
Abstract: Workplace incivility is a challenging problem for individuals and organizations resulting in employee absenteeism, psychologi-
cal distress, physical disease, job dissatisfaction, and increased turn-over rates. The economic and human costs can be devastating and
far-reaching. Empirical instruments are needed to effectively measure workplace incivility. This article describes the development and
description of the Organizational Civility Scale (OCS) which measures employee perceptions of civility, stress, coping, job satisfaction,
the extent to which incivility is perceived to be a problem, factors which contribute to it, and solutions to address the problem. Seven
items on the OCS emerged as predictors of organizational civility including items referring to respect, collegiality, satisfaction with direct
supervisor, whether the workplace environment appeared judgmental, civility expressed in mission/vision statement, emotionality in
coping strategies, and frequency of abused authority.
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Development and Description of the
Organizational Civility Scale (OCS)

I ncivility in the workplace is a serious problem and by some
estimates, is getting worse. A decade ago, Farkas and Johnson
(2002) found that 79% of survey respondents agreed rude-

ness and incivility were a growing and serious problem in the U.S.
Since then several sources have reported evidence that workplace
incivility is on the rise (Estes & Wang, 2008; Miner, Settles,
Pratt-Hyatt, &C Brady, 2012; Pearson & Porath, 2005). Cortina
and Magley (2009) found that victims of incivility often "show
greater job stress, cognitive distraction, psychological distress, as
well as lower job satisfaction and creativity", and are "leaving their
organization at higher rates" (p. 272).

In a recent study (Weber Shandwick & Powell Täte, 2011),
researchers found that 65% of respondents believe the U.S. has a
major civility problem and Americans expect civility to erode even
further over the next few years. In the same study, 43% of respon-
dents reported experiencing incivility at work, and 38% believed
that their workplace is becoming more uncivil and disrespectful
than it was a few years ago. Pearson and Porath (2009) found that
95% of American workers reported experiencing incivility from
co-workers; the authors concluded that incivility occurs in nearly
all settings, by people of all ages, and as part of their daily routine
(p. 23). As a result, many workers are disengaged and less produc-
tive; some intentionally undermine their organization and their
co-workers.

Uncivil and disruptive behaviors include covert behaviors
such as withholding important information from others and fail-
ing to cooperate with colleagues. Overt actions of incivility have
also been reported including making rude remarks and display-
ing blatant acts of intimidation. In some cases, these behaviors
become embedded in the organizational culture and have a direct
impact on employees as well as people and customers served by
the organization. Incivility often results in increased employee
turn-over, disruption of work teams, poor productivity, and
significant economic loss (Lewis & Malecha, 2011 ; Pearson &
Porath, 2009; Weber Shandwick & Powell Täte, 2011). Incivility
by physicians can result in medical mistakes, preventable compli-
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cations, and even death (Tarkan, 2008). The psychological impact
of incivility may be devastating as well (Clark, 2008a, 2008b,
2013).

Forni (2008) contended that nearly one million workers miss
work every day because of workplace stress—a condition closely
related to incivility. Rude behavior and other forms of incivility
are damaging on many levels. Workplace incivility adds to work-
ers' stress level, erodes self-esteem, damages relationships, threat-
ens workplace safety and quality of life, lowers morale, causes ill-
ness, and leaves workers feeling stressed, vulnerable, and devalued
(Clark, 2013; Forni, 2008). The human and financial costs of
these behaviors may be disastrous. Unfortunately, many business
leaders fail to measure and address incivility. Many do not know
how to deal with the problem and most are ¡11-informed about
incivility's myriad costs.

Because an uncivil and unhealthy work environment may
negatively affect employees, stakeholders, and the organization
itself, it is important for organizations to recognize and address
behaviors threatening employee morale and job satisfaction. Or-
ganizations that ignore uncivil behaviors are indirectly promoting
them and exposing themselves to litigation (The Joint Commis-
sion [TJC], 2008). Focusing on the positive aspects of promoting
civility can have a positive impact on workplace relationships as
well as the bottom line by improving morale, productivity, and
teamwork. According to the Baltimore Workplace Study in 2003,
83% of workers report that deliberate efforts to foster civility are
important to creating and maintaining civil workplace environ-
ments (Forni et al., 2003).

Measures of Incivility
Incivility is defined as rude or disruptive behaviors that often

result in psychological or physiological distress for the people
involved and, if left unaddressed, may progress into threatening
situations or result in temporary or permanent illness or injury
(Clark & Carnosso, 2008; Clark, 2009, 2013). Few instruments
are available to measure and quantify incivility (Clark, Farnsworth
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& Landrum, 2009), and most fail co account for the complete dy-
namics of workplace Jncivilicy. One widely used instrument is the
Workplace Incivility Scale (WIS) developed by Cortina, Magley,
Williams, and Langhout (2001). The WIS uses 7 items measuring
the frequency of participants' experiences of disrespectful, rude,
or condescending behaviors from superiors or coworkers within
the previous 5 years. The overall inter-item reliability of the WIS
is high with an alpha coefficient of 0.89 (Cortina et al., 2001).
However, the WIS has been criticized recently "...because of its
failure to distinguish among sources of incivility (i.e., supervisors
and co-workers)" (Taylor, 2004, p.34).

Another widely used measure is the Negative Acts Question-
naire-Revised (NAQ-R) (Einarsen, Hoel, &C Notelaers, 2009).
The NAQ-R addresses the original NAQ's weaknesses, including
the overt influence of severely affected targets, and questionable
face validity and cultural bias of some items since the original
NAQwas developed and tested in Scandinavia (Einarsen et al.,
2009). The 22-item NAQ-R is specifically adapted to Anglo-
American cultures, and it is designed to measure exposure to
bullying in the workplace including three underlying factors: per-
sonal bullying, work-related bullying and physically intimidating
forms of bullying. The NAQ-R may also be used as a single factor
measure. Internal consistency and reliability were confirmed with
a Cronbach's alpha of 0.90 (Einarsen et al., 2009). One potential
shortcoming of the NAQ-R is its global definition of bullying
which is intended to overcome the ambiguity, for example, of
who did what to whom in which situation and of measuring
exposure over a long period of time, i.e. 6 months. In other
words, respondents must decide whether their experiences fit into
the provided definition of bullying, as a dichotomous "either-or"
phenomenon, prior to rating its existence on a continuum from
"never" to "daily." As result, the NAQ-R provides "more conser-
vative estimates of bullying generally limited to the more severe
cases of perceived victimization" (Einarsen et al., 2009, p. 41).

Coombs and Holladay (2004) developed the Workplace Ag-
gression Tolerance Questionnaire (WATQ) which measures work-
place aggression behaviors on a full spectrum including physical,
verbal, active, passive, direct and indirect forms. The WATQ
presents a scenario whereby a worker receives inaccurate negative
performance feedback from a manager who refuses to make any
corrections, and lists 28 theoretical responses for respondents to
evaluate based on their appropriateness to the situation (Coombs
& Holladay, 2004). Evaluation of the questionnaire revealed a
Cronbach's alpha of 0.95 (Coombs 6i Holladay, 2004). Similar
to the WIS, the WATQ does not measure workplace aggression
and incivility in peer-co-peer relationships (Coombs & Holladay,
2004).

The Uncivil Workplace Behavior Questionnaire (UWBC)
measures overall workplace incivility as well as incivility along
four subscales: exclusionary behavior, gossiping, hostility, and
privacy invasion (Martin & Hine, 2005). With Cronbach's alphas
of over .80, the UWBQand its subscales indicate high internal
consistency among items. Despite a few occurrences in magazine
articles, one research article and a few dissertations, the UWBC
is not commonly used in scholarly research, and its reliability and
validity have not been confirmed (Bardett, 2009).

Incivility in Healthcare
Whereas incivility in any professional organization can be

devastating, incivility in healthcare can be deadly (Luparell,
2005). Instruments to measure and address incivility in the
context of healthcare include the Nursing Incivility Scale (NIS)
which was designed to ".. .assess hospital nurses' experiences with
incivility according to specific sources- physicians, coworkers,
patients, and direct supervisors" (Cuidroz, Burdnfield-Ceimer,
Clark, Schwetschenau, & Jex, 2010, p. 176). Alpha statistics for
the overall NIS ranged from .81 to .94 and inter-item correlations
for all subscales ranged from .36 to .90. By designing an instru-
ment to measure incivility among nurses, the researchers hoped
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to develop and implement interventions to decrease incivility
directed at nurses and to increase nurse satisfaction and overall
effectiveness of healthcare delivery.

Recognizing potential benefits of decreasing incivility in
the healthcare industry, the U.S. Veterans Hospital Association
(VHA) developed the Civility, Respect, and Engagement at Work
(CREW) model (Leiter, 2011; Leiter, Laschinger, Day, & Oore,
2011). In addition to measuring incivility, the CREW is designed
to enhance civility in the workplace by strengthening and improv-
ing workplace relationships (Leiter, 2011). Results are promising
thus far with reports of increased employee engagement, signifi-
cant reductions in employee sick leave, turnover, and complaints
(Laschinger, Leiter, Day, Cilin-Oore, 0¿ Mackinnon, 2012; Leiter,
2011). Osatuke, Moore, Ward, Dyrenforth, and Belton (2009)
reported a statistically significant improvement in perceived
workplace civility at VHA facilities triat implemented the CREW
in comparison to VHA facilities that did not. Participants in the
CREW intervention showed a heightened awareness of the con-
nection between civility of workplace interactions and successful
outcomes of specific work-related tasks (Osatuke et al., 2009).

The Organizational Civility Scale (OCS) was developed
to provide a valid and reliable instrument to measure incivility
and civility a broad context by including items related to stress,
coping, and job satisfaction. More specifically, the OCS addresses
shortcomings of the WIS and the WATQ by measuring respon-
dents' reactions to incivility and aggression from supervisors and
co-workers. As a result, the OCS is more sensitive to yet-to-be-
explained factors, which might contribute to incivility, such as
relationship with supervisors and co-workers, stress and cop-
ing, and compliance with organizational vision, mission, norms
and workplace policy. The OCS measures the extent to which
incivility is perceived to be a problem in various health care and
business settings to identify the factors which contribute to it, and
to generate solutions for civility. The OCS can be used longitu-
dinally to conduct pre- and post-test organizational assessments
and design intervention studies. Three hypotheses were created to
establish validity:

H : Incivility will be positively correlated with increased
stress and coping

H : Certain items/factors will predict workplace civility

H : Incivility will be negatively correlated with job satisfac-
tion

Methodology
Participants

Two health care organizations assisted in the development of
the OCS; one was located in the Pacific Northwest with less than
200 employees, and one located in the Northeast with over 1600
employees. Across the cwo organizations, 1,264 participants pro-
vided data on the OCS survey items. Of those reporting demo-
graphic data, there were 89.4% females and 10.6% males. Most
participants (76%) were 30-59 years of age; about 20% were
younger (16-29), and less than 5% were older. Participants could
select more than one category for race/ethnicity (percentages are
shown in parentheses): White/Caucasian (83.1%), Black/African-
American (7.0%), Hispanic, non-Latino (1.5%), Latino (0.8%),
Asian (1.9%), Native American or Alaska Native (0.6%), Pacific
Islander or Native Hawaiian (0.3%), or Other (4.7%).

Materials
The OCS is an original scale constructed by the authors

based upon existing expertise, consultation with content experts,
a thorough review of the literature, and extensive pilot testing.
Given that the OCS is a licensed, commercial product, we do not
provide the individual items here, but a specimen set is available
upon request. In addition to the standard demographic items
previously described, we customized each survey implementation
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Table I. Sections of the OCS with Descriptions

Section

1

2a

2b

3

4

5

6

7

8a

8b

9

Section Titie

Perceptions of

Organizational

Climate

Ratings of Civility

Resources

(Existence)

Ratings of Civility

Resources

(Importance)

Frequency of

Incivility

Feelings About

Current Employment

Employee

Satisfaction

Sources of Stress

Coping Strategies

Overall Levels of

Stress

Overall Levels of

Coping Ability

Overall Civility

Ratings

# Items

16

19

16

12

6

5

6

2

4

Scaie Used

5-point agreement scale

strongly disagree to

strongly agree

5-point belief scale

completely untrue to

completely true

5-point importance scale

not at all important to

completely important

5-point frequency scale

never to very often

7-point semantic

differential scale

100-point slider scale in 1

point increments from 0 =

completely dissatisfied to

100 = completely satisfied

5-point agreement scale

strongly disagree to

strongly agree

5-point agreement scale

strongly disagree to

strongly agree

100-point slider scale in 1

point increments from 0 =

no stress io 100 =

maximum stress

100-point slider scale in 1

point increments from 0 =

coping mechanism

working perfectly to 100 =

not coping with anything

at all

100-point slider scale in 1

point increments from 0 =

uncivil to 100 = civil

Sampie Items

• 1 feel valued in my organization.

• 1 have supervisors 1 trust in my

organization.

• Civility clearly reflected in its mission

or vision statement

• Procedures for addressing uncivil

behavior are publically available.

• Civility clearly reflected in its mission

or vision statement

• Procedures for addressing uncivil

behavior are publically available.

• Abused his or her position of

authority?

• Made rude non-verbal behaviors or

gestures toward you or others?

How you feel about the workplace:

• Unfair : Fair

• Forgiving : Unforgiving

Overall level of satisfaction:

• My co-workers

• The opportunities for advancement

• Difficult co-workers add to my stress

level

• An unsafe work environment adds to

my stress level

• Focus on the problem in an attempt to

solve it

• Hope the problem will go away by

doing nothing

• Rate your overall level of stress

• Rate your overall coping ability

• Rate your overall level of stress

• Rate your overall coping ability

Rate workplace categories:

• My co-workers

• My organization in general
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CO include demographic information about one's position and
department within che organization, work hours, work shift, edu-
cational attainment, and years of service to the organization. The
108-item OCS is presented in nine sections, with the pertinent
details of each section presented in Table 1.

Procedure
In cooperation with organizational managers, employees of

both organizations were emailed information about the OCS and
were encouraged to complete the OCS online. The opening page
of each survey was customized to the particular organization and
provided details about the purposes of the survey and relevant
contact information. To preserve the anonymity of response, once
participants initiated their online survey session, chey had to com-
plete the survey within that session. Participants could withdraw
from the survey at any time without penalty. At the conclusion
of the survey, opportunities to learn more about incivility in the
workplace were provided via a web link. For each organization, a
comprehensive and detailed report was generated and the authors
(Clark and Landrum) provided an onsite presentation of the
study outcomes.

Results
In addition to estimating psychometric properties

of the OCS through exploratory analyses, we examined
interrelationships between its different subscales.

Psychometric Characteristics of the OCS
As with any new psychometric instrument, repeated testing

is required to establish and verify validity and reliability of the
measure. In this section we present the initial evidence in support
of a valid and reliable measure of organizational civility. As for
the order of operations, we performed exploratory factor analy-
ses first to determine if meaningful factors were extractable; this
was followed by inter-item reliability analyses to determine if the
items loading on a particular factor yielded the highest possible
inter-rater reliability coefficient.

Validity. To establish construct validity, we performed
exploratory factor analyses on each of the appropriate sections
of^the OCS. The overall outcomes are presencecf in Table 2. For
each exploratory factor analysis, a varimax rotation was used with
eigenvalues greater than 1.0 to extract factors; factor loadings
greater than .50 were used for item retention.

Reliability. We used Cronbach's alpha as a measure of inter-
item reliability (possible values range from 0 to 1.0). SeeTable 2
for estimates of OCS' internal consistency.

Relation of OCS Scale and Subscale Scores
To establish initial confidence in validity of the OCS,

planned statistical analyses were conducted among scales, sub-
scales, and individual items. For instance, if responses to the
overall stress level item (Section 8a) is significantly correlated
with sources of stress (Section 6), this indicates that (a) these two
sets of items may be measuring the same construct, and (b) the
summative stress item (Section 8a) may be a good predictor of
the different sources of stress. The summative stress item (Sec-
tion 8a) was positively correlated with each of the five sources of
stress items in Section 6, with correlations of the summative item
ranging from r(l,062) = .40,/) < .001 ("an intense workload adds
to my stress level") to r( 1,058) = .18, p < .001 ("an unsafe work
environment adds to my stress level").

Similar significant correlations appeared between the summa-
tive coping abilities item (Section 8b) and the individual coping
abilities items (Section 7); correlations with overall coping aoility
(Section 8b) ranged from r( 1,041) = .16, p < .001 ("become too
emotional to deal with the problem") to r(l,043) = -.15,p < .001
("focus on the problem in an attempt to solve it"). Responses
from summative items of Section 8 relate as expected with the
individual, detailed items of Sections 6 and 7, respectively;

outcomes occurring in these expected directions contribute to the
case for validity.

Predictors of Civility
The overarching goal of this research is to develop a psycho-

metrically sound measure of organizational civility. To that end,
we examined predictive relationships between individual items
contained on the OCS (three specific examples are presented
here). For instance, a stepwise multiple regression approach was
utilized to predict a participant's response to the semantic differ-
ential item uncivilxivil presented as 1 of the 12 items in Section
4. A linear trend was present, F{4,4S5) = 70.42,/> < .001, with
the resulting y?= .710, /? = .504, and adjusted Ir = .497. Seven
items emerged with beta weights high enough to be predictors
of this civility criterion variable, including items referring to re-
spect, collegiality, satisfaction with direct supervisor, whether the
workplace environment appeared judgmental, civility expressed in
mission/vision stacement, emotionality in coping strategies, and
frequency of abused authority. Not only are these items statisti-
cally significant predictors of civility, but based on existing knowl-
edge, these predictors and the directions of beta weights provide
face validity to the OCS.

A second stepwise multiple regression procedure was em-
ployed to examine the predictive relationship between overall
civility rating (Section 9) of the workplace environment as
compared to individual items comprising the OCS. A linear trend
emerged, f(8,498) = \\7.\6,p< .001, with an /? = .808, I^ =
.653, and adjusted I^ = .647. Eight items possessed high enough
beta weights to be considered significant predictors of summative
workplace environment civility (Section 9), including employee
satisfaction with the workplace, resource availability regarding
ethical conduct, respect, encouragement to turn in employees
who violate civility norms, organizational values, satisfaction with
co-workers, organizational leadership, and fairness in evaluations.
A third stepwise multiple regression was conducted with the cri-
terion valuable employee satisfaction with the workplace environ-
ment (Section 5). A linear trend appeared, f{ 11,508) = 83.44,
p < .001, with an y?= .810, /? = .644, and adjusted I^ = .636.
Eleven items possess statistically significant beta weights as predic-
tors, including overall workplace civility, fairness, collaborative
relationships with supervisors, workload level stress, frequency of
unreasonable demands being made, feeling valued in the organi-
zation, feeling respected by supervisors, feeling listened to by co-
workers, co-workers upholding organizational values, institutional
support for civilicy initiatives, and supervisors actively seeking to
increase workplace civility. Together, all three patterns of regres-
sion results provide initial support for the OCS' validity.

Employee Satisfaction
To emphasize the importance of continued study of civility

in the workplace and how it may related to employee satisfaction,
we correlated the Section 5 item on employee satisfaction with
the workplace environment with the Section 9 overall civility
rating of the workplace environment. There was a statistically
significant positive correlation between participants* responses to
these two items, r{ 1.009) = .70, p< .001.

Discussion
The authors conducted an exploratory factor analyses on

four sections of the OCS including perceptions of organizational
climate (67.9%), ratings of civilicy resources (existence 68.7%
and importance 77.7%) and coping strategies to determine
construct validity (58.2%). These moderacely high proporcions of
explained variance provide validicy in our scale, i.e. the parameters
pertain to the factors being measured in this study. For example,
participants' evaluation oftheir relationship, values, trust, and
collaboration with their supervisors and coworkers in section 1 of
the OCS has a 67-9% probability of accounting for the variance
in measured perceptions of organizational climates. Similarly,
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Table 2. Outcomes of Exploratory Factor Analyses for Content Validity and Inter-item Reliability Analyses

Section

1

2a

2b

3

4

5

6

7

8a

8b

g

Section Title

Perceptions of

Organizational Climate

Ratings of Civility

Resources (Existence)

Ratings of Civility

Resources (Importance)

Frequency of Incivility

Feeiings About Current

Employment

Employee Satisfaction

Sources of Stress

Coping Strategies

Overall Levels of Stress

Overaii Levels of Coping

Ability

Overall Civility Ratings

# Items /

# Items

Retained

16/15

ig/18'

i 9 / i g

16/16

12

6

5

6 / 5

2 / 2

4 / 4

% of Variance

Explained

67.9%

68.7%

77.7%

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

58.2%

N/A

N/A

N/A

Name of Factor(s) with Number of

Items Loading and Alpha level

• Supervisory relationships and

values (9, a = .95)

• Co-worker relationships (6, a =

.89)

• Procedures and mechanisms for

dealing with incivility (14, a = .96)

• Policy documentation (6, a = .89)

• Infrastructure for increasing

civility/decreasing incivility (12, a

= .97)

• Written procedures / policy

documentation (7, a = .95)

No factors emerged: unidimensional (a

= 96)

No factors emerged: items do not

comprise a subscale (a = .42)

No factors emerged: unidimensional (a

= .88)

No factors emerged: unidimensional (a

= 82)

• Passive coping / avoidance (3, a

= .73

• Active coping (2 , a = N/A)

No factors emerge; 1 item only

No factors emerge; 1 item oniy

No factors emerged: unidimensional (a =

.87)

Notes. *Two items loaded on both factors, with factor loadings > .50. **lnter-item reliability coefficients are low and relatively meaningless with

only two items; factors typicaiiy need to be comprised by more than two items. N/A = not applicable.

presence of policy documencadon, e.g. norms or code of conduct,
procedures and mechanisms for reporting and resolving incivility,
accounts for roughly two-thirds (68.7%) of variance in partici-
pants' perceived existence of civility resource in their organization.
The infrastructure for increasing civility/decreasing incivility
as well as written procedures explain more than three quarters
(77.7%) of the variance in participant's perceived importance
of civility resources in their work life. On the other hand, active
and passive coping, along with avoidance explain 58.2% of the
measured variance in participants' coping strategies. This finding
might provide direction for future studies to explore additional
factors predicting ways employees cope with workplace incivility.

Cronbach's alpha provides strong confidence in the OCS's

reliability. Following generally accepted practices, i.e. an alpha
of .70 gives adequate reliability, .80 good reliability, and .90 very
good/excellent reliability, there are four sections and subsections
(section 1, 2a, 2b, and 3) that give excellent reliability, three (sec-
tion 5, 6, and 9) that give good reliability and one (section 7) that
gives adequate reliability. Conversely, section 4 gives a low alpha
of .42, indicating that statements and questions in this section
must be examined and modified for greater consistency with
measured factors. Likewise, the lack of Cronbach's alpha of stress
and coping measurement in section 8 and active coping in section
7 indicates a need for more valid questions and scales to measure
these concepts. Refinement and addition of coping and stress
items will better complete the OCS.

H :̂ Stress and Coping
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Unsurprisingly, the overall stress level is significantly posi-
tively correlated with each of the perceived sources of stress. In
other words, the five sources of stress being measured in the OCS
(i.e. difficult co-workers and supervisors, being forced to contact
with disliked people, unsafe environment and intense workload)
were shown to increase the level of stress in our participants.
There were similar significant correlations between the summa-
tive coping abilities and individual coping abilities. As a result,
individual coping abilities measured in the OCS (i.e. consult with
others, avoid the problem, focus on problem-solving, become too
emotional, hope the problem will go away, and utilize physical
activities) were shown to increase participants' perceived level of
coping ability.

H : Organizational Civility
Seven items predicted organizational civility including items

referring to respect, collegiality, satisfaction with direct supervisor,
whether the workplace environment appeared judgmental, civility
expressed in mission/vision statement, emotionality in coping
strategies, and frequency of incivility regarding abuse of author-
ity. Moreover, these predictors and the direction of beta weights
provide some face validity for the OCS. In addition, eight items
possessed high enough beta weights to be considered significant
predictors orworkplace civility including employee satisfac-
tion with the work place, resource availaoility regarding ethi-
cal conduct, respect, encouragement to turn in employees who
violate civility norms, organizational values, and satisfaction with
co-workers, organizational leadership, and fairness in evaluations.

H^: Job Satisfaction
We hypothesized that incivility would be negatively corre-

lated with job satisfaction widi supervisors and coworkers. This
hypothesis is supported by the existing literature (Cortina et al.,
2001; Pearson & Porath, 2005; Penny & Spector, 2005). Eleven
OCS items predicted job satisfaction including overall workplace
civility, fairness, collaborative relationships witri supervisors,
workload level stress, frequency of unreasonable demands being
made, feeling valued in the organization, feeling respected by su-
pervisors, feeling listened to by co-workers, co-workers upholding
organizational values, institutional support for civility initiatives,
and supervisors actively seeking to increase workplace civilicy.
Employee satisfaction with the workplace was positively correlat-
ed with overall civility rating of the workplace environment. This
finding suggests a potential outcome to incivility that is worth
exploring in fijture research. Workers who experience high levels
of civility may be more satisfied with their employment which
has positive implications for employee recruitment and retention.
The positive correlation between overall civility and employee
satisfaction emphasizes the importance of evidence-based practice.
Although this notion has been surmised in the literature, few
studies provide empirical data to support their claims (Laschinger,
Finegan, & Wilk, 2009; Roberts, Jones, & Lynn, 2004).

OCS Sensitivity
The OCS is sensitive to many latent aspects and variables of

civility that other measures don't seem to effectively capture. For
example, the OCS specifically measures participants' perceptions
of incivility from various sources, including supervisors, co-work-
ers, and the whole organization. The OCS collects data on a
Likert scale which provides participants more options to evaluate
their experience and perceptions. The subjective use of "I feel"
in each item also allows participants more freedom to interpret
civility in their organization. Inclusion of stress and coping in
evaluating workplace incivility recognizes the importance of these
topics in reducing or eliminating incidence of incivility.

Limitations
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Two study limitations will be addressed. The first limitation
concerns the fact that the OCS utilizes self-report questionnaires
with voluntary participation. Hence, the study carries the risk of
common method biases (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Pod-
sakoff, 2003). This study yielded many significant correlations
between study variables so the possibility that correlations might
display statistically inflated significance should be noted. The
second limitation concerns distribution of the study's partici-
pants and geographic locations of the two health care facilities
where the study was conducted. The large northeastern facility
employed eight times the personnel employed by the smaller
northwestern facility. Future research should be conducted in
institutions across the country to reduce the contextual influence
of organizational or regional environment.

Application
The OCS can assist researchers to design studies measur-

ing organizational civility, incivility, stress, coping, and job
satisfaction and to examine differences regarding position and
department within the organization, work hours, work shift,
educational attainment, and years of service to the organization
as well as gender, age, and ethnicity. The OCS may also be used
to conduct pre- and post-test assessments to determine whether
specific organizational changes promote or threaten civility. Statis-
tical comparisons can be made between departments to determine
perceived levels of incivility and ways to address the problem.
Findings may also stimulate dialogue among administrators, man-
agers, and employees about prevention and intervention strategies
for addressing incivility and promoting civilicy in the workplace.
Because the OCS fully captures workers' experience with incivil-
ity, the OCS can provide valuable information to administra-
tors and researchers who are designing interventions to improve
relationships among employees. For example, the authors used
the OCS to establisri a baseline assessment of civility, incivility,
stress, coping and job satisfaction in a large medical center in a
mid-Atlantic state. Using results from the OCS, we determined
the sources and types of incivility that were most problematic
and identified sources of strength and strategies contributing to
organizational civility. Targeted interventions were implemented
by a Civility Team established by the medical center to address
specific concerns and reinforce or strengthen civility practices that
were already in place. The Civility Team held forums for workers
to review OCS results, openly express their concerns and ideas,
and work together to formulate clear, confidential procedures and
reporting systems for uncivil behaviors. They also instituted an
"incivility and bullying hotline" to report uncivil behavior and a
reward system for civifand ethical behavior. Civility teams can
have a major impact on recruitment and retention, as well as em-
ployee grievances and lawsuits, which may translate into signifi-
cant cost savings for the institution. Once the interventions are
securely in place, the OCS will be used as a follow-up measure-
ment to determine the extent to which incidents of incivility have
declined and other outcomes have improved.

Conclusion
This article provides documentation of development and

validation of the OCS. The OCS was validated using author
expertise, consultation with content experts, a thorough review of
the literature, extensive pilot testing, and sample data from two
medical centers. The OCS broadly measures incivility and civilicy
by including items related to stress, coping, and job satisfaction in
a variety of settings and relationships such as organization-work-
er, superior-subordinate, and peer-to-peer. For this reason, the
OCS addresses shortcomings associated with previous measures of
civility. To further refine and eliminate biases of this instrument,
fiiture research and testing across a wide variety of settings and
targeted populations are indicated.
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