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Abstract

Drawing on the tenets of conservation of resources theory and social identity theory, this study examined the influence
of workplace incivility on organizational citizenship behaviour (OCB) through the mediating effect of work engagement.
Simultaneously, the moderator effect of organizational identity on the relationship between workplace incivility and work
engagement is analyzed. Using the data collected from 484 full time employees from hi-tech, banking and manufactur-
ing industries, it is found that work engagement fully mediates the relationship between workplace incivility and OCB.
Furthermore, it is found that the adverse impact of workplace incivility is higher for employees with greater organiza-
tional identification, implying that experiencing workplace incivility can be more devastating for employees who see their
organization as an integral part of their identity. This study contributes to the literature by jointly testing the mediating
role of work engagement and moderator role of organizational identity to understand the relationship between workplace

incivility and OCB. Drawing on the findings, both theoretical and practical implications are discussed.
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Introduction

Deviant behaviour within the workplace has become a
popular topic in the organizational behaviour literature over
the last two decades. Numerous studies have examined how
different types of destructive workplace behaviours affect
results at the organizational, group, and individual levels
(Schilpzand et al., 2016). Specifically, most of the studies
mainly explored the negative impacts of adverse behaviours
on employees’ job-related behaviours, and welfare, empha-
sising issues such as workplace aggressiveness, deviance,
bullying, and abusive supervision (Schilpzand et al., 2016).
Workplace incivility, a comparatively newly added concept
to the field of deviant workplace behaviour, refers to impolite,
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disdainful, and excluding actions that interrupt workplace
norms of respect but otherwise seem dull (Schilpzand et al.,
2016; Cortina et al., 2017). Defined as “low-intensity devi-
ant behaviour with ambiguous intent to harm the target, in
violation of workplace norms for mutual respect” (Anders-
son & Pearson, 1999, p. 457), uncivil behaviours usually
involve sarcasm, condescension, denigrating others, making
condescending comments, subtly disapproving comments
as well as nonverbal demonstrations of impertinence such
as ignoring (Porath and Pearson, 2012; Cortina et al., 2013;
Schilpzand et al., 2016). Even though workplace incivil-
ity does not receive as much legal responsiveness as other
counterproductive workplace behaviour constructs such as
sexual harassment (Lim et al., 2008), it is highly common
in the workplace than other negative workplace behaviours
(Rosen et al., 2016), and studies have shown that the occur-
rence of workplace incivility is rising (Liu et al., 2019).
For instance, Cortina et al. (2001) found that 71% of 1180
employees had been exposed to uncivil behaviours in the
previous five years. For instance, Porath & Pearson (2013)
found that 98% of the employees reported experiencing
workplace incivility and were treated rudely at least once
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a week. However, despite being emphasized as a subdued
stressor, workplace incivility, compared to other major but
time-limited stressors, has been found to cause more psy-
chological and physical harm, such as increased turnover
intention, work withdrawal, workplace deviance, stress,
and decreased task performance, psychological well-being,
organizational commitment, and organizational citizenship
behaviour (for reviews, see: Schilpzand et al., 2016; Cortina
et al., 2017; Vasconcelos, 2020).

Based upon the prior studies, this study aims to enhance
our knowledge about the underlying mechanisms through
how workplace incivility may influence OCB, a relatively
less examined consequence of workplace incivility in terms
of the mediating and moderating mechanisms that influ-
ence the relationship between these two concepts (Liu et al.,
2019), leaving a significant research gap that this study will
cover. Specifically, relying on the conservation of resources
theory (COR) (Hobfoll, 1989), work engagement is exam-
ined as a possible intervening variable in the relationship
between workplace incivility and OCB. In particular, work
engagement is currently a popular topic within many organ-
isations, given its association with employee well-being and
performance (Knight et al., 2017). Appraising, improving
and enduring work engagement are thus a crucial concern of
many organisations because work engagement can be seen
as a dynamic state where employees experience constructive
work-related affect (Wang et al., 2015). However, targets of
workplace incivility may not be able to be fully engaged at
work because they are concerned about maintaining their
well-being (Gopalan et al., 2022). Instead, they are more
likely to experience anxiety or frustration but less positive
affect (Wang et al., 2015), which may result in less OCB.

Furthermore, drawing on social identity theory (Richter
et al., 2006), we examined organizational identification as a
moderator of the mechanism between workplace incivility
and work engagement to understand the question of who is
more affected by workplace incivility.

The contribution of the study is twofold. The first contri-
bution is based on examining the causal mechanism through
which workplace incivility may influence OCB. Schilpzand
et al. (2016) argue that the number of studies examining
how and through which mechanisms workplace incivility
influences its consequences is comparatively limited, and
OCB is not an exception. The authors also emphasized that
it would be beneficial to go beyond studying direct effects
and “investigate mediators, moderators, and boundary
conditions of the impact of incivility on attitudes, behav-
iours and outcomes.” Specifically, prior research generally
relied on fif for tat argument, discussing that the targets of
uncivil behaviours may tend to retaliate against the initia-
tors or their organizations (Liu et al., 2019) by decreasing
their effort (Taylor et al., 2012). On the other hand, Liu et al.

(2019) found that the targets of uncivil behaviours decrease
their OCB, arguing that the tit-for-tat approach might not
be sufficient to elucidate the decreased OCB of the target as
a reaction to uncivil behaviour. Moreover, they also found
that burnout mediated the relationship between workplace
incivility and OCB. Hence, according to these findings, it
might be argued that the victims of uncivil behaviours may
decrease their OCB for more than one reason, and further
studies examining the underlying mechanism are essen-
tial to understand possible additional mechanisms through
which workplace incivility may influence OCB. This study
argues that the victims of incivility are too worried about
preserving their resources that they cannot concentrate on
their work and withdraw their engagement so that they can-
not engage in extra-role behaviours.

The second contribution of this study, noticing the call of
Schilpzand et al. (2016) for a keen focus on using modera-
tors to better grasp the nature of incivility, is based on exam-
ining the moderating effect of organizational identification,
which seeks to answer the question of who is more affected
by the adverse consequences of workplace incivility. Rely-
ing on social identity theory, organizational identity is con-
ceptualized as a particular form of social identity that refers
to how a person identifies himself-herself as a member of
a specific organization (Mael & Ashforth, 1992). When
people identify themselves as belonging to an organization,
they tend to develop a sense of their values and expectations
of their role in the organization (Huang & Lin, 2019). Such
identification causes them to place greater psychological
demands on their expectations. Previous research has shown
that organizational identity interacts with employee percep-
tions to regulate altruistic and prosocial behaviour (Huang
& Lin, 2019). In other words, organizational identity can
strengthen employee responses when confronted with
workplace deviations (Evans & Davis, 2014). According to
social identity theory, people with higher levels of organi-
zational identity are more sensitive to the social norms of
their organizations. More specifically, employees with high
organizational identities have a strong desire to be treated
fairly and respected to remain psychologically connected
to their organization (Huang & Lin, 2019). We argue that
organizational identification will have a moderator role in
this mediated relationship. Specifically, high levels of orga-
nizational identification will increase the adverse impact of
uncivil behaviours on work engagement, and OCB is lower
than when organizational identification is high. Thus, our
aim is not only based on proposing and testing the under-
lying mechanism by which workplace incivility influences
OCB but also based on examining who is most affected.
Such findings may contribute to the literature about the
potential influences of organizational identification in deal-
ing with workplace stressors, such that employees with
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higher identification levels are more vulnerable to work-
place stressors and more likely to suffer a decrease in their
positive work outcomes, such as OCB.

Theoretical
development

framework and hypothesis

Workplace incivility

Studies on harassment and aggression within the workplace
have attracted researchers’ interest since the late 1980s
(Neall & Tuckey, 2014) and gained significant popularity
during the 1990s (Hershcovis, 2011; Young et al., 2021).
The studies have yielded numerous constructs, including
bullying, mobbing, abusive supervision, social exclusion,
and incivility. Even though workplace incivility has simi-
larities with other counterproductive workplace behaviours,
it has significant characteristics that make it distinctive
from other workplace deviance behaviours, which show
variation among each other in terms of intensity, intent,
and frequency (Young et al.,, 2021). Specifically, work-
place incivility, distinct from other types of negative work-
place behaviours, is based on low intensity and ambiguous
intent (Pearson & Porath, 2005). For instance, interrupt-
ing another party during a meeting, speaking in a patron-
izing tone, or making belittling remarks are examples of
low-intensity uncivil behaviour. Furthermore, unlike other
counterproductive workplace behaviours, of which the aim
is to harm the target, the intention of the incivility instiga-
tor is vague (Pearson & Porath, 2005). Accordingly, the
mundane aspect of uncivil behaviours is also noteworthy.
Specifically, even though uncivil behaviours are impolite,
arrogant, and excluding and violate the workplace values
of respect, they can look to be ordinary occurrences (Cor-
tina et al., 2017). Therefore, while an instigator may be rude
or uncivil on purpose, it is also possible that the instigator
did not intend to do so. As a result, incivility victims might
devote a significant amount of time and energy to identify-
ing the motives of instigators following uncivil behaviour.
The time and energy spent evaluating the uncivil confronta-
tions may divert the targets’ attention away from their jobs,
draining their mental resources (Liu et al., 2019).

Incivility, whether experienced or witnessed, can have
a detrimental influence on individuals, workgroups, and
businesses (Cortina, 2008; Cortina et al., 2017;). Incivility
among employees can lead to tense working relationships,
a lack of organizational commitment, higher turnover, anxi-
ety, and strain, as well as lower job satisfaction and self-
esteem (Cortina, 2008). In other words, the greater incivility
a person encounters, they are less likely to be satisfied with
their job, the more anxious they get, the more likely they
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are to leave their position, and the more likely to engage in
extra-role behaviour (Cortina et al., 2017).

Workplace incivility and COR Theory

COR theory proposes that individual resources are lim-
ited, and individuals try to obtain, keep, and conserve their
physical, emotional, social and psychological resources to
achieve their goal attainment, such as improving individual
well-being or work performance, and have the propensity
to obviate resource deprivation, particularly in undesirable
occurrences (Hobfoll, 2001). COR theory classifies four
types of resources: objects (shelter or clothing), conditions
(status at work), personal characteristics (self-esteem or
occupational skills), and energy resources (time or knowl-
edge). If these resources are jeopardized, vanished or are
not satisfactorily refilled, they are more likely to experience
negative mental conditions, such as increased stress, per-
ceived risk of resource loss, sadness or even hostility (Lyu
et al., 2016). Furthermore, according to COR theory, social
relationships can also be identified as unique resources that
can deliver and drain the resources described above (Hob-
foll, 2001). Even though workplace incivility is considered
a comparatively minor form of social hassle, it still drains
employees’ emotional and mental resources and signifi-
cantly impacts an individual’s well-being in the long term
as these micro-aggravations accumulate over time (Sliter
et al., 2010). For instance, victims of uncivil behaviours
may perceive the situation as a risk to their well-being or
to their social status within the work environment. To cir-
cumvent additional resource deprivation, employees may
withdraw from accomplishing their workplace responsibili-
ties because workplace incivility is mentally and emotion-
ally demanding. For instance, Giumetti et al. (2013) found
that workplace incivility is associated with lower energy
levels, then, in turn, resulting in decreased job performance.
In other words, when an employee has used up resources
because of coping with uncivil behaviours, it is highly likely
that the employee may be short of resources to accomplish
organizational goals. Accordingly, based on COR theory’s
tenets, current research considers workplace incivility as
a resource-draining incidence. In return for this fatigue,
employees may demonstrate withdrawal from work and
reduced levels of extra-role behaviours.

Workplace incivility and OCB
OCB is defined as “individual behaviour that is discre-

tionary, not directly or explicitly recognized by the formal
reward system, and that in aggregate promotes the effective
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functioning of the organization” (Organ, 1988, p. 4). Higher
OCB is desired by organizations due to its contribution
to creating a constructive work atmosphere and increased
employee performance (MacKenzie et al., 2018). However,
employees may respond with lower OCB when exposed to
unpleasant workplace encounters. In particular, employees
who experience more workplace stressors, such as abu-
sive supervision and workplace bullying, were less likely
to engage in OCB, according to studies of other workplace
mistreatment characteristics (e.g., Lyu et al., 2016). Work-
place incivility, which is identified as a workplace stressor
(Cortina & Magley, 2009), may cause psychological dis-
tress and emotional strain for employees (Liu et al., 2019;
Guo et al., 2022). According to prior research, experiencing
workplace incivility may negatively influence employees’
attitudes about their organization and their performance
(Taylor et al., 2012; Mao et al., 2019). Specifically, Taylor et
al. (2012) argue that employees with unfavourable exchange
relations are more likely to refuse to exceed minimum per-
formance criteria or go above and beyond their responsibili-
ties. Furthermore, employees confronted with incivility in
the workplace have been demonstrated to be more hesitant
to engage in these extra-role behaviours (Sliter et al., 2010;
Taylor et al., 2012; Mao et al., 2019). Taken together, we
developed the first hypothesis as follows:

HI: Workplace incivility negatively affects the OCB of
employees

The mediating role of work engagement

Even though the existing research on workplace incivility
has examined and identified numerous antecedents and out-
comes, it has been criticized about been limited to investi-
gating the direct influence of incivility instead of examining
the underlying mechanism and surrounding effects. As
Schilpzand et al. (2016: 68) emphasized that “investigate
mediators, moderators, and boundary conditions of the
impact of incivility on attitudes, behaviours and outcomes”,
this study notices this call for a keen focus on examining the
indirect effects of other variables to better grasp the underly-
ing nature of workplace incivility.

Work engagement is defined as a “positive, fulfilling
work-related state of mind that is characterized by vigour,
dedication, and absorption” (Schaufeli et al., 2002: 74).
Vigor refers to the tendency to put effort into one’s work,
tenacity in the face of task-related problems, and demon-
stration of high levels of energy while working. Dedica-
tion is defined as being deeply invested in one’s work and
feeling a sense of importance, passion, and challenge.
Finally, absorption is defined as being completely focused
and favourably absorbed in one’s work. In summary, work

engagement describes how people feel about their jobs:
engaged employees are more enthusiastic and effective at
their jobs, and they are more motivated (Kuijpers et al.,
2020).

According to Kahn (1990), highly engaged employees
integrate their values and work to realize their physiologi-
cal, mental, and emotional selves, allowing them to take the
ascendency and be committed to their work. On the other
hand, workplace incivility may also cause psychological
distress for employees. Specifically, experiencing uncivil
behaviours in the workplace makes employees feel vulner-
able and lowers their work engagement level (Guo et al.,
2022). According to COR theory, individuals naturally
desire to obtain, keep, and defend the resources they appre-
ciate (Hobfoll, 2001). Besides, individuals will experience
psychological distress if they are faced with resource loss
or the failure to achieve returns after investing in resources
(Guo et al., 2022). As a result, it is possible to suppose that
when confronted with workplace incivility, people can
experience emotional stress and get exhausted from deal-
ing with it. Thus, such a practice will deplete individuals’
restricted resources, leading to distress, inability to concen-
trate on their work, and a decrease in work engagement.
(Guo et al., 2022).

Decreased work engagement resulting from workplace
incivility may also weaken individuals’ organizational citi-
zenship behaviour. Individuals often start a new work feel-
ing engaged rather than burned out, according to Maslach
et al. (2001). Work that is pleasing and significant might,
nevertheless, become unrewarding and insignificant under
stressful circumstances. According to the COR principle,
workplace incivility might operate as social contact stress,
draining targets’ resources and lowering their energy to
complete other responsibilities. Consequently, if work-
place stressors cause employees to lose their resources,
employees may look for alternative ways of preserving
and returning those resources, such as decreasing their
OCB. Disengaged employees, who are separated from their
job, are not fully concentrated on their work, and they are
unlikely to see their work worth investing in extra effort and
may not have a broad understanding of their duties (Lyu
et al., 2016). Therefore, the targets of uncivil behaviours,
with little commitment and enthusiasm for their work, may
hesitate to engage in discretionary citizenship behaviour.
Furthermore, compared to in-role behaviours, OCB requires
more energy and resources due to their discretionary nature.
Disengaged employees, on the other hand, may lack energy
and struggle to perform even their in-role obligations.
(Christian et al., 2011). Thus, going the extra mile beyond
the boundaries of job responsibilities may be less likely for
disengaged employees because they lack such immersion
and passion for the effective execution of duties, resulting
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from workplace incivility. Based on the discussion above,
we argue that workplace incivility inhibits the growth of
work engagement, resulting in a lower level of OCB. Thus,
we formulate the following hypothesis:

H2: Work engagement mediates the relationship between
workplace incivility and OCB.

The moderating
identification

role of organizational

Organizational identity, derived from the theory of social
identity, is understood as a particular form of social iden-
tity related to how one defines himself-herself as a mem-
ber of a particular organization (Mael & Ashforth, 1992).
Employees that identify themselves with the organization
feel a unity between themselves and the organization (Mael
& Ashforth, 1992; Liu et al., 2019). Organizational iden-
tification can trigger employee responsiveness when faced
with workplace deviation (Evans & Davis, 2014). Accord-
ing to social identity theory, employees, who have higher
levels of organizational identification, are more conscious
of the collective norms of the organizations they identify
with (Mael & Ashforth, 1992), which makes the influence
of workplace incivility on work engagement more salient
(Huang & Lin, 2019). Specifically, some scholars argue
that organizational identification may strengthen the con-
sequences of stressors as more identified employees invest
more and become equated with the organization (Evans &
Davis, 2014; Huang & Lin, 2019). In particular, to maintain
their emotional affiliation with the organization, employees
with greater organizational identification are more eager to
be treated and valued fairly (Epitropaki, 2013; Huang &
Lin, 2019). Accordingly, when employees encounter uncivil
behaviours, which violate the collective norms of the
organizations they identify with, their emotional reaction,
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namely engaging in their work, might be higher. In contrast,
because the employees with a lower level of organizational
identity lack the sensitivity of oneness with or unity to the
organization, they might be less sensitive to workplace inci-
vility, causing a reduced impact of workplace incivility on
workplace engagement. Therefore, the following hypothesis
is generated:

H3: Organizational identification will moderate the
relationship between workplace incivility and workplace
engagement. Specifically, the negative effect of workplace
incivility will be stronger when organizational identification
is high compared to when it is low.

Figure 1 demonstrates the developed model in the study.

Method
Procedure and participants

We used a cross-sectional design to test the proposed theo-
retical model. Using personal and official contacts, such as
university-industry collaboration offices at the authors’ uni-
versities, potential respondents in the target organizations
were reached by both authors. An e-mail invitation was sent
to 1,486 employees in the hi-tech, banking and manufactur-
ing industries in Turkey, requesting them to contribute to
an anonymous online survey. In the e-mail, we included a
cover letter and an informed consent form. Moreover, the
following information is also provided to the participants:
(1) a statement that emphasizes that participation in the sur-
vey is totally voluntary, and all the results will be recorded
as anonymous, and (2) a statement that the information pro-
vided will be used for research purposes only and will be
reported in aggregate form only. 874 e-mails were returned
as non-deliverable, and 128 participants did not complete
the survey, which resulted in 484 possible subjects for the
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Table 1 Descriptive Statistics and Correlations Among Variables

Variable Mean Standard 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Deviation

1. Age 359 8.96 1

2. Gender 0.43 0.50 0.17* 1

3. Tenure 6.7 3.1 0.67** 0.07 1

4. Social Desirability 2.44 0.66 0.04 0.07 0.03 1

5. Workplace Incivility 2.67 0.94 -0.11* 0.42%* 0.07 -0.06 1

6. Work Engagement 343 0.78 0.04 0.11 0.09 0.09 -0.42%* 1

7.0CB 3.53 1.08 0.06 0.8 0.04 0.04 -0.56%* 0.50%** 1

8. Organizational Identity 3.74 0.87 0.05 0.10 0.03 0.08 0.22 -0.31 -0.20%* 1

Note. N=484. Gender was coded 1 =female, 0 =male. Tenure and age were measured in years. OCB refers to organizational citizenship behav-

iour.

study, yielding a response rate of 32.5%. 43 per cent of the
sample were female respondents (208), the average age was
35.8 years (SD=8.9), and the average organizational tenure
was 6.7 years (SD=3.1).

Measurement

Workplace Incivility. To measure perceived incivility over
the past year, a 7-item workplace incivility scale (Cortina et
al., 2001) was used. Sample item includes “How often have
you experienced the following behaviours at work? Your
superior or co-worker like to make demeaning or deroga-
tory remarks about you?” Participants rated the frequency
of experiencing incivility using a 5-point Likert scale (from
1 =never to 5= Very often (almost every day). (a=0.88).

Organizational Identification. To measure organiza-
tional identification, a six-item Ol scale developed by Mael
and Ashforth (1992) was used. The participants rated each
statement on a S-point Likert scale (1 =strongly disagree;
5=strongly agree). Sample item includes “When some-
one criticizes my company, it feels like a personal insult.”
(0=0.87).

Work Engagement. to measure work engagement, a
nine-item scale developed by Schaufeli et al. (2006) was
used. The participants rated each statement on a 5-point Lik-
ert scale (1 =strongly disagree; 5 =strongly agree). Sample
item includes “At my work, I feel bursting with energy.”
(0=0.89).

Organizational Citizenship Behaviour. To measure
OCB, we used a 10-item scale developed by Spector et al.
(2010). Participants rated the items using a 5-point frequency
scale (1 =never; 5 =every day). Sample item includes “Gave
up meal and other breaks to complete work.” (0 =0.95).

Control variables. The tenure of the participants was
controlled because of its possible link with task OCB and
deviant workplace behaviour (Ng & Feldman, 2010). We
also measured gender as a control variable because previ-
ous studies have demonstrated that incivility targets’ gender

might have an influence on their vulnerability to uncivil
behaviour (Itzkovich & Dolev, 2017). In addition, age was
also controlled because having a longer age may yield more
opportunities or occurrence of experiencing uncivil behav-
iours at the workplace.

Lastly, even though Chen and Lin (2014) suggest that
examination of interaction effects (moderator role of OI in
this study) may alleviate the common method bias (CMB)
threat, we still included social desirability as a control vari-
able to avoid any potential CMB threat. During the data
collection, because some of the constructs included in this
study were measured with sensitive questions, such as inci-
vility, the participants’ anonymity and confidentiality were
ensured and emphasized both in the e-mail and on the sur-
vey cover page. To measure social desirability, we used a
4-item scale developed by Fisher (1993). The participants
rated each statement on a 5-point Likert scale (1 =strongly
disagree; 5=strongly agree). The sample item includes “I
am always courteous, even to people who are disagreeable.”
(0=0.73). (mean=2.44, SD=0.66). Following Grappi et
al. (2013), we performed a one-sample #-test analysis and
compared the sample mean and the value mean of the scale
(3). It was found that the respondents showed low levels of
social desirability (-2.29, p<.01). Means, standard devia-
tions, and correlations of the variables are given in Table 1.

Analytical approach

Before performing the primary analyses, to evaluate the fac-
tor structure of the study’s variables (Workplace Incivility,
Work Engagement, Organizational Citizenship Behaviour
and Organizational Identity), we first ran a Confirmatory
Factor Analysis (CFA) by using AMOS version 24. The
item parceling method was used to build the model because
of the concern about the item sample size ratio, which was
recommended to be 1:20 by Kline (2011). Item parseling,
also known as partial decomposition modelling, is beneficial
because it decreases the optimum sample size to variable
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Table 2 Direct and Mediation Analysis

Variables b SE t R-sq Bootstrap 95% CI

Direct and Total Effects LL (95% CI) UL
(95%
Ch

Workplace Incivility — Work Engagement —0.34%%* 0.03 -10.11 0.17

Workplace Incivility — OCB -0.64%** 0.04 -14.09 0.32

Workplace Incivility — Work Engagement — OCB -015%** 0.02 -0.2065 -0.1072

Notes: n=484; Model 4 (mediators) in the PROCESS macro. Bootstrap resample= 5000, b is a nonstandard regression coefficient, and SE is
Standard. Error, t is t statistics, R-sq is R square explained, and CI is a confidence interval.

*p <05, **p <01, ***p <001,

ratio and suggests computational advantages such as higher
commonality of parameter estimates, fewer errors, and bet-
ter fitting results (Williams & O’Boyle Jr, 2008; Evens &
Davis, 2014). In the analysis process, following the recom-
mendations of Williams and O’Boyle Jr (2008), we ran-
domly developed three parcels for each latent construct
to confirm that every single variable was independently
justified. The four-factor model revealed a well fit with
CMIN/DF = 1.940;%2 =93.133,df=48;p <.01;IFI' =0.989;
TLI’=0.985; GFI’=0.969; CFI*=0.989; AGFI°=0.950;
SRMR®=0.035 RMSEA"=0.044.

Hypothesized structural model

We used PROCESS (Hayes, 2013), Model 7 of the SPSS
macro. This allowed us to test both the direct and indirect
effects of mediation and moderated mediation models while
running the bootstrap model, which provided 95% bias-
adjusted confidence interval estimates for these models.
SPSS PROCESS macros can also involve numerous control
variables, and all continuous variables used in the analysis
were standardized.

Results
Direct and mediated Effects

The PROCESS macro Model 4 (Hayes, 2013) was used to
analyse mediation paths, as indicated by the unstandard-
ized regression coefficients in Table 2. Workplace incivil-
ity was found to be negatively related to organizational

Incremental Fit Index.
Tucker- Lewis Index.
3 Goodness of Fit Index.
Comparative Fit Index.
5 Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index.
Standardized Root Mean Square Residual.
Root Mean Square Error of Approximation.
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citizenship behaviour (b=-0.64 p<.001), supporting
hypothesis 1. According to the analysis results, workplace
incivility was also found to be negatively associated with
work engagement ((b=-0,34 p<.001). The bootstrapped
indirect effect of workplace incivility on OCB through work
engagement was — 0.12 with a confidence interval of 95 per
cent and didn’t contain zero (b = — 0.15, SE=0.02, 95%
CI = [-0.2065, —0.1072]). Work engagement was signifi-
cantly and positively associated with OCB after controlling
workplace incivility. Thus, our hypothesis 2, which argues
that work engagement mediates the relationship between
workplace incivility and organizational citizenship behav-
iour, was supported. These results are consistent with our
hypothesis that the negative effect of workplace incivility on
organizational citizenship behaviour is mediated by work
engagement, as shown in Table 2.

Moderated mediation analysis

Moderated mediation refers to the direction and the strength
of mediation effects are dependent on another moderator
variable. In this study, Hypothesis 2 is based on the fact
that the impact of workplace incivility on organizational
citizenship behaviour through work engagement is depen-
dent on employees’ level of organizational identification.
To understand how the intervening effect of work engage-
ment is moderated, we examined whether the strength of
the relationship between workplace incivility and OCB,
mediated through work engagement, is significantly differ-
ent when employees possess different levels of organiza-
tional identification. In order to test mediated moderation,
PROCESS macro model 7 was used, with 5000 bootstrap
samples for bias adjustment and to obtain 95% confidence
intervals (Hayes, 2013). Bootstrapping is beneficial because
it provides the ability to predict the sample distributions
of the moderated mediation model to generate confidence
intervals without making assumptions about the shape of
the sample distribution (Hayes et al., 2017). Prior to the
analysis, as Aiken et al. (1991) recommend, the predictor
and moderating variables are gran mean-centred. Taking the
recommendations of Preacher et al. (2007) into account, the
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Table 3 Moderated Mediation for Workplace Incivility
Moderator

Organizational Identity Effect SE Boot- Boot-
strap strap
LLCI ULCI
Dependent Variable: OCB; Mediator:
Work Engagement
-1SD —0.0726 0.0237 -0.1224 -0.0296
Mean -0.1262  0.0224 -0.1718 -0.0867
+1SD -0.1798  0.0318 -0.2442 -0.1213

Note. Number ofbootstrap samples = 5,000; level of confidence = 95%;
SE =standard error; LLCI=lower level of the confidence interval;
ULCI=upper level of the confidence interval.

bootstrapped conditional indirect effects of organizational
identity were operationalized at three different levels: one
standard deviation below the mean, the mean, and one stan-
dard deviation above the mean. Table 3 demonstrates how
organizational identity moderates the relationship between
workplace incivility and organizational behaviour, where
the relationship is mediated by work engagement, including
bootstrap effects and confidence intervals. As presented in
Table 3, workplace incivility has a statistically significant
negative impact on organizational citizenship behaviour at
1 SD below the mean (indirect effect=—0.0726, 95% CI
[-0.12,—0.02]),atthe mean level (indirecteffect=—0.1262,
95% CI [-0.17, —0.08]), and at 1 SD above level (indirect
effect=—0.1798, 95% CI [—0.24, —0.12]). As depicted in
Fig. 2, the negative effect of workplace incivility on work
engagement is higher for employees with higher organiza-
tional identity. Taking all these results into account, hypoth-
esis 3 is supported.

Fig. 2 Moderator role of organi-
zational identity on the relation-
ship between workplace incivility
and work engagement

4,5

Discussion

Drawing on the arguments of COR theory, this study
intended to examine the mechanism between workplace
incivility and OCB by examining the mediating and mod-
erating mechanisms of this relationship. According to the
results, it is found that workplace incivility affects employ-
ees’ OCB by reducing their willingness to demonstrate
extra-role behaviour. These findings contribute to the litera-
ture in several ways.

First, this study examined the moderator role of orga-
nizational identification and the mediator role of work
engagement together to understand the effect of workplace
incivility on OCB that has not yet been examined. By doing
so, we contribute to this research gap by concurrently exam-
ining the potential relationships based on COR theory and
social identity theory.

Second, current research also fills the gaps in the litera-
ture by revealing the ‘black box’ that underlies the associa-
tion between workplace incivility and OCB. While prior
research has suggested that workplace incivility may be
associated with reduced effort (Taylor et al., 2012; Liu et al.,
2019; Guo et al., 2022; Onaran & Goncii-Kose, 2022), it is
also emphasized that the way how incivility affects job per-
formance has relatively attracted less attention (Schilpzand
etal., 2016; Katz et al., 2019). Drawing on the arguments of
COR theory, our study shows a new mechanism to under-
stand the influence of workplace incivility on OCB; that
is, the negative impact of workplace incivility on OCB is
mediated by work engagement, which is consistent with the
arguments of COR (Hobfoll, 2001), which argues that work-
place stressors trigger mental distress in employees, leading
to the anxiety of the loss of important resources, resulting
in a decreased job performance. Specifically, workplace
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incivility, which is a workplace stressor for employees, may
cause employees to decrease their work engagement, and,
thus, employees reduce their extra-role behaviours in order
to preserve their resources. Similar to Liu et al. (2019), Guo
etal. (2022), and Onaran and Goncii-Kdse (2022), it is found
that when employees experience workplace incivility, they
lower their OCB, and work engagement serves as a chain
mediating effect in the relationship between workplace
incivility and OCB. In particular, this finding argues a new
mechanism in terms of understanding the effects of work-
place incivility on OCB, as the victims of uncivil behav-
iours may withdraw from work and have fewer resources
to engage in OCB. This result contributes to the literature
by arguing that instead of engaging in retaliation behav-
iour in return for workplace incivility, employees may also
decrease their input in order to balance the negative effects
of workplace incivility (Taylor et al., 2012).

Third, realizing how and to whom workplace incivility
influences work outcomes is important for contributing to
the literature and coming up with policies to alleviate nega-
tive consequences. However, as Taylor et al. (2012) and
Schilpzand et al. (2016) emphasize, the number of studies
that have focused on this issue is limited and still needs fur-
ther examination. For instance, Taylor et al. (2012) revealed
that the indirect influence of workplace incivility on OCB
is transferred by affective commitment, and the strength of
this effect is stronger for individuals who have a higher con-
scientious level. Chen et al. (2013) found that workplace
incivility negatively influences work engagement, which in
turn negatively affects job performance as well. The authors
also found that these relations are stronger for narcissistic
individuals. Jawahar and Schreurs (2018), similar to our
findings, found that supervisor incivility negatively affects
work engagement, which then reduces employees’ OCB,
and these relations are stronger for employees who have
higher levels of supervisor trust. More recently, Liu et al.
(2019) found that workplace incivility increases employ-
ees’ level of burnout, which then reduces employees” OCB,
and employees with higher levels of affective commitment
suffer from this interaction more. This study contributes to
this line of research by arguing that workplace incivility
reduces employees’ work engagement and then their OCB,
and this relationship is significantly stronger for employees
with higher levels of organizational identification. Even
though the positive consequences of organizational iden-
tity are highly emphasized and recognized (He & Brown,
2013), the results of this study highlight that a higher level
of organizational identity does not alleviate the negative
consequences of workplace incivility; instead, it does inten-
sify those negative consequences. Taking the tenets of COR
theory and social identity theory into account, this result
implies that the negative effects of workplace incivility are

@ Springer

more harmful to employees with higher levels of organi-
zational identification as they see their organization as an
important part of their individual identity. According to
the study findings, experiencing workplace incivility may
jeopardise the employees’ attachment to their organization,
especially for the ones with higher identification, because
those employees are more sensitive to the internal dynam-
ics of the organization and, thus, results in a decrease in
their personal resources and making them withdrew from
their work. This finding proposes that workplace incivility
is harmful to OCB because workplace incivility, as a work-
place stressor, interrupts employees’ focus and makes them
more concerned with uncivil behaviour instead of engaging
in their organizational goals, especially when the employees
have higher levels of identification with their organization.
This argument is consistent with the findings of Porath and
Erez (2007) and Jawahar and Schreurs (2018), who argue
that workplace incivility shifts the employee’s focus from
work by interrupting cognitive processes and impedes the
personal resources allocated to job performance. More-
over, this finding is also important and noteworthy because
organizational identification has a negative relationship
with both work engagement and organizational citizenship
behaviour (see Table 1) when employees experience incivil-
ity. In other words, organizational identification, which is
generally accepted as a beneficial concept for organizations
(Ashforth et al., 2008; He & Brown, 2013), may backfire
when a workplace stressor is at play. In contrast to the prior
studies, which have argued that organizational identification
may buffer the perceived strain and advance mental wel-
fare, this study argues that organizational identification may
exacerbate the effects of the stressors instead of enhanc-
ing employees’ tolerance. This argument is consistent with
Evans and Davis’ (2014) claim that organizational identifi-
cation can intensify employees’ response when they experi-
ence workplace deviance. In particular, in order to sustain
their identification with the organization, employees with
higher levels of OI are more worried about the way they are
treated (Huang & Lin, 2019). On the other hand, our find-
ings suggest that employees with a low sense of belonging
to their organization are less sensitive to workplace incivil-
ity because they lack the perceptions of attachment to an
organization, thus resulting in a diminished influence of
workplace incivility on work engagement.

Practical implications

Workplace incivility, unfortunately, is a widespread phe-
nomenon in modern organizations Schilpzand et al. (2016),
and almost 98 per cent of employees has experienced incivil-
ity in their career (Porath & Pearson, 2013) and, according
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to business reports (Mann & Harter, 2016), less than 15 per
cent of the employees are engaged in their work, causing
unproductivity. So, we assume our findings may yield prac-
tical implications for managers and organizations.

First, this study found that workplace incivility negatively
affects employees’ extra-role behaviour by decreasing their
work engagement. To handle the adverse results of work-
place incivility and increase positive work outcomes, orga-
nizations and managers should execute proactive policies
to stop workplace incivility before it happens. For instance,
selection processes should be based on detecting and elimi-
nating people with deviant behaviour tendencies. This can
be done by strictly inspecting candidates’ references. Even
though it may appear as a time-consuming action in the
short term, it is highly likely to yield a positive return in
the long term through having an incivility-free workplace
where productivity may increase. In particular, according to
Pearson and Porath (2005), companies that have achieved
generating a civil workplace claim that such a selection pro-
cess is one of the best ways of eliminating hiring typical
incivility initiators.

Second, once selected, organizations should focus on
delivering a code of conduct and organizational culture that
emphasizes appropriate civil behaviours within the work-
place. At this point, executing a zero-tolerance to incivility
policy, which is regularly repeated both orally and in written
format, may also help generate an incivility-free workplace
as well. At this point, according to Leiter et al. (2012), the
Civility, Respect, and Engagement program in the work-
place (Osatuke et al., 2009) is recommended as a beneficial
program to eliminate workplace incivility. As workplace
incivility negatively impacts both work engagement and
OCB and decreases productivity, it might be useful to con-
sider workplace incivility in the performance appraisal as
well (Loh et al., 2021; Guo et al., 2022). By doing so, the
repetitive cycle of uncivil behaviours may weaken in the
long term. This may yield important returns because, as
this research found that workplace incivility reduces OCB
through decreasing work engagement, workplace incivility
is not a phenomenon that can be eliminated within a short
period of time; instead, it requires a systematic and continu-
ous approach.

Third, this study also found that organizational identifi-
cation moderates the relationship between workplace inci-
vility and work engagement, highlighting that employees
with greater organizational identification are more likely
to withdraw from their work when they experience or see
uncivil behaviours within the organization. This is a reason-
able result because employees may detect an inconsistency
between what their organization stands up for and what its
employees experience, resulting in cognitive dissonance
and higher levels of disengagement from work. Therefore, it

is important for organizational members, especially middle
and top managers, to stick with ethically appropriate social
norms and civil codes of conduct both to eliminate incon-
sistency and to deliver clear messages. In addition, since
employees with a higher degree of organizational identity
are more likely to internalize the values of the organization,
it can be expected that they are more likely to take action
and complain of incivility. Therefore, it is important for
managers to take those complaints into account and exam-
ine them as well.

Limitations and further research

This study has several limitations that should be empha-
sized. First, our data were unavoidably gathered from a
single source and through self-reporting, which may cause
the results of this study to be susceptible to single-source
bias. Nonetheless, as noted before, single source bias, as a
CMB, is less likely to be a concern for the interaction effect.
Furthermore, even though it is recommended to collect
other-reported OCB data, Carpenter et al. (2014) found that
both self-reported OCB data and other-reported OCB data
demonstrate parallel correlation patterns with some com-
mon variables. Therefore, although we aimed to state these
concerns, future studies may collect data from multisource
(customers, colleagues, or supervisors) or gather diary data
or critical incidents to test our model again. Second, consid-
ering the effects of incivility over time, our cross-sectional
design of the research may constrain the interpretations of
the study results. Even though cross-sectional data increases
the response rate, data collected over time may increase the
strength of causal inference as well. Thus, future studies
may consider supplementary data-collecting methods, such
as diary data, panel data or experiment design, to better
understand the reactions of incivility victims. Lastly, in this
study, the source of incivility is not differentiated, whether
it is the supervisor or a co-worker. According to Schilpzand
et al. (2016), because supervisors have direct authority over
their employees, supervisor incivility can affect outcomes
more than other causes, such as co-workers. On the other
hand, previous studies have noted that workplace incivility
causes poorer OCB, regardless of the source of the behav-
iour (Porath & Erez, 2007). However, because our focus
in this study is on organizational identity, employees with
greater levels of organizational identification may be more
sensitive to managerial incivility than their peers. There-
fore, it is important that future studies may address and dis-
tinguish the sources of incivility and elucidate whether the
source of behaviour matters.
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Conclusion

The purpose of this study is to examine the impact of work-
place incivility on OCB through the indirect effect of work
engagement and for whom this impact is stronger. Using
the conservation of resources theory and social identity
theory, we found evidence that workplace incivility has a
significant negative influence on OCB, and this influence
is mediated by workplace engagement. Moreover, this indi-
rect effect is greater for individuals with higher levels of
organizational identification. Taking the results into consid-
eration, the study results emphasize the negative impact of
workplace incivility on organizational citizenship behav-
iour through work engagement and provide further evi-
dence about the significance of organizational identification
in terms of intensifying the harmful effects of workplace
stressors instead of acting as a buffer between the stressor
and work outcome.
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