
ORIGINAL RESEARCH
published: 20 June 2016

doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2016.00890

Frontiers in Psychology | www.frontiersin.org 1 June 2016 | Volume 7 | Article 890

Edited by:

Radha R. Sharma,

Hero MotoCorp., Management

Development Institute, India

Reviewed by:

Gary Lee Mangiofico,

Pepperdine University, USA

Marthie Sophia Van Der Walt,

North-West University, Potchefstroom

Campus, South Africa

*Correspondence:

Annamaria Di Fabio

adifabio@psico.unifi.it

Specialty section:

This article was submitted to

Organizational Psychology,

a section of the journal

Frontiers in Psychology

Received: 11 February 2016

Accepted: 30 May 2016

Published: 20 June 2016

Citation:

Di Fabio A and Gori A (2016)

Assessing Workplace Relational Civility

(WRC) with a New Multidimensional

“Mirror” Measure.

Front. Psychol. 7:890.

doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2016.00890
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This article first introduces a new psychological construct and then presents the

psychometric properties of a new multidimensional measure for assessing workplace

relational civility (WRC). This new self-report mirror measure has two specular sections

(Part A—Me with others; Part B—Others with me) that can assess individuals’ relational

patterns regarding civility and that can help reduce the bias in the assessment process.

The results of exploratory factor analysis revealed a factor structure with three robust

dimensions [relational decency (RD), relational culture (RCu), and relational readiness

(RR)] exhibiting good values of internal consistency. Confirmatory factor analysis showed,

in turn, a good fit of the model to the data. The correlations between the sections of the

measure and the 11 instruments used were significant and in the expected directions.

These results suggest that this new, brief mirror measure for assessingWRC can be easily

employed in different organizational contexts to open different typologies of actions on

the basis of the three dimensions, thereby facilitating the construction of a safer and more

decent relational work environment.

Keywords: workplace civility, decent work, relationships and work, relational civility, relational theory, relational

decency, relational culture, relational readiness

INTRODUCTION

Positive psychology is being used more frequently these days to improve the quality of work life
and organizational effectiveness. Seligman and Csikszentmihalyi (2000) maintain that the purpose
of positive psychology is “to begin to catalyze a change in the focus of psychology from pre-
occupation only with repairing the worst things in life to also building positive qualities” (Seligman
and Csikszentmihalyi, 2000, p. 5). Positive psychology aims at helping individuals develop their
potential and make the best choices for their personal and professional lives (Seligman, 2002; Ryff
and Singer, 2008; Waterman et al., 2010; Savickas, 2011; Guichard, 2013).

In other words, positive psychology helps individuals develop effective and lifelong self
and relational management (Di Fabio, 2015a) across the numerous personal and professional
transitions and complex challenges of the 21st century (Blustein, 2011; Di Fabio and Maree, 2013;
Di Fabio, 2014a; Di Fabio and Kenny, 2015).

This effective and lifelong self and relational management (Di Fabio and Kenny, 2016) can
impact directly and indirectly on the sphere of professional life and help develop and improve
psychological resources and talents. It can also promote opportunities for women and men to
obtain decent and productive work in conditions of freedom, equality, security, and human dignity
(ILO, 1999). According to the United Nations (1948), everyone who works has the right to just and
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favorable remuneration ensuring for himself and his family
an existence worthy of human dignity, and supplemented, if
necessary, by other means of social protection (United Nations,
1948). The concept of decent work is thus characterized by
dignity and decency in the workplace, which are part and parcel
of equality of opportunity, social protection, social security, and
quality of work (Faioli, 2009). Quality of work, in particular, is
the basis of decent work and can be linked to the quality of
relationships in the workplace; in other words, decent work is
linked to positive relational outcomes (Blustein et al., 2016; Di
Fabio and Kenny, 2016; Kenny et al., 2016). It then follows that
quality of work and quality of relationships influence each other.
In fact, some authors see work and relationships as major social
constructs (Blustein, 2011; Richardson, 2012).

The relational theory of working (Blustein, 2011) provides
a framework for understanding how working is embedded
in external and internal relational contexts and how it can
be viewed as an inherently relational act. Thus, on the
one hand, the psychology-of-working framework seeks to
explore the impact of intrapsychic, relational, social, economic,
political, and historical factors on people’s work lives, and,
on the other hand, it seeks to identify three human needs
that working optimally can fulfill: the need for survival and
power, the need for social connection, and the need for
self-determination (Blustein, 2006, 2011). The theory also
emphasizes the importance of creating optimal conditions for
the development of adaptive relationships among peers and
supervisors at work (Blustein, 2011): relationships that need to
be characterized by civility.

Traditionally, the work and organizational literature has
focused on workplace incivility (WI) rather than civility at
work. Andersson and Pearson (1999) define WI as “low
intensity deviant behavior with ambiguous intent to harm
the target, in violation of workplace norms of mutual
respect. Uncivil behaviors are characteristically rude and
discourteous, displaying a lack of regard for others” (p. 457).
Cortina et al. (2001) refer to it as a form of interpersonal
mistreatment in the workplace characterized by violence,
aggression, bullying, tyranny, harassment, deviance, and injustice
(Cortina et al., 2001). Other authors talk about physical forms
of aggression (VandenBos and Bulatao, 1996; Griffin et al.,
1998; Leather et al., 1999) or psychological forms of aggression
that intentionally cause injury (Baron and Neuman, 1996;
Folger and Baron, 1996; Neuman and Baron, 1997; Glomb,
1998).

This article seeks to go beyond the conceptualization of
incivility at work and to focus rather on the utility of models that
include positivity and early interventions as forms of prevention
(Hage et al., 2007; Kenny and Hage, 2009). These are more
effective when efforts to increase resources and competencies
(Boyatzis et al., 2002, 2015a; Di Fabio, 2006; Boyatzis and
Saatcioglu, 2008; Di Fabio and Bernaud, 2008; Boyatzis, 2009;
Di Fabio and Palazzeschi, 2012, 2015a, 2016a; Di Fabio et al.,
2013; Di Fabio and Saklofske, 2014a,b; Di Fabio and Bucci, 2015)
are combined with efforts to decrease risks, in line with recent
advances reported in the positive psychology literature (Di Fabio
and Kenny, 2012a,b; Kenny et al., 2014). So, given the importance

of the concepts of relationality and civility, wemove from the idea
of decent work and well-being at work—through relationality—
to the idea of respect and caring for the self and others and
the relationships between people (Blustein, 2006; Di Fabio and
Maree, 2012, 2016; Maree, 2013; Di Fabio, 2015b; Di Fabio and
Bucci, 2016a). To this end, we developed a new construct: the
relational civility (RC) construct.

RELATIONAL CIVILITY: CONSTRUCT
DEFINITION

Civility has been defined in different ways, but almost all
definitions state that this construct is characterized by respect and
courtesy and a general awareness of the rights of others (Elias,
1982; Carter, 1998).

The Random House Dictionary defines civility as “courtesy
and politeness toward fellow human beings” (2015). Civility has
also been defined as a source of power, a means of gaining favor
and asserting cultural superiority, attaining social advantage
(Elias, 1982; Morris, 1996), and “the sum of the many sacrifices
we are called to make for the sake of living together” (Carter,
1998, p. 11). Some researchers stress the virtue aspects of the
moral implications of civility (Elias, 1982; Carter, 1998) while
others emphasize the “way of signaling the existence of self-
control” in civility (Wilson, 1993, p. 83). Most researchers agree,
however, that the need for civility becomes greater when the
interaction among people increases in complexity and frequency
(Goffman, 1967; Elias, 1982; Chen and Eastman, 1997; Carter,
1998). To paraphrase Blustein (2006), we could say that civility
is intrinsically relational.

We developed the concept of RC on these premises as a form
of relational style characterized by respect and concern for the
self and others, interpersonal sensitivity, personal education, and
kindness toward others. RC also includes civil behaviors such
as treating others with dignity and respecting social norms to
facilitate peaceful and productive cohabitation.

RC underlines the importance of interpersonal behavior and is
based on the assumption that people with their own expectations,
cognitive schemas, and cultural backgrounds interact and
influence each other. In other words, RC is a dynamic concept
that can be adapted to different contexts. For example, we can
refer to RC at work, RC in sport, RC in academia, and so on. This
construct can thus be adapted to many spheres in our lives.

The definition of the construct covers many factors related
to civility and many factors related to relationality which can
be grouped into three principal dimensions: relational decency
(RD), relational culture (RCu), relational readiness (RR).

RD, a new concept in the psychology literature, is inspired
by positive psychology (Fredrickson and Losada, 2005) and
concerns optimal relational functioning characterized by decency
in relationships, respect for the self and for others, being able
to express opinions freely, being assertive, and being tactful.
Having a high level of RD means being able to understand the
relational dynamics in a situation and integrating them in order
to devise and promote constructive relationships. In other words,
RD enables individuals to have positive and decency-based
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relationships characterized by assertiveness, freedom to express
ideas, respect for others, and tact in sustaining convictions. RD
can thus contribute to relational well-being and happiness.

RCu, another new concept in the psychology literature, is
inspired by relational cultural theory (Miller, 1976; Miller et al.,
2004). It concerns the complexity of human relationships in
terms of connection and disconnection and also recognizes and
explores the social implications of psychology theory and the
influence of culture on the quality and nature of relationships and
the subsequent effect on healthy coexistence (McCauley, 2013).
RCu thus comes from a distance and can vary across cultures.
People with good RCu are able to communicate with kindness
and deal with others in a politemanner through effective diversity
management (Harris et al., 2013; Di Fabio, 2016b).

RR, a further new concept in the psychology literature
concerns speed in understanding the feelings of others and
showing proactive sensibility. People with good IR are thus able
to read the emotions of others easily and to demonstrate delicacy,
empathy, compassion, and attention to their reactions.

RC can be seen as a collection of relational factors that are
central to developing satisfactory relationships with others and
promoting well-being among people.

The need for greater civility is evident when interactions
among people become more complex requiring them to attune
their behavior to that of others (Andersson and Pearson, 1999)
in order to prevent misunderstandings (Elias, 1982) and to
promote well-being (Boyatzis, 2009). In line with these premises,
the present study aimed at presenting a much-needed new
multidimensional measure to assess workplace relational civility
(WRC).

Differences and Similarities With Similar
Constructs
When developing a new construct it is essential to compare it—in
this caseWRC—with other similar constructs in order to identify
and analyze the similarities and the differences.

In the field of work and organizational psychology, constructs
similar to WRC are organizational citizenship behavior (OCB)
and prosocial organizational behavior (POB). First of all, we
can speculate that WRC is a prerequisite for prosocial and
citizenship behaviors; in fact, when there is a high level
of WRC, it can be assumed that there will also be high
levels of prosocial and citizenship behaviors. Because WRC
precedes these other two constructs and is necessary for the
development of healthy attachments, some specific differences
must exist.

OCB is defined as “an individual behavior that is discretionary,
not directly or explicitly recognized by the formal reward system,
and that in the aggregate promotes the effective functioning of
the organization” (Organ, 1988, p. 4). Here, the variables thatmay
most frequently overlap betweenWRC andOCB are the courtesy,
the altruism, and the civic virtues.

Regarding the courtesy virtue of the OCB, emphasis is
placed on keeping colleagues and superiors informed about
organizational matters and working conditions. The courtesy
virtue of the WRC, on the other hand, seems to be broader and
to concern a general lifestyle and consequently a way of being, a
relational modality geared to education, kindness, and courtesy

in the workplace. The courtesy of the WRC may thus subsume
the courtesy of the OCB.

There could also be similarities between the RCu factor of the
WRC and the altruism factor of the OCB. RCu is a relational
style that is polite, kind, and courteous, and because of the high
level of education and politeness of people with a high level of
RCu, it is generally easy for them to behave altruistically. In
OCB, the altruism factor is restricted to helping people in their
work activities whereas in RCu, it is more specifically focused on
being comfortable with and recognizing other people as human
beings. Civic virtue (CV), defined as having an interest in the
organization as a whole and a willingness to participate actively
in its governance, may have links with some aspects of RR,
particularly regarding interest in others. CV can also be linked
to RCu in respect of the subcategory of level of education, which,
in turn, is linked to CV.

POB, defined as the behavior of a member of an organization
who provides services to co-workers, customers, teams, or the
organization itself (McNeely and Meglino, 1994) on a voluntary
basis (Clary et al., 1998), can be considered part of civility at work.
However, POB seems to refer to relevant aspects of work and
not necessarily to relationships in general, unlike WRC. Also, the
self-improvement aspect of POB can be linked to some aspects
of WRC, particularly in relation to the evolution of the self; but
POB does not include the ability to express opinions and ideals
and a decency-based relationship at work, which are aspects
of WRC.

WRC goes beyond the concepts of citizenship and prosocial
behaviors as it is a dynamic concept that combines a sense
of relationality (Blustein, 2011) and respectivity (Maree, 2012)
in civility at work (Di Fabio, 2015b). WRC refers to behavior
in the workplace that is decent, prosocial, polite, careful, and
that involves relational style patterns that are in line with one’s
involvement with others. In other words, we could say that
WRC is positioned at the meta-level compared to these above
constructs.

WORKPLACE RELATIONAL CIVILITY
(WRC): SCALE DEVELOPMENT

In developing the WRC construct, we considered the specific
components of workplace behavior discussed earlier.

These components are:

1. Relational decency (RD) at work (decency in relationships,
respect for the self and others, assertiveness, ability to express
convictions, relational capacity);

2. Relational culture (RCu) at work (politeness, kindness, high
level of education, courteousness);

3. Relational readiness (RR) at work (sensibility towards others,
ability to read the emotions of others, concern for others,
delicacy, empathy, compassion, and attention to the reactions
of others).

In devising the process of measurement, we selected various
items for each subcategory of our theoretical model. The response
format adopted was a Likert scale with five answer options (1 =

not at all; 2= a little; 3= somewhat; 4= a lot; 5= a great deal).
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Based on the assumption thatWRC is relational, we developed
a new “mirror” kind of measurement that assesses a concept
from one’s own perspective and, at the same time, assesses the
same concept from the perspective of others. In other words,
the participants in the study were first asked to describe their
relationship with others over the past 3 months, and then to
respond to statements, with the same content, that describe the
relationship of others with them over the same time period
(the past 3 months). This kind of measurement enables a
better assessment of the interpersonal patterns and identifies
the discrepancies between how the subject looks at himself or
herself during the interaction with others and how the subject
views the other persons in their interaction with him or her. This
“mirror” measurement can lead to a more balanced evaluation
by helping to reduce bias in the assessment process. This kind of
measurement can place a person in a position to reflect on his or
her own actions and to analyze the behavior of others, thereby
making him or her more aware of the relational dynamics.

A measure consisting of two specular parts (A and B) was
developed. In the first phase of the study, we tested the factor
structure of the preliminary version of the WRC scale. A
convenience sample consisting of 80 students (60 women, 20
men) enrolled in various psychology courses at the University
of Florence and 26 employees (12 women, 14 men) completed
this preliminary version. Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was
used to verify the factor structure of the scale. Velicer’s minimum
average partial (MAP) criterion and the inspection of the scree
plot suggested a three-factor solution for the two parts (A and B)
of the measure. In order to obtain a clear, robust factor solution,
and on the basis of the factor analysis criteria, we decided to
eliminate the items with communalities under 0.30 and reached
a version with 13 specular items for each part.

METHODS

Participants and Procedure
The participants in the study were 115 workers (79.1% male,
20.9% female) with a mean age of 43.96 years (SD, 12.74). The
participants first completed the WRC scale and then, in order to
assess some aspects of the concurrent validity of this new mirror
measure, filled in 11 instruments that assessed similar as well as
different constructs. All the instruments were administered in
accordance with the norms regarding the privacy and anonymity
of participants.

Written informed consent was received from each of
participants after a full description of the study. The participants
were told also that they were free to withdraw from the study at
any time and that there would be no payment for participating.
With regard to ethical standards for research, the study adhered
to the latest version of the Declaration of Helsinki revised in
Fortaleza [World Medical Association (WMA), 2013].

Measures
Workplace Relational Civility (WRC)
The WRC measure is a self-report mirror instrument of 26
items that assesses RC at work. The WRC measure has three
dimensions: relational readiness (RR) at work, RCu at work, and

RD at work. The sum of these dimensions gives an overall score
for WRC for each part (Part A and Part B). The response format
adopted was a Likert scale with five responses (1= not at all; 2=
a little; 3= somewhat; 4= a lot; 5= a great deal) (see Appendix).

Organizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB; Podsakoff

et al., 1990)
The OCBs measure is an instrument that assesses the dimensions
of civic virtue defined as “behavior on the part of an individual
that indicates that he/she responsibly participates in, is involved
in, or is concerned about the life of the company” (Podsakoff
et al., 1990, p. 115). Podsakoff et al. (1990) developed a
24-item instrument with five dimensions of OCB: altruism,
conscientiousness, sportsmanship, courtesy, and civic virtue.
Examples of these items: altruism “Helps others who have heavy
work load”; conscientiousness “Attendance to work is above
the norm”; sportsmanship “Always focuses on what’s wrong,
rather than the positive side”; courtesy “Takes steps to try to
prevent problems with other workers,” and civic virtue “Attends
functions that are not required, but help the company’s image.” A
seven-point scale was used in the OCB with response categories
ranging from one (strongly disagree) to seven (strongly agree).
In this study, we used the Italian version of the measure (Di
Fabio and Palazzeschi, 2016b), which showed good values of
internal consistency (altruism = 0.84; conscientiousness = 0.81;
sportsmanship= 0.84; courtesy= 0.83; civic virtue= 0.80).

Prosocial Organizational Behaviors (POB; McNeely

and Meglino, 1994)
McNeely andMeglino (1994) developed ameasure of POB asking
respondents to classify items into one of the three categories
of prosocial behavior. Based on this process, they selected the
20 items with the lowest level of ambiguity regarding the
classification (McNeely and Meglino, 1994). These 20 items,
used to evaluate prosocial behavior, were grouped into three
main factors: Factor 1 = prosocial organizational behavior (e.g.,
“Speaks favorably about the organization to outsiders”); Factor
2 = role-prescribed prosocial behavior (e.g., “Arrives at work on
time”); Factor 3= prosocial individual behavior (e.g., “Assists co-
workers or students with personal problems.”). A five-point scale
was used with response categories ranging from 1= never to 5=
always. The psychometric properties of the Italian version of this
measure used in this study were good (prosocial organizational
behavior = 0.81; role-prescribed prosocial behavior = 0.84;
prosocial individual behavior= 0.83; Di Fabio and Bucci, 2016b).

Intrapreneurial Self-Capital Scale (ISCS; Di Fabio,

2014b)
Intrapreneurial self-capital is defined as a core of individual
intrapreneurial resources that are used to cope with career
and life construction challenges and that include dimensions of
core self-evaluation, hardiness, creative self-efficacy, resilience,
goal mastery, decisiveness, and vigilance (Di Fabio, 2014b).
The Intrapreneurial Self-Capital Scale (ISCS) was developed by
Di Fabio (2014b) to measure the intrapreneurial self-capital
construct. The ISCS uses a five-point Likert-type scale (1 =

strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither agree nor disagree,
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4= agree, 5= strongly agree) and consists of 28 items (e.g., “I am
able to deal with most of my problems,” “I’m able to improve the
ideas produced by others,” “I’m able to achieve objectives despite
obstacles,” “One of my goals in training is to learn as much as
I can”). In the present study, we used the Italian version of this
measure, which showed good internal consistency (a = 0.86; Di
Fabio, 2014b).

Psychological Self-Capital Questionnaire (PSQ;

Luthans et al., 2007)
Psychological capital is a new construct measured with the
Psychological Capital Questionnaire (PCQ). This questionnaire
consisting of 24 items has four subscales: (1) hope (e.g., “I feel
confident contributing to discussions about the organization’s
management”), (2) optimism (e.g., “I can think of many ways
to reach my current work goals”), (3) optimism (e.g., “I’m
optimistic about what will happen to me in the future regarding
work”), and (4) resilience (e.g., “I usually take stressful things at
work in my stride”). Each of these subscales has six items with
response options on a six-point Likert scale ranging from one
(strongly disagree) to six (strongly agree). The PCQ has good
psychometric properties also in the Italian version that was used
in the present study: (hope = 0.75; efficacy = 0.78; resilience =
0.70; optimism = 0.77; the overall scale = 0.81; Alessandri et al.,
2015).

Flourishing Scale (FS; Diener et al., 2010)
The Flourishing Scale is a self-report measure consisting of
eight items that assesses respondents’ self-perceived success in
important areas of their lives such as relationships, self-esteem,
purpose, and optimism. Examples of the items: “My social
relationships are supportive and rewarding,” “I lead a purposeful
and meaningful life,” “I am optimistic about my future.” This
scale provides a single total score (Diener et al., 2009). In this
study, the Italian version of the scale was used (a = 0.88; Di
Fabio, 2016a).

Workplace Incivility Scale (WIS; Cortina et al., 2001)
The Workplace Incivility Scale (WIS) is a seven-item scale
that assesses the frequency of respondents’ experiences of
disrespectful, rude, or condescending behavior from supervisors
or co-workers during the past five years (Cortina et al., 2001).
Examples of the items: “Put you down or was condescending
to you,” “Doubted your judgment on matters over which you
have responsibility,” and “Paid little attention to or showed little
interest in your opinion.”

The response format is a five-point Likert scale ranging from
one (never) to five (often). In this study, the Italian version of the
scale was used (a = 0.91; Di Fabio and Ghizzani, 2010).

Positive Relational Management Scale (PRMS; Di

Fabio, 2015b)
The Positive Relational Management Scale (PRMS) is a measure
consisting of 12 items with responses on a five-point Likert scale
ranging from one (strongly disagree) to five (strongly agree).
This scale assesses three dimensions (respect, caring, connection)
and gives a total score. Examples of the items: respect: “I keep

a balance between respect for others and for myself ”; caring: “I
often take care of others”; connection: “I have good relationships
with my family”). The psychometric properties of the scale are
good also in its Italian version. (respect = 0.81; caring = 0.79;
connection= 0.80; PRMS total= 0.84; Di Fabio, 2015b).

Satisfaction with Life Scale (SWLS; Diener et al.,

1985)
The Satisfaction With Life Scale (SWLS) is a self-report
instrument that measures global life satisfaction. It consists
of five items with responses on a seven-point Likert scale
with higher values corresponding to a higher degree of life
satisfaction. Examples of the items: “I am satisfied with my life,”
“The conditions of my life are excellent.” The psychometric
properties of the SWLS are good, with different studies reporting
a unidimensional structure of the measure (Diener et al., 1985;
Vera-Villarroel et al., 2012). In this study, the Italian version of
the scale was used (a = 0.85; Di Fabio and Gori, 2015).

Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (RSES; Rosenberg,

1965)
The Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (RSES) is a 10-item scale
for assessing global self-esteem with the items answered on a
four-point Likert scale ranging from strongly agree to strongly
disagree. Examples of the items: “On the whole, I am satisfied
with myself,” “I have a positive attitude toward myself.” The
psychometric properties of the RSES have been reported as good
in several studies (Corwyn, 2000). In this study, the Italian
version of the scale was used (a = 0.84; Prezza et al., 1997).

Multidimensional Scale of Perceived Social Support

(MSPSS; Zimet et al., 1988)
TheMultidimensional Scale of Perceived Social Support (MSPSS)
is a 12-item scale for assessing perceived social support with
the items answered on a seven-point Likert-type scale ranging
from strongly disagree to strongly agree that measures perceived
support in three main domains: family, friends, and a significant
other. Examples of the items: “My family works very hard to help
me,” “I can speak about my problems with my friends,” “When
I need someone, there is always a special person who stands
by me.” Higher scores indicate higher levels of perceived social
support. The psychometric properties of the MSPSS have been
reported as good in several studies with different samples (Zimet
et al., 1988, 1990). In the present study, the Italian version of
the scale was used and reported excellent internal consistency
for the three factors: family (α = 0.91), friends (α = 0.93), and
a significant other (α = 0.88), and the total score (α = 0.92; Di
Fabio and Palazzeschi, 2015b).

Trait Emotional Intelligence

Questionnaire—Short-Form (TEIQue-SF; Petrides

and Furnham, 2006; Cooper and Petrides, 2010)
The Trait Emotional Intelligence Questionnaire (TEIQue) is
a 153-item self-report measure that measures 15 dimensions,
four factors, and a global trait for EI. The Trait Emotional
Intelligence Questionnaire—Short form (TEIQue-SF) is a 30-
item questionnaire also designed to measure global trait
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emotional intelligence (trait EI). It is based on the full form
of the TEIQue. Two items from each of the 15 dimensions
of the TEIQue were selected for inclusion, based primarily on
their correlations with the corresponding total dimension scores
(Petrides and Furnham, 2006; Cooper and Petrides, 2010). The
questionnaire provides a total score as well as scores for four
principal dimensions: well-being (e.g., “I feel that I have a number
of good qualities,” “On the whole, I’m pleased with my life”),
self-control (e.g., “I’m usually able to calm down quickly after
I’ve got mad at someone,” “I would describe myself as a calm
person”), emotionality (e.g., “I often find it difficult to recognize
what emotion I’m feeling,” “I find it difficult to tell others that
I love them even when I want to”), and sociability (e.g., “I can
deal effectively with people,” “If I wanted to, it would be easy for
me to make someone angry”). The Italian version of the scale
has been shown to have good internal consistency coefficients for
well-being (α = 0.83), sociability (α = 0.84), self-control (α =

0.81), emotionality (α = 0.82), and for the total score (α = 0.85;
Di Fabio and Palazzeschi, 2011).

Data Analysis
Factor analysis was used to identify attachment dimensions,
with the objective of assessing the validity of the hypothesized
construct (WRC). A series of exploratory factor analyses
(EFAs) together with maximum likelihood (ML) analyses were
conducted to verify the factor structure of the WRC.

As suggested in most of the relevant literature, the number of
components extracted was based on the percentage of variance
accounted for, the Kaiser-Guttman method, and the scree plot
(Nunnally and Bernstein, 1994; Giannini et al., 2014).

We then performed a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), and,
to evaluate the model’s goodness of fit, a number of indexes
were used. Since the chi-square fit index depends on sample
size (Schermelleh-Engel et al., 2003), two relative fit indexes
were considered because they can generally be used in large
as well as small samples: the TLI (Tucker-Lewis Index) and

the CFI (Comparative Fit Index; Bentler, 1990). Values of these
indexes higher than 0.90 indicate satisfactory fit. In addition,
the SRMR (Standardized Root Mean Square Residual) and the
RMSEA (Root Mean Square Error of Approximation) were used
because they are currently two of the most popular measures
of model fit and provide fundamental indications of how well a
proposed theory fits the data (Hooper et al., 2008; Giannini et al.,
2011; Craparo et al., 2015; Di Fabio and Gori, 2015; Gori et al.,
2015). Reliability for each scale was calculated using Cronbach’s
alpha coefficient (Cronbach, 1951), several aspects of concurrent
validity were verified using Pearson’s r coefficient, and statistical
analyses were conducted using SPSS 18.0 and AMOS 6.0.

RESULTS

Construct Validity
Examination of the scree plot (Cattell, 1966), the percentage of
variance accounted for, and the structure matrix (Horn, 1965;
Zwick and Velicer, 1986; Glorfeld, 1995) indicated that as many
as three factors should be retained for rotation. The results of
the exploratory factor analysis (EFA) (Promax rotation) showed
a factor structure with three principal dimensions for both Part
A and Part B of the WRC construct. So, on the basis of the factor
analysis criteria, we extracted three factors accounting for 60.44%
of the total variance for Part A (eigen-values> 1; 5.26, 1.51, 1,10),
and, likewise, we extracted three factors accounting for 71.22%
of the total variance for Part B (eigen-values > 1; 6.74, 1.37,
1.15). The factor structure matrix shows the three independent
and specular factors of the two parts of the WRC construct (see
Table 1).

In order to verify the factor structure, we performed a
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) on the basis of the EFA results
that indicated three main factors. The goodness-of-fit indexes
showed an excellent fit of the model to the data for Part A
(see Table 2). As regards Part B, although the chi-square was
significant (p < 0.001), and the Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) and

TABLE 1 | Factor structure matrix for the two parts of WRC.

Items WRC part A WRC part B

Relational readiness Relational culture Relational decency Items Relational readiness Relational culture Relational decency

12 0.955 10 0.905

13 0.823 12 0.840

10 0.794 13 0.730

9 0.393 9 0.624

11 0.353 11 0.488

6 0.932 6 0.898

7 0.787 5 0.769

5 0.472 7 0.753

8 0.445 8 0.534

2 0.806 1 0.829

1 0.651 4 0.726

4 0.650 2 0.714

3 0.580 3 0.545
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the Comparative-Fit Index (CFI) showed acceptable values and
confirmed the three-factor solution for Part B of the WRC,
the value of the root mean error of approximation (RSMEA)
indicated poor fit (see Table 2).

Reliability
The internal consistency of the WRC scale, calculated using
Cronbach’s alpha coefficient, showed excellent internal coherence
of the instrument for the total score of both Part A and Part B
of the WRC (Part A, a = 0.87; Part B, a = 0.92). Cronbach’s
alphas for the three factors extracted for Part A were: Factor
1A = relational readiness (a = 0.83); Factor 2A = relational
culture (a = 0.76); Factor 3A = relational decency (a = 0.75);
while for Part B they were: Factor 1B = relational readiness
(a = 0.86); Factor 2B = relational culture (a = 0.88); Factor
3B = relational decency (a = 0.85). Calculations of item-total
correlation indicated that all the items correlated significantly
and in a positive direction with the total score of both Part A
and Part B of the WRC, with the correlations ranging from a
minimum of 0.48 to a maximum of 0.78 for Part A and from a
minimum of 0.55 to a maximum of 0.81 for Part B.

Convergent and Divergent Validity
In the present study, WRC showed strong correlations with
the Italian version of the following measures: the OCBs scale,
the POBs scale, the flourishing scale, the positive relational
management scale, the intrapreneurial self-capital scale, and
the psychological self-capital scale. Correlations between WRC
and these instruments were positive and statistically significant,
attesting to a good convergent validity (see Table 3). Also,

TABLE 2 | Summary of CFA fit indices for WRC (Part A and Part B).

Sample (n = 115) χ2/df TLI CFI SRMR RMSEA

WRC (Part A) 1.14, p = 0.210 0.977 0.982 0.033 0.038

WRC (Part B) 1.93, p = 0.001 0.915 0.932 0.046 0.096

TLI, Tucker-Lewis index; CFI, Comparative Fit Index; SRMR, Standardized Root Mean

Square Residual; RMSEA, Root Mean Square Error of Approximation.

correlations between WRC and the other instruments described
in the Measures Section of this article were in the expected
directions and showed a good divergent validity of the WRC
construct (see Tables 4, 5).

DISCUSSION

The aim of this article was to introduce the novel
multidimensional construct of WRC on how individuals
interface with and act toward others in the workplace, and
also the construct’s mode of assessment. Thanks to this mirror
assessment procedure, people can describe how they used to
relate to each other, and, at the same time, how others related
to them in a work environment. This assessment procedure
helps subjects reduce assessment bias and better evaluate their
interpersonal style by identifying the discrepancies between
how they look at themselves during interactions with others
and how they view others during their interactions with them.
This new way of measurement promotes the growth of an
awareness process through the analysis of three main dimensions
conceptualized as relational readiness (RR), RCu, and RD. These
dimensions are globally related to an optimal range of relational
functioning that identifies a level of growth and relational
capacity that is characterized by decency in relationships, respect
for the self and others, being able to express opinions freely,
assertiveness, good taste, empathy, compassion, and awareness
of the effect that their words can have on others. People with
these characteristics are generally able to communicate with
others with kindness and to attune their expressions and
behaviors to those of others to promote a climate of mutual
respect. WRC is thus important because it can promote a
climate of decency, respect, and awareness between people,
thereby inspiring others through civility (Boyatzis and McKee,
2006).

The results of this study showed good psychometric properties
for the WRC instrument. In order to verify its dimensional
structure, we carried out confirmatory factor analysis through
structural equation modeling. On the basis of the results of the
EFA and the CFA, the final model consisted of three independent,
robust factors with a good fitting model for the two parts of the

TABLE 3 | Summary of correlations among the two parts of WRC, OCB, and POB factors.

Organizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB) Prosocial Organizational Behavior (POB)

Conscientiousness Sportsmanship Civic virtue Courtesy Altruism POB RPPB PIB

Relational readiness 0.257** −0.036 0.295** 0.216* 0.349** 0.312** 0.256** 0.194*

Relational culture 0.248** 0.124 0.213* 0.248** 0.298** 0.131 0.214* 0.014

Relational decency 0.317** 0.149 0.340** 0.378** 0.436** 0.312** 0.290** 0.244**

WRC part A 0.332** 0.082 0.345** 0.333** 0.438** 0.313** 0.309* 0.188*

Relational readiness 0.177 −0.062 0.151 0.131 0.173 0.389** 0.327** 0.289**

Relational culture 0.139 0.105 0.169 0.233* 0.203* 0.336** 0.380** 0.113

Relational decency 0.159 0.014 0.051 0.113 0.120 0.315** 0.314** 0.133

WRC part B 0.184* 0.017 0.144 0.181 0.191* 0.402** 0.392** 0.211*

**p < 0.01; *p < 0.05. POB, Prosocial Organizational Behavior; RPPB, Role-Prescribed Prosocial Behavior; PIB, Prosocial Individual Behavior.
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TABLE 4 | Summary of correlations among the two parts of WRC, ISC, PSC, F, TEIQue-SF, PSR.

Intrapreneurial self- Psychological self- Flourishing (F) Trait emotional Positive relational

capital (ISC) capital (PSC) intelligence management (PRM)

questionnaire—SF

Relational readiness 0.450** 0.564** 0.403** 0.284** 0.372**

Relational culture 0.433** 0.452** 0.430** 0.289** 0.352**

Relational decency 0.440** 0.476** 0.512** 0.439** 0.435**

WRC part A 0.538** 0.614** 0.540** 0.403** 0.469**

Interpersonal readiness 0.305** 0.397** 0.351** 0.166 0.320**

Relational culture 0.465** 0.356** 0.420** 0.278** 0.330**

Relational decency 0.315** 0.334** 0.383** 0.193* 0.300**

WRC part B 0.413** 0.420** 0.442** 0.242** 0.365**

**p < 0.01; *p < 0.05.

instrument. In particular, the results showed that the SRMS and
the RMSEA were generally below 0.05, except for the RMSEA
value for Part B (i.e., 0.096). Regarding this RMSEA result, while
some researchers (Browne and Cudeck, 1993; MacCallum et al.,
1996) have used 0.01, 0.05, and 0.08 to indicate excellent, good
and mediocre fit respectively, other researchers consider 0.10 as
a reasonable cutoff for good versus poor fitting models if the
other indexes used to verify the model fit are good or acceptable,
which was the case in this study (Kenny et al., 2015). All the
fit indexes indicated the goodness of the hypothesized model
(Hu and Bentler, 1999) thus confirming the three-dimensional
factorial structure. Reliability analysis showed values ranging
from acceptable to excellent for all the factors in line with
the following rules of George and Mallery (2003): “α > 0.9 =

Excellent, α > 0.8 = Good, α > 0.7 = Acceptable, α > 0.6 =

Questionable, α > 0.5 = Poor, and α > 0.5 = Unacceptable.”
The minimum value of alpha was for the Factor 3A = relational
decency (a = 0.75), and even it was in the range between
acceptable and good, also bearing in mind the restricted number
of items for each factor.

Correlations between the two parts of the WRC construct and
the measures used to verify some aspects of concurrent validity
showed good values: all the relationships among the variables
under investigation were in the right direction with the right
significance.

In line with these results and in the spirit of positive

psychology, we should talk about WRC rather than WI in order
to promote effective and lifelong self and relational management

(Di Fabio, 2015a) across the numerous personal and professional
transitions and complex challenges of the 21st century (Blustein,
2011; Di Fabio and Maree, 2013; Di Fabio, 2014a; Di Fabio and
Gori, 2016). Indeed, focusing on WRC gives significant value
to the preventive approach in psychology (Hage et al., 2007;
Kenny and Hage, 2009), specifically in endeavoring to increase
resources and, at the same time, decrease risks. This new brief,
mirror measure (WRC) thus promotes positive behavior in a
framework of primary prevention (Hage et al., 2007; Kenny and
Hage, 2009; Di Fabio and Kenny, 2015; Di Fabio et al., in press),
and helps build a relational work environment that is safer and
more decent.

TABLE 5 | Summary of correlations among the two parts of WRC, SWLS,

RSES, MSPSS, WI.

SWLS RSES MSPSS WI

Relational readiness 0.299** 0.106 0.311** –0.020

Relational culture 0.344** 0.230* 0.308** –0.054

Relational decency 0.407** 0.204* 0.319** –0.036

WRC part A 0.420** 0.210* 0.381** –0.042

Interpersonal readiness 0.337** 0.013 0.202* 0.032

Relational culture 0.344** 0.175 0.137 –0.131

Relational decency 0.336** 0.178 0.147 0.038

WRC part B 0.391** 0.135 0.189* –0.020

**p < 0.01; *p < 0.05. SWLS, Satisfaction with Life Scale; RSES, Rosenberg Self-Esteem

Scale; MSPSS, Multidimensional Scale of Perceived Social Support; WI, Workplace

incivility.

LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS

The study had a number of shortcomings: first of all, the
number of participants was small because of the difficulty of
recruiting subjects with the required features. Future studies
should therefore examine this novel construct (WRC) and its
mirror measurement assessment using a bigger sample. It would
also be interesting to examine the construct and the assessment
in a cross-cultural context in order to investigate the role of the
complexity of human relationships from a cultural point of view.
Future research should also examine WRC in relation to other
promising variables in organizational contexts such as ability-
based emotional intelligence and trait emotional intelligence
as well as other variables such as positive affect for hedonic
well-being, meaning in life for eudaimonic well-being and also
competency based perspective (Boyatzis et al., 2002, 2015a,b;
Boyatzis and Saatcioglu, 2008; Boyatzis, 2009; Hazy and Boyatzis,
2015). WRC could be also studied in relation to objective
outcomes of performance in organizational contexts.

However, on the basis of the results of the present study, we
can affirm that theWRC scale is a brief mirror measure with good
psychometric properties that can promote individuals’ strengths
and also the growth of decent work.

Frontiers in Psychology | www.frontiersin.org 8 June 2016 | Volume 7 | Article 890

http://www.frontiersin.org/Psychology
http://www.frontiersin.org
http://www.frontiersin.org/Psychology/archive


Di Fabio and Gori Assessing Workplace Relational Civility (WRC)

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

AD conceptualized the study and choose the theoretical
framework. AD and AG conceptualized the new scale and

realized it. AD and AG collected the data. AG analyzed the
data and wrote the methods and results. Then all authors wrote
the paper together and read and revised the manuscript several
times.

REFERENCES

Alessandri, G., Borgogni, L., Consiglio, C., and Mitidieri, G. (2015). Psychometric

properties of the Italian version of the psychological capital questionnaire. Int.

J. Select. Assess. 23, 149–159. doi: 10.1111/ijsa.12103

Andersson, L. M., and Pearson, C. M. (1999). Tit for tat? The spiraling effect of

incivility in the workplace. Acad. Manag. Rev. 24, 452–471.

Baron, R. A., and Neuman, J. H. (1996). Workplace violence and workplace

aggression: evidence on their relative frequency and potential causes. Aggress.

Behav. 22, 161–173.

Bentler, P. M. (1990). Comparative fit indexes in structural models. Psychol. Bull.

107, 238–246. doi: 10.1037/0033-2909.107.2.238

Blustein, D. L. (2006). The Psychology of Working: A New Perspective for Career

Development, Counseling and Public Policy. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum

Associates.

Blustein, D. L. (2011). A relational theory of working. J. Vocat. Behav. 79, 1–17.

doi: 10.1016/j.jvb.2010.10.004

Blustein, D. L., Olle, C., Connors-Kellgrem, A., and Diamonti, A. J. (2016).

Decent work: a psychological perspective. Front. Psychol. 7:407. doi:

10.3389/fpsyg.2016.00407

Boyatzis, R. E. (2009). Competencies as a behavioral approach to emotional

intelligence. J. Manag. Dev. 28, 749–770. doi: 10.1108/02621710910987647

Boyatzis, R. E., Batista-Foguet, J. M., Fernández-i-Marín, X., and Truninger,

M. (2015a). EI competencies as a related but different characteristic than

intelligence. Front. Psychol. 6:72. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2015.00072

Boyatzis, R. E., Gaskin, J., and Wei, H. (2015b). “Emotional and social intelligence

and behavior,” in Handbook of Intelligence. Evolutionary Theory, Historical

Perspective, and Current Concepts, eds S. Goldstein, D. Princiotta, and J. A.

Naglieri (New York, NY: Springer), 243–262.

Boyatzis, R. E., and Saatcioglu, A. (2008). A twenty-year view of trying

to develop emotional, social and cognitive intelligence competencies

in graduate management education. J. Manag. Dev. 27, 92–108. doi:

10.1108/02621710810840785

Boyatzis, R. E., Stubbs, E. C., and Taylor, S. N. (2002). Learning cognitive and

emotional intelligence competencies through graduate management education.

Acad. Manag. Learn. Educ. 1, 150–162. doi: 10.5465/amle.2002.8509345

Boyatzis, R., and McKee, A. (2006). Inspiring others through resonant leadership.

Bus. Strat. Rev. 17, 15–19. doi: 10.1111/j.0955-6419.2006.00394.x

Browne, M. W., and Cudeck, R. (1993). “Alternative ways of assessing model fit,”

in Testing Structural EquationModels, eds K. A. Bollen and J. S. Long (Newbury

Park, CA: Sage), 136–162.

Carter, S. L. (1998). Civility: Manners, Morals, and the Etiquette of Democracy. New

York, NY: Basic Books.

Cattell, R. B. (1966). The scree test for the number of factors. Multivariate Behav.

Res. 1, 245–276. doi: 10.1207/s15327906mbr0102_10

Chen, C. C., and Eastman, W. (1997). Toward a civic culture for multicultural

organizations. J. Appl. Behav. Sci. 33, 454–470. doi: 10.1177/0021886397334003

Clary, E., Snyder, M., Ridge, R. D., Copeland, J., Stukas, A. A., Haugen, J.,

et al. (1998). Understanding and assessing the motivations of volunteers: a

functional approach. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 74, 1516–1530. doi: 10.1037/0022-

3514.74.6.1516

Cooper, A., and Petrides, K. V. (2010). A psychometric analysis of the

Trait Emotional Intelligence Questionnaire-Short Form (TEIQue-

SF) using Item Response Theory. J. Pers. Assess. 92, 449–457. doi:

10.1080/00223891.2010.497426

Cortina, L. M., Magley, V. J., Williams, J. H., and Laughout, R. D. (2001). Incivility

in the workplace: incidence and impact. J. Occup. Health Psychol. 6, 64–80. doi:

10.1037/1076-8998.6.1.64

Corwyn, R. F. (2000). The factor structure of global self-esteem among adolescents

and adults. J. Res. Pers. 34, 357–379. doi: 10.1006/jrpe.2000.2291

Craparo, G., Faraci, P., and Gori, A. (2015). Psychometric properties of the 20-item

Toronto Alexithymia Scale in a group of italian younger adolescents. Psychiatry

Investig. 12, 500–507. doi: 10.4306/pi.2015.12.4.500

Cronbach, L. J. (1951). Coefficient alpha and the internal structure

of tests. Psychometrika 16, 297–334. doi: 10.1007/BF023

10555

Diener, E., Emmons, R. A., Larsen, R. J., and Griffin, S. (1985). The satisfaction with

life scale. J. Pers. Assess. 49, 71–75. doi: 10.1207/s15327752jpa4901_13

Diener, E., Wirtz, D., Tov, W., Kim-Prieto, C., Choi, D., Oishi, S., et al. (2009).

Newmeasures of well-being: flourishing and positive and negative feelings. Soc.

Indic. Res. 39, 247–266. doi: 10.1007/978-90-481-2354-4_12

Diener, E., Wirtz, D., Tov, W., Kim-Prieto, C., Choi, D. W., Oishi, S., et al.

(2010). New well-being measures: short scales to assess flourishing and positive

and negative feelings. Soc. Indicat. Res. 97, 143–156. doi: 10.1007/s11205-009-

9493-y

Di Fabio, A. (2006). Decisional procastination correlates: personality traits, self-

esteem or perception of cognitive failure? Int. J. Educ. Vocat. Guid. 6, 109–122.

doi: 10.1007/s10775-006-9000-9

Di Fabio, A. (2014a). Career counseling and positive psychology in the 21st

century: new constructs and measures for evaluating the effectiveness

of intervention. J. Counsell. 1, 193–213. Available online at: http://www.

studiaporadoznawcze.dsw.edu.pl/fileadmin/user_upload/wydawnictwo/

Studia_Poradoznawcze/2014_Studia_Poradoznawcze.pdf#page=193

Di Fabio, A. (2014b). Intrapreneurial self-capital: a new construct for the 21st

century. J. Employ. Counsel. 51, 98–111. doi: 10.1002/j.2161-1920.2014.00045.x

Di Fabio, A. (2015a). Beyond fluid intelligence and personality traits in social

support: the role of ability-based emotional intelligence. Front. Psychol. 6:395.

doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2015.01367

Di Fabio, A. (2015b). Positive Relational Management Scale per rilevare positività

e complessità [Positive Relational Management Scale to detect positivity and

complexity]. Counsel. G. Ital. Ric. Appl. 8.

Di Fabio, A. (2016a). Flourishing scale: primo contributo alla validazione della

versione italiana [Flourishing scale: first contribution to the validation of the

Italian version]. Counsel. G. Ital. Ric. Appl. 9.

Di Fabio, A. (2016b). Diversity management questionnaire: primo contributo alle

versione italiana [Diversity management questionnaire: first contribution to the

Italian validation]. Counsel. G. Ital. Ric. Appl.

Di Fabio, A., and Bernaud, J. (2008). The help-seeking in career counseling.

J. Vocat. Behav. 72, 60–66. doi: 10.1016/j.jvb.2007.10.006

Di Fabio, A., and Bucci, O. (2015). Affective profiles in Italian high school students:

Life satisfaction, psychological well-being, self-esteem, and optimism. Front.

Psychol. 6:1310. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2015.01310

Di Fabio, A., and Bucci, O. (2016a). “Green positive guidance and green positive

life counseling for decent work and decent lives: Some empirical results,” in

From Meaning of Working to Meaningful Lives: The Challenges of Expanding

Decent Work. Research topic in Frontiers in Organizational Psychology, Vol.

7, eds A. Di Fabio and D. L. Blustein (Lausanne: Frontiers), 261. doi:

10.3389/fpsyg.2016.00261

Di Fabio, A., and Bucci, O. (2016b). Prosocial organizational behaviors scale: primo

contributo alla validazione della versione Italiana [Prosocial organizational

behaviors scale: first contribution to the validation of the Italian version].

Counsel. G. Ital. Ric. Appl. 9:1. doi: 10.14605/CS911607

Di Fabio, A., and Ghizzani, F. (2010). Workplace Incivility Scale (WIS): proprietà

psicometriche della versione italiana [Workplace Incivility Scale (WIS):

Psychometric properties of the Italian Version]. Counseling. Giornale Italiano

di Ricerca e Applicazioni 3, 77–85.

Di Fabio, A., and Gori, A. (2015). Measuring adolescent life satisfaction:

psychometric properties of the satisfaction with life scale in a sample

of Italian adolescents and young adults. J. Psychoeduc. Assess. doi:

10.1177/0734282915621223. [Epub ahead of print].

Frontiers in Psychology | www.frontiersin.org 9 June 2016 | Volume 7 | Article 890

http://www.studiaporadoznawcze.dsw.edu.pl/fileadmin/user_upload/wydawnictwo/Studia_Poradoznawcze/2014_Studia_Poradoznawcze.pdf#page=193
http://www.studiaporadoznawcze.dsw.edu.pl/fileadmin/user_upload/wydawnictwo/Studia_Poradoznawcze/2014_Studia_Poradoznawcze.pdf#page=193
http://www.studiaporadoznawcze.dsw.edu.pl/fileadmin/user_upload/wydawnictwo/Studia_Poradoznawcze/2014_Studia_Poradoznawcze.pdf#page=193
http://www.frontiersin.org/Psychology
http://www.frontiersin.org
http://www.frontiersin.org/Psychology/archive


Di Fabio and Gori Assessing Workplace Relational Civility (WRC)

Di Fabio, A., and Gori, A. (2016). Developing a new instrument for assessing

acceptance of change. Front. Psychol. 7:802. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2016.00802

Di Fabio, A., and Kenny,M. E. (2012a). Emotional intelligence and perceived social

support among Italian high school students. J. Career Dev. 39, 461–475. doi:

10.1177/0894845311421005

Di Fabio, A., and Kenny, M. E. (2012b). The contribution of emotional intelligence

to decisional styles among Italian high school students. J. Career Assessm. 20,

404–414. doi: 10.1177/1069072712448893

Di Fabio, A., and Kenny, M. E. (2015). The contributions of emotional intelligence

and social support to adaptive career progress among Italian youth. J. Career

Dev. 42, 48–49. doi: 10.1177/0894845314533420

Di Fabio, A., and Kenny, M. E. (2016). From decent work to decent lives: positive

self and relational management (PS&RM) in the Twenty-First Century. Front.

Psychol. 7:361. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2016.00361

Di Fabio, A., Kenny, M. E., and Claudius, M. (in press). “Fostering adaptive career

management and psychological well-being in uncertain times,” in Cambridge

Handbook of International Prevention Science, eds M. Israelashvili and J. L.

Romano (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press).

Di Fabio, A., and Maree, J. G. (2012). Group-based Life Design Counseling in an

Italian context. J. Voc. Behav. 80, 100–107. doi: 10.1016/j.jvb.2011.06.001

Di Fabio, A., and Maree, J. G. (eds.). (2013). Psychology of Career Counseling: New

challenges for a New Era. Festschrift in honour of Prof. Mark Savickas. New

York, NY: Nova Science Publishers.

Di Fabio, A., and Maree, J. G. (2016). “Using a transdisciplinary interpretive

lens to broaden reflections on alleviating poverty and promoting decent

work,” in From Meaning of Working to Meaningful Lives: The Challenges

of Expanding Decent Work. Research Topic in Frontiers in Organizational

Psychology, Vol. 7, eds A. Di Fabio and D. L. Blustein (Lausanne: Frontiers),

503. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2016.00503

Di Fabio, A., and Palazzeschi, L. (2011). Trait emotional intelligence questionnaire

short form (TEIque-SF): Proprietà psicometriche della versione italiana [Trait

Emotional Intelligence Questionnaire Short Form (TEIque-SF): Psychometric

properties of the Italian version]. G. Psicol. Sviluppo 100, 14–26.

Di Fabio, A., and Palazzeschi, L. (2012). Incremental variance of the core

self-evaluation construct compared to fluid intelligence and personality

traits in aspects of decision-making. Pers. Individ. Dif. 53, 196–201. doi:

10.1016/j.paid.2012.03.012

Di Fabio, A., and Palazzeschi, L. (2015a). Hedonic and eudaimonic well-being: the

role of resilience beyond fluid intelligence and personality traits. Front. Psychol.

6:1367. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2015.01367

Di Fabio, A., and Palazzeschi, L. (2015b). Multidimensional Scale of

Perceived Social Support (MSPSS): un contributo alla validazione italiana

[Multidimensional Scale of Perceived Social Support (MSPSS): a contribution

to Italian validation]. Counsel. G. Ital. Ric. Appl. 8.

Di Fabio, A., and Palazzeschi, L. (2016a). “Marginalization and precariat: the

challenge of intensifying life construction intervention,” in From Meaning

of Working to Meaningful Lives: The Challenges of Expanding Decent Work.

Research Topic in Frontiers in Organizational Psychology, Vol. 7, eds A. Di Fabio

and D. L. Blustein (Lausanne: Frontiers), 444. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2016.00444

Di Fabio, A., and Palazzeschi, L. (2016b). Organizational citizenship behaviors

scale: valutazione delle proprietà psicometriche della versione italiana

[Organizational citizenship behaviors scale: evaluation of the psychometric

properties of the Italian version]. Counsel. G. Ital. Ric. Appl. 9:1. doi:

10.14605/CS911610

Di Fabio, A., Palazzeschi, L., Asulin-Peretz, L., and Gati, I. (2013). Career

indecision versus indecisiveness: associations with personality traits

and emotional intelligence. J. Career Assess. 21, 42–56. doi: 10.1177/

1069072712454698

Di Fabio, A., and Saklofske, D. H. (2014a). Comparing ability and self-report

trait emotional intelligence, fluid intelligence, and personality traits in career

decision. Pers. Individ. Dif. 64, 174–178. doi: 10.1016/j.paid.2014.02.024

Di Fabio, A., and Saklofske, D. H. (2014b). Promoting individual resources: the

challenge of trait emotional intelligence. Pers. Individ. Dif. 65, 19–23. doi:

10.1016/j.paid.2014.01.026

Elias, N. (1982). Power and Civility. New York, NY: Pantheon.

Faioli, M. (2009). Decency at Work: Dalla tensione del lavoro alla Dignità.

Categorie interculturali e sapere giuridico [Decency at Work: from Tension of

Work to Dignity. Intercultural Categories and Juridical Knowledge.] Roma: La

Nuova Cutura.

Folger, R., and Baron, R. A. (1996). “Violence and hostility at work: a model of

reactions to perceived injustice,” in Violence on the Job: Identifying Risks and

Developing Solutions, eds G. R. VandenBos and E. Bulatao (Washington, DC:

American Psychological Association), 51–85.

Fredrickson, B. L., and Losada, M. F. (2005). Positive affect and the complex

dynamics of human flourishing. Am. Psychol. 60, 678–686. doi: 10.1037/0003-

066X.60.7.678

George, D., and Mallery, P. (2003). SPSS for Windows Step by Step: A Simple Guide

and Reference. 11.0 Update. 4th Edn. Boston, MA: Allyn & Bacon.

Giannini, M., Gori, A., Pannocchia, L., Schimmenti, A., and Caretti, V. (2014).

Principi di Psicometria Clinica.Milano: Raffaello Cortina Editore. [Principles of

Clinical Psychometry.Milan: Raffaello Cortina Editore].

Giannini, M., Gori, A., De Sanctis, E., and Schuldberg, D. (2011). A Comparative

analysis of attachment: psychometric properties of the PTI Attachment

Styles Scale (ASS). J. Psychother. Integr. 21 363–381. doi: 10.1037/a00

25461

Glomb, T. M. (1998).Workplace Aggression: Antecedents, Behavioral Components,

and Consequences. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of Illinois at

Urbana-Champaign.

Glorfeld, L. W. (1995). An improvement on Horn’s parallel analysis methodology

for selecting the correct number of factors to retain. Educ. Psychol. Meas. 55,

377–393. doi: 10.1177/0013164495055003002

Goffman, E. (1967). Interaction Ritual: Essays on Face-to-Face Behavior. Garden

City, NY: Doubleday.

Gori, A., Craparo, G., Giannini, M., Loscalzo, Y., Caretti, V., La Barbera, D., et al.

(2015). Development of a new measure for assessing insight: psychometric

properties of the insight orientation scale (IOS). Schizophr. Res. 169, 298–302.

doi: 10.1016/j.schres.2015.10.014

Griffin, R. W., O’Leary-Kelly, A., and Collins, J. M. (1998). Dysfunctional Behavior

in Organizations: Violence and Deviant Behavior. Stamford, CT: JAI Press.

Guichard, J. (2013). “Career guidance, education, and dialogues for a fair and

sustainable human development,” in Proceedings of the Inaugural Conference

of the UNESCO Chair of Lifelong Guidance and Counselling (Poland: University

of Wroclaw).

Hage, S. M., Romano, J. L., Conyne, R. K., Kenny, M., Matthews, C., Schwartz,

J. P., et al. (2007). Best practice guidelines on prevention practice, research,

training, and social advocacy for psychologists. Couns. Psychol. 35, 493–566.

doi: 10.1177/0011000006291411

Harris, C., Rousseau, G. G., and Venter, D. L. J. (2013). Employee perceptions

of diversity management at a tertiary institution. South Afr. J. Econ. Manag.

Sci. 10, 51–71. Available online at: http://sajems.org/index.php/sajems/article/

viewArticle/536

Hazy, J. K., and Boyatzis, R. E. (2015). Emotional contagion and proto-

organizing in human interaction dynamics. Front. Psychol. 6:806. doi:

10.3389/fpsyg.2015.00806

Hooper, D., Coughlan, J., and Mullen, M. R. (2008). Structural equation

modelling: guidelines for determining model fit. J. Bus. Res. Methods

6, 53–60. Available online at: http://arrow.dit.ie/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=

1001&context=buschmanart

Horn, J. L. (1965). A rationale and test for the number of factors in factor analysis.

Psychometrika 30, 179–185. doi: 10.1007/BF02289447

Hu, L., and Bentler, P. M. (1999). Cut-off criteria for fit indexes in covariance

structure analysis: conventional criteria versus new alternatives. Struct. Equ.

Model. 6, 1–55. doi: 10.1080/10705519909540118

ILO (1999). Report of the Director-General: Decent work. International Labour

Conference, 87th Session, Geneva.

Kenny, D. A., Kaniskan, B., and McCoach, D. B. (2015). The performance of

RMSEA in models with small degrees of freedom. Sociol. Methods Res. 44,

486–507. doi: 10.1177/0049124114543236

Kenny, M. E., Catraio, C., Bempechat, J., Minor, K., Olle, C., Blustein, D. L., et al.

(2016). Preparation for meaningful work and life: urban high school youth’s

reflections on work-based learning 1 year post-graduation. Front. Organ.

Psychol. 7:286. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2016.00286

Kenny, M. E., Di Fabio, A., and Minor, K. (2014). “School-based research and

practice in Italy,” in Handbook of Positive Psychology in the Schools, 2nd Edn,

Frontiers in Psychology | www.frontiersin.org 10 June 2016 | Volume 7 | Article 890

http://sajems.org/index.php/sajems/article/viewArticle/536
http://sajems.org/index.php/sajems/article/viewArticle/536
http://arrow.dit.ie/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1001&context=buschmanart
http://arrow.dit.ie/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1001&context=buschmanart
http://www.frontiersin.org/Psychology
http://www.frontiersin.org
http://www.frontiersin.org/Psychology/archive


Di Fabio and Gori Assessing Workplace Relational Civility (WRC)

eds M. J. Furlong, R. Gilman, and E. S. Huebner (New York, NY: Routledge,

Taylor and Francis), 450–464.

Kenny, M. E., and Hage, S. M. (2009). The next frontier: prevention as an

instrument of social justice. J. Prim. Prev. 30, 1–10. doi: 10.1007/s10935-008-

0163-7

Leather, P., Brady, C., Lawrence, C., Beale, D., and Cox, T. (1999). Work-Related

Violence: Assessment and Intervention. London: Routledge.

Luthans, F., Avolio, B. J., Avey, J. B., and Norman, S. M. (2007). Positive

psychological capital: measurement and relationship with performance and

satisfaction. Pers. Psychol. 60, 541–572. doi: 10.1111/j.1744-6570.2007.00083.x

MacCallum, R. C., Browne, M. W., and Sugawara, H. M. (1996). Power analysis

and determination of sample size for covariance structure modeling. Psychol.

Methods 1:130. doi: 10.1037/1082-989x.1.2.130

Maree, J. G. (2012). Promoting children’s rights: rekindling respectivity. South Afr.

J. Psychol. 42, 295–300. doi: 10.1177/008124631204200301

Maree, J. G. (2013). Counselling for Career Construction: Connecting Life Themes to

Construct Life Portraits: Turning Pain into Hope. Rotterdam: Sense.

McCauley, M. (2013). Relational-cultural theory: fostering healthy coexistence

through a relational lens, in Beyond Intractability, eds Guy Burgess and Heidi

Burgess (Boulder: Conflict Information Consortium, University of Colorado).

McNeely, B. L., and Meglino, B. M. (1994). The role of dispositional and

situational antecedents in prosocial organizational behavior: an examination of

the intended beneficiaries of prosocial behavior. J. Appl. Psychol. 79, 836–844.

doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.79.6.836

Miller, J. B. (1976). Toward a New Psychology of Women. Boston, MA: Beacon

Press.

Miller, J. B., Jordan, J., Stiver, I., Walker, M., Surrey, J., and Eldrige, N. (2004).

“Therapist’s Authenticity, in The Complexity of Connection, eds J. Jordan, M.

Walker, and L. Hartling (New York: The Guilford Press), 64–89.

Morris, J. (1996). Democracy beguiled. The Wilson Quarterly. Autumn, 24–35.

Neuman, J. H., and Baron, R. A. (1997). “Aggression in the workplace,” in

Antisocial Behavior in Organizations, eds R. A. Giacalone and J. Greenberg

(Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage), 37–67.

Nunnally, J. C., and Bernstein, I. H. (1994). Psychometric Theory 3rd Edn. New

York, NY: McGraw-Hill.

Organ, D. W. (1988). Organizational Citizenship Behavior: The Good Soldier

Syndrome. Lexington, MA: Lexington Books.

Petrides, K. V., and Furnham, A. (2006). The role of trait emotional intelligence

in a gender-specific model of organizational variables. J. Appl. Soc. Psychol. 36,

552–569. doi: 10.1111/j.0021-9029.2006.00019.x

Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., Moorman, R. H., and Fetter, R. (1990).

Transformational leader behaviors and their effects on followers’ trust in leader,

satisfaction, and organizational citizenship behaviors. Leadersh. Q. 1, 107–142.

doi: 10.1016/1048-9843(90)90009-7

Prezza, M., Trombaccia, F. R., and Armento, L. (1997). The Rosenberg Self-Esteem

Scale: Italian translation and validation [La scala dell’Autostima di Rosenberg:

traduzione e validazione Italiana]. Appl. Psychol. Bull. 223, 34–44.

Richardson, M. S. (2012). Counseling for work and relationship. Couns. Psychol.

40, 190–242. doi: 10.1177/0011000011406452

Rosenberg, M. (1965). Society and the Adolescent Self-Image. Princeton, NJ:

Princeton University Press.

Ryff, C. D., and Singer, B. H. (2008). Know thyself and become what you are: a

eudaimonic approach to psychological well-being. J. Happiness Stud. 9, 13–39.

doi: 10.1007/s10902-006-9019-0

Savickas, M. L. (2011). Career Counseling. Washington, DC: American

Psychological Association.

Schermelleh-Engel, K., Moosbrugger, H., and Muller, H. (2003). Evaluating the fit

of structural equation models: tests of significance and goodness-of-fit models.

Methods Psychol. Res. 8, 23–74. Available online at: http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/

viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.509.4258&rep=rep1&type=pdf

Seligman, M. E., and Csikszentmihalyi, M. (2000). Positive Psychology:

An Introduction. Washington, DC: American Psychological

Association.

Seligman, M. E. P. (2002). “Positive psychology, positive prevention, and positive

therapy,” in Handbook of Positive Psychology, eds C. R. Snyder and S. J. Lopez

(New York, NY: Oxford University Press), 3–9.

United Nations (1948). Universal Declaration of Human Rights. Retrieved from:

http://www.un.org/en/documents/udhr/

VandenBos, G. R., and Bulatao, E. Q. (Eds.). (1996). Violence on the Job: Identifying

Risks and Developing Solutions. Washington, DC: American Psychological

Association.

Vera-Villarroel, P., Urzúa, M. A., Pavez, P., Celis-Atenas, K., and Silva, J.

(2012). Evaluation of subjective well-being: analysis of the satisfaction with

life scale in the Chilean population. Univ. Psychol. 3, 719–727. Available

online at: http://www.scielo.org.co/scielo.php?script=sci_arttext&pid=S1657-

92672012000300003

Waterman, A. S., Schwartz, S. J., Zamboanga, B. L., Ravert, R. D., Williams,

M. K., Bede Agocha, V., et al. (2010). The Questionnaire for Eudaimonic

Well-Being: Psychometric properties, demographic comparisons, and

evidence of validity. J. Posit. Psychol. 5, 41–61. doi: 10.1080/174397609034

35208

Wilson, J. Q. (1993). The Moral Sense. New York, NY: Free Press.

World Medical Association (WMA) (2013). World Medical Association

Declaration of Helsinki ethical principles formedical research involving human

subjects. J. Am. Med. Assoc. 310, 2191–2194. Available online at: http://www.

wma.net/en/30publications/10policies/b3/

Zimet, G. D., Dahlem, N. W., Zimet, S. G., and Farley, G. K. (1988). The

multidimensional scale of perceived social support. J. Pers. Assess. 52, 30–41.

doi: 10.1207/s15327752jpa5201_2

Zimet, G. D., Powell, S. S., Farley, G. K., Werkman, S., and Berkoff,

K. A. (1990). Psychometric characteristics of the Multidimensional

Scale of Perceived Social Support. J. Pers. Assess. 55, 610–617. doi:

10.1207/s15327752jpa5503&amp;4_17

Zwick, W. R., and Velicer, W. F. (1986). Comparison of five rules for determining

the number of components to retain. Psychol. Bull. 99:432. doi: 10.1037/0033-

2909.99.3.432

Conflict of Interest Statement: The authors declare that the research was

conducted in the absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could

be construed as a potential conflict of interest.

Copyright © 2016 Di Fabio and Gori. This is an open-access article distributed

under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY). The

use, distribution or reproduction in other forums is permitted, provided the

original author(s) or licensor are credited and that the original publication in

this journal is cited, in accordance with accepted academic practice. No use,

distribution or reproduction is permitted which does not comply with these

terms.

Frontiers in Psychology | www.frontiersin.org 11 June 2016 | Volume 7 | Article 890

http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.509.4258&rep=rep1&type=pdf
http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.509.4258&rep=rep1&type=pdf
http://www.un.org/en/documents/udhr/
http://www.scielo.org.co/scielo.php?script=sci_arttext&pid=S1657-92672012000300003
http://www.scielo.org.co/scielo.php?script=sci_arttext&pid=S1657-92672012000300003
http://www.wma.net/en/30publications/10policies/b3/
http://www.wma.net/en/30publications/10policies/b3/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://www.frontiersin.org/Psychology
http://www.frontiersin.org
http://www.frontiersin.org/Psychology/archive


Di Fabio and Gori Assessing Workplace Relational Civility (WRC)

APPENDIXS

WORKPLACERELATIONALCIVILITY (WRC)

Annamaria Di Fabio and Alessio Gori

INSTRUCTIONS

Characteristics that affect the ways of being and relating to
people are shown below. The statements refer to people’s

interpersonal relationships at work. In the first part (A),
please describe how you acted or behaved toward others

(colleagues and /or superiors) over the past 3 months. In

the second part (B), please describe how others (colleagues

and superiors) acted or behaved toward you (in the past 3

months). Please mark with a cross all statements expressing

your preference, choosing from: (1) Not at all; (2) A little; (3)

Somewhat; (4) A lot; (5) A great deal. Please complete Parts

A and B.

(A) Me with others (B) The others with me

1 I was able to express my
values and my beliefs
calmly to others

1 2 3 4 5 1 Others were able to
express their values and
their beliefs calmly to me

1 2 3 4 5

2 I was able to express my
point of view without
being disrespectful
toward others

1 2 3 4 5 2 Others were able to
express their point of
view without being
disrespectful toward me

1 2 3 4 5

3 I respected the opinions
of others

1 2 3 4 5 3 Others respected my
opinions

1 2 3 4 5

4 I communicated my
disagreement with others
without being aggressive

1 2 3 4 5 4 Others communicated
their disagreement with
me without being
aggressive

1 2 3 4 5

5 I was polite toward others 1 2 3 4 5 5 Others were polite toward
me

1 2 3 4 5

6 I was generally kind
toward others

1 2 3 4 5 6 Others were generally
kind toward me

1 2 3 4 5

7 I always behaved
mannerly toward others

1 2 3 4 5 7 Others always behaved
mannerly toward me

1 2 3 4 5

8 I made comments that
valorized others

1 2 3 4 5 8 Others made comments
that valorized me

1 2 3 4 5

9 I was interested in the
emotional condition of
others

1 2 3 4 5 9 Others were interested in
my emotional condition

1 2 3 4 5

10 I was sensitive about the
difficulties of others

1 2 3 4 5 10 Others were sensitive
about my difficulties

1 2 3 4 5

11 I realized the effect of my
words on others

1 2 3 4 5 11 Others realized the effect
of their words on me

1 2 3 4 5

12 I was attentive to the
needs of others

1 2 3 4 5 12 Others was attentive to
my needs

1 2 3 4 5

13 I easily recognized the
feelings of others

1 2 3 4 5 13 Others easily recognized
my feelings

1 2 3 4 5
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