to affect can open doors to research 
focused not only on the affective consequences of environ-
mental experiences (such as acts of incivility), but also on 
outcomes that very depending on how individuals respond 
to these experiences.

Our findings have several practical implications for 
employees and their organizations as well. First, since inci-
vility has negative consequences not only for recipients but 
also for perpetrators and their spouses, we recommend that 
companies and managers work hard to reduce incivility at 
work. The broader management literature suggests that inter-
ventions that ask employees to recall instances in which they 
enacted prosocial acts or asked to take others’ perspectives 
at work reduce their chances of mistreating others at work 
(Song et al., 2018). Existing research, therefore, suggests 
that such interventions may alleviate some of the negative 
effects of incivility that we see here.

Second, our daily study (Study 1) suggests that incivility 
may manifest on any given day for many individuals at work 
(e.g., Hülsheger et al., 2021; Rosen et al., 2016). Accord-
ingly, organizations may want to provide employees with 
daily resources such as opportunities for breaks, access to 
nature, and positive affirmations because research suggests 

that these help individuals regulate and manage negative 
behaviors from day to day (e.g., Meier & Gross, 2015; Rosen 
et al., 2016). Organizations that have high-stress cultures or 
high workloads may be particularly susceptible to incivility 
resulting from an inability to regulate such behavior and may 
benefit the most from such interventions.

A third practical implication of our work is that if employ-
ees are rude on a particular day at work for reasons that feel 
outside their control (e.g., sleep deprivation due to having an 
infant), they can take solace in knowing that their guilt may 
have self-correcting effects across workdays, as captured by 
next-day improved task performance and reduced incivility. 
Although we find reparative effects for incivility-induced 
guilt, we are quick to add that these effects do not justify the 
enactment of incivility at work. Indeed, not only are there 
counter-balancing consequences for the perpetrator as we 
find here (feelings of guilt and increased venting), but as 
prior research has shown, incivility tends to have pervasive 
detrimental effects on others at work as well (Bowling & 
Beehr, 2006; Porath & Pearson, 2013). Thus, while it is good 
to know that employees could alleviate the consequences of 
their incivility to some extent (at least at work), the negatives 
of incivility seem to far outweigh the positives, supporting 
our call to reduce incivility in organizations.

A final practical implication concerns individuals who 
are prosocially-motivated. In two of our studies, we found 
that prosocially-motivated individuals experienced more 
guilt after enacting incivility. Such individuals should be 
aware that enacting negative behaviors that go against their 
dominant social motives may affect them more than others. 
Given the wide-ranging positive effects of hiring and retain-
ing employees high in prosocial motivation (e.g., Bolino 
& Grant, 2016; Liao et al., 2022), it may be worthwhile 
for managers and organizations to help these employees to 
avoid incivility or to better cope with the guilt that ensues by 
providing opportunities to realign their behaviors with their 
prosocial tendencies.

Limitations and Future Research

Our findings should be taken in light of the limitations of 
our studies. First, with the exception of enacted incivility in 
Study 2a and Study 2b, which was manipulated, and vent-
ing, which was reported by spouses in Study 1, all other 
measures across all studies were self-reported, which raises 
concerns of common method bias and source (Podsakoff 
et al., 2003). On the one hand, the focal individual is the best 
person to rate their feelings of guilt and to report on enacted 
incivility, as others may not be able to accurately observe 
these experiences on a daily basis (e.g., Gabriel et al., 2018; 
McClean et al., 2021). On the other hand, when employees 
feel guilty for engaging in uncivil behaviors on a given day, 
it is possible that they may report on their task performance 
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and reduced incivility more positively on subsequent days to 
compensate for their previous negative behavior.

We tried to mitigate concerns of common method bias 
and source in Study 1 in several ways. First, we person-mean 
center our within-person predictors and controls to remove 
between-person variance and thus minimize concerns of per-
son-level factors—such as social desirability and response 
biases—impacting our results (Beal, 2015). Second, we con-
trolled for state affect to ensure that our responses were not 
due to other affective states (Gabriel et al., 2019). Third, to 
reduce concerns of reverse causality, we controlled for the 
lagged measure of each focal outcome, which also helps 
in interpreting our effects as showing change over time 
(Scott & Barnes, 2011). Fourth, we controlled for cyclical 
variations during the week and during the study period that 
may have influenced our associations (Beal, 2015). Fifth, 
our measures were separated in time, reducing concerns of 
common method bias and source (Podsakoff et al., 2003). 
Nonetheless, to more directly address concerns of common 
method bias and source, we invite future research to utilize 
other-reported measures of task performance and incivility.

Although we followed the footsteps of previous research 
in utilizing the Williams and Anderson (1991) items to cap-
ture task performance (e.g., Fu et al., 2021; Rosen et al., 
2020), self-reported measures of task-performance have lim-
itations, and future research should try to replicate our find-
ings with more objective measures. Also, given that job per-
formance consists of multiple factors (Carpini et al., 2017; 
Griffin et al., 2007), we invite future research to examine 
whether incivility-induced guilt may have differential effects 
on specific forms of performance (proficiency vs. adaptivity 
vs. proactivity) as well as on different levels of performance 
behaviors (individual vs. team vs. organizational).

In Studies 2a and 2b we manipulated incivility using a 
recall task, which may have limitations. Recall studies rep-
resent a strong situation and our guilt outcome may have 
been influenced by demand characteristics. However, given 
that we were able to replicate effects across three studies 
utilizing different methods, we are confident of the robust-
ness of our findings despite the potential effects of demand 
characteristics. Furthermore, although recall studies have 
their limitations, they can be helpful when replicating effects 
in conjunction with other primary studies (e.g., Gloor et al., 
2022; Lee et al., 2022; Lin et al., 2019), and have been used 
in previous incivility research as well (Porath & Pearson, 
2012). That said, we invite future research to consider alter-
native approaches to manipulating incivility.

We examined the next-day implications of incivility-
induced guilt, but future research may provide additional 
insight into the temporal dynamics surrounding the implica-
tions of enacted incivility. For example, it is possible that 
perpetrators of incivility may initially feel justified and only 
experience guilt several days later, while another possibility 

is that perpetrators may initially reduce their uncivil behav-
iors in response to feelings of guilt but re-engage in such 
behavior on subsequent days once the effects of guilt ‘wear 
off.’ Thus, it may be interesting for future research to exam-
ine the long-term effects of incivility-induced guilt as well 
as when and for whom these effects may differ.

We explored the moderating effects of feeling justified 
for the consequences of enacting incivility in Study 2b, 
but other characteristics of each incivility incident—such 
as its severity or its significance—may also influence the 
subsequent guilt that the focal individual may experience 
following incivility. In addition, it is possible that the 
implications of enacting incivility toward a single cow-
orker versus multiple coworkers may differ. We encourage 
future research to examine the different characteristics of 
incivility incidents and parse out the effects that they may 
have for the perpetrator.

Future research may also want to examine additional 
outcomes associated with guilt following one’s uncivil 
behaviors. For example, individuals may seek to manage 
their burdensome feelings of guilt at home via withdrawal 
or spousal support seeking, while they may also experi-
ence next-day psychological withdrawal and turnover 
intentions. Additionally, when examining the implica-
tions of incivility-induced guilt, future research may seek 
to control for other negative experiences at work that may 
contribute to these outcomes. For example, individuals 
may engage in venting behaviors at home due to other 
events that precede or follow the incivility event.

In contrast to Study 1 and 2a where prosocial motiva-
tion moderated the association between enacted incivility 
and guilt, in Study 2b we did not find a significant modera-
tion effect for prosocial motivation. This discrepancy may 
be due to sampling error, and we invite future research 
to replicate and extend our findings in new settings, with 
new samples, and with different study designs. In addition, 
other person-level characteristics may also play a moder-
ating role in the association between incivility and guilt. 
For example, certain traits may weaken the association 
between incivility and guilt because some people (perhaps 
narcissistic or disagreeable people) may not necessarily be 
aware of the counter-normative nature of incivility. Relat-
edly, given that different industries and organizations may 
hold differing workplace norms, varying civility norms 
across organizations and industries may also moderate 
the extent to which employees experience guilt follow-
ing enacted incivility. Finally, although we examined 
moderating factors for the path from enacted incivility to 
guilt, future research may consider additional situational 
and personal factors that elicit more burdensome or more 
reparative behavioral outcomes in response to feelings of 
incivility-induced guilt.
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Conclusion

Taking an actor-centric perspective, we document the emo-
tional and behavioral consequences of acting with incivility 
at work. We find that enacted incivility is guilt-inducing, 
subsequently leading to complex behaviors. At home, inci-
vility-induced guilt is associated with more venting toward 
one’s spouse, whereas at work it is associated with higher 
task performance and less incivility the next day. These 
effects seem to be more pronounced for prosocially-moti-
vated employees. We are hopeful that our study will moti-
vate more actor-centric research on incivility.

Appendix A: Data Transparency Table

Variables in the dataset This MS (Study 2) Other MS (Study 1)
(STATUS = current) (STATUS = in-press)

Other orientation X
Self-concern C
Political correctness X
Cognitive resource 

depletion
X

Negative affect C (Supplemental)
Moral licensing C (Supplemental)
Angry marital behavior 

(spouse rated)
X

Withdrawn marital 
behavior (spouse 
rated)

X

Positive base support 
(spouse rated)

Supplemental

Negative base support 
(spouse rated)

Supplemental

Spousal support (spouse 
rated)

Supplemental

Extraversion Supplemental
Enacted incivility X
Guilt X
Shame C
Performance X
Venting X
Prosocial motivation X
Positive affect C
Negative affect C

“X” indicates main study variable; “C” indicates control variable

Appendix B: Supplemental Analyses

It is possible that venting may act as a mediator between 
incivility-induced guilt and next-day task performance and 
incivility. We did not hypothesize venting as a mediator 
because we felt that our theoretical paradigm made clearer 
predictions about venting as an outcome rather than as a 
mediator of guilt. That is, research on guilt proposes simul-
taneous burdensome as well as reparative effects for guilt 
(Baumeister et al., 1994), but does not speak to mediating 
links between guilt and subsequent reparative behaviors. 
Indeed, most empirical research on guilt identifies direct 
relationships between guilt and subsequent reparative effects 
(Baumeister et al., 1995; Liao et al., 2018), and thus we 
make similar arguments based on theory.

In addition, the literature on venting is divided, with some 
arguing that venting may be helpful in diffusing emotions 
and allowing individuals to deal with their emotions more 
effectively (Barclay & Skarlicki, 2009; Behfar et al., 2020; 
Volkema et al., 1996), and others arguing that venting may 
actually aggravate negative emotions and result in maladaptive 
behaviors (Baer et al., 2018; Rosen et al., 2021). Accordingly, 
it is unclear if and how venting may mediate the effects of inci-
vility-induced guilt on subsequent reparative behaviors. For 
these reasons, we felt that theory is much clearer in positioning 
venting as an outcome of incivility-induced guilt rather than 
as a mediator. However, we ran exploratory supplementary 
analyses by adding venting as a mediator to our full model in 
Study 1 (our experience sampling study), and we provide the 
results below (Table 8 shows results of multilevel path analy-
ses and Table 9 summarizes results of indirect and conditional 
indirect effects). We modeled the path from enacted incivility 
to guilt as a free slope because we test the cross-level modera-
tion effect of prosocial motivation on this path, and to allow 
for model convergence, we modeled all other paths as fixed 
slopes (Beal, 2015). All of our hypothesized effects remain 
unchanged when modeling venting as a mediator.

In these analyses, we found that venting was positively 
related to job performance the next day (γ = 0.06, SE = 0.03, 
p = 0.020), and there was a positive and significant indirect 
effect of enacted incivility (day t) on employees’ next-day job 
performance (day t + 1) via increased feelings of guilt (day 
t) and venting (day t) (estimate = 0.002; 95% CI [0.0003, 
0.0069]). At the same time, we found that venting was posi-
tively associated with enacted incivility the next day (γ = 0.04, 
SE = 0.02, p = 0.010), and there was a positive and significant 
indirect effect of enacted incivility (day t) on employees’ 
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next-day enacted incivility (day t + 1) via increased feelings 
of guilt (day t) and venting (day t) (estimate = 0.002; 95% CI 
[0.0003, 0.0049]).

These mixed findings reflect the current state of the lit-
erature on venting, which has suggested that venting may be 
helpful as well as harmful to individuals’ subsequent reac-
tions (Baer et al., 2018; Rosen et al., 2021). It would be inter-
esting for future research to explore when cathartic acts such 
as venting may help or hurt (e.g., Koopman et al., 2021), as 

well as whether there are differing implications for task-based 
versus interpersonal outcomes of venting, as we find in these 
supplementary analyses (increased performance as well as 
heightened subsequent incivility). Relatedly, future research 
may also consider examining how focal employees and their 
spouses subsequently deal with such venting behaviors in the 
home domain, which may hold implications for their subse-
quent behaviors at work the next day.

Table 9  Supplemental 
analyses for study 1: results 
of bias-corrected indirect and 
conditional indirect effects from 
multilevel path analysis with 
venting as a mediator

Bias-corrected conditional indirect effect confidence intervals are based on 20,000 Monte Carlo bootstrap 
samples
All indirect effects were calculated simultaneously, accounting for direct effects
CI confidence interval
*p < 0.05

Indirect effect Prosocial motiva-
tion

Estimate 95% CI

Enacted incivility → Venting (via guilt) 0.036* [0.0066, 0.0860]
Low  − 0.005 [− 0.0372, 0.0168]
High 0.077* [0.0174, 0.1768]

Enacted incivility → Next-day performance 
(via guilt and venting)

0.002* [0.0003, 0.0069]
Low 0.000 [− 0.0031, 0.0008]
High 0.005* [0.0007, 0.0150]

Enacted incivility → Next-day enacted incivil-
ity (via guilt and venting)

0.002* [0.0003, 0.0049]
Low 0.000 [− 0.0018, 0.0007]
High 0.003* [0.0008, 0.0101]
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Appendix C: Sample Written Responses for Enacted Incivility conditons

Study 
#

Sample responses

Example 1 Example 2 Example 3 Example 4 Example 5

Study 
2a

“Before the quar-
antine, one of my 
coworkers had 
caught me on an 
especially bad day. 
I had deadlines 
coming up, had 
very little sleep, 
and was overall just 
rather stressed. I 
wanted some peace 
and quiet while 
doing my work so 
I could work more 
efficiently. During 
lunch, which I 
spent doing more 
work, he came up 
to me and tried to 
start a conversa-
tion, not at all 
disrespectfully. I 
respectfully told 
him that I couldn’t 
talk right now but 
he kept going so I 
ended up raising 
my voice at him 
which I felt awful 
about afterwards.”

“When Jen walked 
into the room (our 
workplace/office) I 
ignored her, and she 
made some kind of 
funny quip about 
why she was late to 
work to me, but I 
ignored that as well, 
since she was lying. 
Our other coworkers 
noticed me ignore her, 
as usually I was the 
only friendly person 
towards her, but they 
also were ignoring her. 
Then when she asked 
me questions about 
employees, clearly 
just to get me to talk 
to her, I gave her the 
bare minimum of an 
acceptable response. 
She commented, 
‘well, nobody seems 
to be in a good mood 
this morning.’”

“I was annoyed with my 
coworker who was fairly 
new yet not listening to 
me, a senior staff mem-
ber. I pointed out the way 
she was copying informa-
tion into the spreadsheet 
was inefficient and not 
how we’re supposed 
to do it. I was impa-
tient since I’d already 
mentioned it before, so I 
wasn’t very nice in ask-
ing her to do it correctly. 
She also brushed me off 
rather than accepting that 
I knew the better way to 
do it from my experi-
ence.”

“I was getting very 
annoyed with a colleague 
who would not stop ask-
ing me for help. At first, 
I didn’t mind it, but he 
didn’t seem to be able to 
do anything on his own 
and just wanted me to do 
it for him. It got to the 
point where anytime he 
would talk to me, I would 
tense up. I started trying 
to respond to his ques-
tions and statements as 
little as possible and not 
offer help or feedback. 
When I saw him at work, 
I generally tried not to 
make eye contact and 
ignored him.”

“Lee is someone that 
I do not particularly 
get along with. Our 
personalities clash and 
I do my best to spend 
as little time as possible 
with him. One day, a 
bunch of us were talking 
about food, and he said 
something that two of us 
thought inaccurate. In 
sync, we both corrected 
him. He then proceeded 
to "well actually" us 
in a way that was very 
annoying. I ignored him 
the rest of the day, even 
when he was asking for 
help.”

Study 
2b

“My immediate 
coworker asked me 
for help with her 
PC. She is a sweet, 
kind person. I like 
her very much. I 
was in a terrible 
mood and had just 
started taking a 
medication that 
was making me feel 
angry. I responded 
by snapping at 
my coworker and 
implying that she 
was stupid. I felt 
terrible but I never 
apologized.”

“One day about a week 
ago I was having a 
pretty frustrating day. 
I think clients were 
being demanding and 
rude, and I was tired. 
One of my coworkers 
kept making mistakes 
that I had to correct. It 
was so annoying and 
I was short with her 
even though I know 
she is sensitive to 
criticism. I just could 
not figure out why she 
was doing such a bad 
job and I didn’t have 
the energy to hide my 
annoyance.”

“Recently, I had a heated 
disagreement with a 
coworker during a team 
meeting. I was feeling 
overwhelmed with my 
workload and my col-
league made a suggestion 
that I perceived as criti-
cism. I responded with a 
harsh tone and dismissive 
attitude towards their 
idea. After I realized that 
my actions were rude, 
uncivil and disrespectful 
attitude.”

“Recently, I encountered 
a coworker that was 
working really, really 
slowly. I became a little 
bit impatient and I yelled 
at him. It wasn’t personal, 
but I really had a lot 
of stress due to work. I 
regretted it right after and 
I apologized.”

“When I was annoyed 
with a coworker because 
she wouldn’t help me 
with a project I ignored 
her when she tried to 
talk to me. She kept 
trying to tell me that 
she was very busy and 
could not help me. My 
other coworkers tried to 
get me to talk to her but 
I refused and told them 
I was right to ask her to 
help me. I was a little bit 
rude to her and felt bad 
the next day because she 
really was busy.”
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Appendix D: LIWC‑22 Analyses for Written 
Manipulations

To further examine the efficacy of the written manipulations 
used in Studies 2a and 2b, we utilized the linguistic inquiry 
and word count (LIWC-22) software (Boyd et al., 2022) and 
conducted an exploratory investigation to see whether there 
were differences in the language used by our participants in 
the two conditions (incivility and control). LIWC-22 uses 
validated dictionaries to evaluate the tones and themes in a 
given text, and it provides an objective way to analyze partic-
ipants’ written responses. Although there is no dictionary in 
the LIWC-22 software that directly assesses whether a given 
text reflects instances of incivility, the literature depicts 
enacted incivility as a generally negative experiences that 
consist of negative behaviors and emotions (Cortina et al., 
2017; Schilpzand et al., 2016). For this reason, we analyzed 
the degree to which the written responses in Studies 2a and 
2b (a) adopted a negative tone and (b) expressed negative 
emotions. Similarly, acting with incivility suggests that one 
may have overlooked a desire to affiliate to the target during 
the event (e.g., Cortina et al., 2022), and therefore, we also 
looked at whether participants’ depictions of incivility (vs. 
control) reflected reduced affiliation.

To test these possibilities, we ran several one-way ANO-
VAs with the manipulation condition as the factor and the 
respective categories (negative tone, negative emotions, 
and affiliation) as the dependent variables. The results indi-
cated that responses in the incivility condition adopted a 
more negative tone than responses in the control condi-
tion for both Study 2a (MIncivility = 3.45, SDIncivility = 2.70; 
Mcontrol = 1.21, SDcontrol = 1.84; F(1, 137) = 33.17, p < 0.001) 
as well as Study 2b (MIncivility = 3.18, SDIncivility = 2.56; 
Mcontrol = 0.78, SDcontrol = 1.43; F(1, 263) = 92.06, p < 0.001). 
Similarly, responses in the incivility condition reflected 
more negative emotions than responses in the control con-
dition for both Study 2a (MIncivility = 1.92, SDIncivility = 1.94; 
Mcontrol = 0.56, SDcontrol = 1.16; F(1, 137) = 25.82, p < 0.001) 
as well as Study 2b (MIncivility = 1.66, SDIncivility = 1.55; 
Mcontrol = 0.38, SDcontrol = 0.81; F (1,  263) = 74.39, 
p < 0.001). In addition, responses in the incivility condi-
tion reflected reduced affiliation compared to the control 
condition (Study 2a: MIncivility = 2.58, SDIncivility = 2.29; 
Mcontrol = 5.59, SDcontrol = 3.72; F(1, 137) = 32.28, p < 0.001; 
Study 2b: MIncivility = 2.89, SDIncivility = 2.48; Mcontrol = 7.21, 
SDcontrol = 4.35; F(1, 263) = 92.37, p < 0.001). Put together, 
and in line with the additional manipulation checks that we 
conducted, these exploratory results provide support that 
the incivility manipulation worked in the way that we had 
expected.
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