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Abstract: The purpose of this study was to examine mechanisms of how compassion experienced by
employees affects workplace incivility. Specifically, this study aimed to explore the double mediation
effect of positive emotion and leadership on the relationship between compassion and workplace
incivility. Empirical results using survey data from 304 employees in South Korea confirm that
employees who experience compassion at work are less likely to engage in workplace incivility. More
importantly, positive emotions and positive leadership sequentially mediate the negative relationship
between compassion and workplace incivility. The theoretical and practical implications are of this
are also discussed.

Keywords: compassion; workplace incivility; positive emotion; positive leadership

1. Introduction

Business is a large part of open innovation in modern economies [1]. In particular,
human capital within an organization plays an important role because its quality, including
employees’ knowledge, skills, abilities, and creativity, can increases an organization’s
ability to leverage innovation. However, it is inevitable that organizations will not be
free from obstacles for such open innovation. One of the major obstacles is workplace
incivility because this can have negative effects on employees’ perceived support for
innovation via hindering teamwork behaviors [2]. Furthermore, employees’ experiences
of incivility at work decreases their knowledge sharing [3] and innovative behaviors [4],
which is detrimental for open innovation. Incivility, or rude and discourteous behavior,
in the workplace is not simply a personal matter. Criminologists and psychologists, such
as Laschinger and Read [5] have found that interpersonal assault begins with uncivil
speech and minor abuse while, according to Anderson and Pearson [6], incivility is likely
to lead to aggressive situations. In the workplace context, incivility can create conflict
as well as high-intensity aggressive situations [7,8], which, in turn, decrease employees’
organizational performance [9]. Thus, for open innovation, organizations need to prevent
workplace incivility.

As employees’ emotional exhaustion and stress increase as a result of incivility at
work, researchers have explored several antecedents for its occurrence [10]. However, the
actions that can be taken by organizations to mitigate workplace incivility still remain
relatively unknown. This is surprising given that employees’ behaviors are largely affected
by their leaders and coworkers [11–14]. In addition, in the context of open innovation,
previous studies have suggested that compassion at work is vital for innovative work be-
haviors, such as managerial idea generation [15], at both the individual and team level [16].
Hence, in an attempt to understand ways of decreasing workplace incivility, this study
empirically investigated whether the experiences of compassionate behaviors at work
reduced workplace incivility and, if so, what mechanisms could explain this phenomena.

J. Open Innov. Technol. Mark. Complex. 2021, 7, 95. https://doi.org/10.3390/joitmc7010095 https://www.mdpi.com/journal/joitmc

https://www.mdpi.com/journal/joitmc
https://www.mdpi.com
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0331-5716
https://doi.org/10.3390/joitmc7010095
https://doi.org/10.3390/joitmc7010095
https://creativecommons.org/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://doi.org/10.3390/joitmc7010095
https://www.mdpi.com/journal/joitmc
https://www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/joitmc7010095?type=check_update&version=2


J. Open Innov. Technol. Mark. Complex. 2021, 7, 95 2 of 12

Previous studies have shown that leaders’ as well as coworkers’ uncivil behaviors
reduce the frequency and quality of subordinates’ positive behaviors at work, which, in
turn, is detrimental for organizations [5,9,17–19]. Likewise, workplace incivility decreases
an individual’s job performance, job satisfaction [9], and psychological well-being [20],
and increases employees’ truancy or tardiness, which, in turn, negatively affects the
organizational culture [21].

Leaders do not show uniform attitudes and behaviors towards employees. They
provide different levels of emotional support which determine the type, as well as the
amount of information that is exchanged between leaders and employees, which subse-
quently impacts the relationship quality [22]. Therefore, if employees and their leaders
exchange compassion within the organization and form an empathetic culture to encour-
age positive leadership, their relationship will develop more positively, thus, reducing
workplace incivility.

Hence, the aim of this study is to empirically investigate the effect of compassion
(i.e., caring behaviors in response to the suffering of others) on workplace incivility in
order to determine how to reduce workplace incivility. Specifically, by focusing on em-
ployees’ affective reactions and their perceptions of positive leadership resulting from their
experiences of compassionate behaviors at work, this study examines the mechanisms
through which leaders’ and coworkers’ compassionate behaviors could reduce workplace
incivility. The empirical results from this study will broaden our understanding of how
insiders’ behaviors, specifically with regard to compassion, could help to reduce workplace
incivility. Specifically, given that studies such as those by Rhee, Hur, and Kim [23], and
Woo and Kim [24], have provided somewhat limited empirical evidence of the link between
compassion and workplace incivility, this present study contributes to the compassion
literature by unboxing the unknown processes of how compassion could lessen employees’
rudeness at work. In addition, whereas leadership researchers have empirically explored
the link between many different types of leadership style [25–27], we still do not know
how positive leadership affects incivility at work. Hence, this current study also pro-
vides contributions to the leadership literature. Furthermore, from a managerial point of
view, this study provides organizations with recommendations to facilitate leaders’ and
coworkers’ compassionate behaviors at work in order to facilitate open innovation within
an organization, as well as to ensure the organization remains competitive in a dynamic
business environment.

2. Hypotheses Development
2.1. Compassion and Workplace Incivility

Compassion experienced within an organization is defined as the interpersonal process
of recognizing the suffering of others, experiencing emotional empathy for said suffering,
and acting in a manner to relieve it [28,29]. Since the behavioral trait of compassion
in the workplace involves the mental processes of organizational members who suffer
disrespectful treatment in the workplace, it is most related to workplace incivility in the
organization [28]. Compassion, which focuses on the suffering of others (i.e., paying
attention to, feeling, and responding to the suffering of others), can be distinguished from
sympathy, pity, or other emotions that arise within an organization [30,31]. For example,
social support, which includes informational or emotional support, generally refers to a
function that other people perform for an individual in a meaningful way [32]. While
both compassion and social support in the workplace are considered coping resources,
the concept of compassion focuses more specifically on the relationship with those who
are suffering.

When employees experience compassion at work, they perceive others as personal
rather than impersonal objects [33]. Thus, when leaders and coworkers express compas-
sionate behaviors towards them, employees are likely to perceive that they are receiving
genuine care from their leaders and coworkers, improving the quality of relationships
between them, which demotivates them from engaging in uncivil behaviors.
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Hypothesis 1 (H1): Experiences of compassionate behaviors at work are negatively related to
workplace incivility.

2.2. Compassion and Positive Emotion

Compassion at work is an individual’s positive responses to the suffering of others
within the organization [28]. It is crucial for organizations because it could result in many
positive outcomes. For example, experienced compassion can serve as personal resources
to increase one’s self-regulation [34]. In addition, employees who experience compassion
at work (i.e., who perceive they are genuinely cared about by others) are likely to form
collective self-esteem, as well as a positive work-related identity, which, in turn, increases
their job performance [35]. It can also lead to more constructive work behaviors, such as
voice behaviors, because employees who experience compassion at work are likely to have
high levels of affective commitment, which, in turn, facilitates constructive behaviors [36].

Experiences of compassion can evoke positive emotions in relationships with col-
leagues, subordinates, and superiors [31]. According to the affective events theory [37],
employees recognize experiences of compassion at work (i.e., acts of temporal, mental,
and physical care) as positive and meaningful work events, and thus, experience various
positive emotions. Similarly, Lilius et al. [31] argued that employees who experience com-
passion are likely to feel positive emotions, such as pride, joy, inspiration, and comfort,
because they perceive that they are being genuinely cared for by other organizational
members. Empirical findings from previous research have supported this argument.
For example, giving and receiving compassion in relationships among colleagues, sub-
ordinates, and superiors is related to positive emotions; compassion not only enhances
positive emotions in organizational members but also has a positive effect on improving
job performance [4,28,35,38] because positive emotions energize productive performance
by strengthening the emotional bond among employees. This is congruent with Bono
and Ilies’s [39] argument which states that helping employees experience positive emo-
tions is one of the important psychological processes affecting individuals’ productive
outcomes. Therefore, drawing on past findings, we expect that employees who experience
compassionate behaviors at work are more likely to experience positive emotions there.

Hypothesis 2 (H2): Experience of compassionate behaviors at work is positively related to posi-
tive emotions.

2.3. Positive Emotion and Positive Leadership

Cameron [40] argued that positive emotions formed by virtues and happiness ener-
gize positive attitudes. Specifically, in the context of this current study, we predict that
employees who experience positive emotions triggered by their leaders’ and coworkers’
compassionate behaviors are likely to form positive attitudes toward their leaders and
coworkers. It is well established in the field that employees’ positive emotions facilitate
positive attitudes and behaviors at work, such as engagement, creativity, collaboration,
and performance including organizational citizenship behavior [41,42]. Similarly, leaders’
positive emotions also energize their subordinates’ positive behaviors, such as increasing
their performance at work [43]. When employees experience positive emotions as a result
of their leaders’ and coworkers’ compassionate behaviors, they are likely to perceive con-
gruence between their leaders’ and coworkers’ positive attitudes towards each other and
themselves. Affective congruence between an employee and his or her leaders and cowork-
ers is likely to increase the relationship quality between them, resulting in more favorable
appraisal of their leaders because symbolic meanings in social exchanges are partly deter-
mined by emotional exchanges between the two [44]. Specifically, this is because leaders’
and coworkers’ compassionate behaviors serve as a means to evoke employees’ positive
emotions, which, in turn, increase quality relationships, and employees will perceive that
their leaders exhibit positive leadership at work.
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Hypothesis 3 (H3): Employees’ positive emotions are positively related to their perceptions of their
leaders’ positive leadership.

2.4. Positive Leadership and Workplace Incivility

In a study conducted on residents in U.S. mid-western cities, Tepper [18] showed
that superiors’ uncivil behaviors in the workplace not only lowered subordinates’ orga-
nizational commitment but also negatively affected their job and life satisfaction; this is
consistent with a study result that showed that uncivil behaviors increase psychological
suffering, which could influence turnover. Schilling [45] also argued that superiors’ uncivil
leadership behaviors interfere with subordinates’ motivation, organizational commitment,
and voluntary innovation activities, leading to poor performance.

Meanwhile, positive leadership forms positive relationships with organizational mem-
bers by understanding their differences [46]. Positive relationships raise the levels of vitality,
learning, collaboration, resource utilization, cost and time savings, and human resource
development in the organization [47]. Furthermore, positive leadership has a positive
effect on productivity because it improves the personal relationship between superiors and
subordinates, increases organizational commitment [48], and reduces workplace incivil-
ity [46]. Positive communications occur when positive and mutually supportive expressions
are used in the organization [40]. Superiors and subordinates who experience positive
leadership will have positive communications and eventually avoid uncivil behaviors.

Hypothesis 4 (H4): Positive leadership is negatively related to workplace incivility.

2.5. Double Mediation Effect of Positive Emotion and Positive Leadership

Employees who experience compassion as an act of temporal, mental, and physical
caring within the organization, form positive emotions [49]. Organization members who
have developed positive emotions through compassion in response to suffering positively
recognize the leadership shown by their superior or team leader; that is, employees perceive
the leadership of their team leader as positive, a leadership that encourages members and
helps them emotionally [40,50]. By creating positive emotions through compassion, both
team leaders who show positive leadership and members who experience it present a high-
quality connection and reduced workplace incivility [49]. Since leaders and employees
who have experienced compassion recognize each other as personal subjects for care and
encouragement, rather than material objects for performance, positive leadership will
eventually reduce workplace incivility. Hence, building upon the previous hypotheses, we
predict the following:

Hypothesis 5 (H5): Positive emotion and positive leadership sequentially mediate the relationship
between compassion and workplace incivility.

3. Methods
3.1. Study Participants and Procedure

This study employed a survey method to collect data from employees working at
15 corporations located in the metropolitan areas in South Korea. A total of 320 employees
responded to the survey; after excluding 16 surveys with insincere responses, 304 surveys
were used to test the hypotheses.

The final sample consisted of 129 men (42.4%) and 175 women (57.6%). By age,
54 respondents were in their 20s (17.8%), 125 in their 30s (41.1%), 90 in their 40s (29.6%),
and 35 in their 50s (11.5%). By position within the organization, 112 represented general
staff (36.8%), 91 were assistant managers (29.9%), 60 were team managers (19.7%), and
41 (13.5%) were assistant directors or higher. By work experience, 132 (43.4%) marked
1–4 years, 80 (26.3%) 5–9 years, 56 (18.4%) 10–14 years, 20 (6.6%) 15–19 years, and 16 (5.3%)
20 or more years.
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3.2. Measures
3.2.1. Compassion

Three items developed by Lilius et al. [31] were used to measure the construct of com-
passion: “I often experience compassion at my workplace”, “I often experience compassion
from my supervisor”, and “I often experience compassion from my colleagues”, rated on a
5-point Likert scale. The correlation among the items was sufficiently strong (Cronbach’s
α = 0.894), confirming the reliability of the measure of compassion.

3.2.2. Positive Emotion

Positive emotion, here, refers to a positive emotional state experienced by individuals
within their organization. Four measurement items used by Lilius et al. [31] were adopted
to gauge the construct of positive emotion in this study, including “I am proud of all my
work” and “I am happy with all my work”. The items were rated on a 5-point Likert scale,
and the reliability of the measure of positive emotion was excellent (Cronbach’s α = 0.916).

3.2.3. Positive Leadership

In this study, positive leadership was operationally defined as a “leadership that
induces positive emotions and a positive organizational culture while interacting with all
team members”. Fourteen measurement items in the positive leadership questionnaire
(PLQ) used in Cameron’s study [40] were modified to suit the domestic situation and
this study. Examples of items include: “Our team leader allows team members to share
personal information so that they can know and care about the difficulties team members
have”; “our team leader has a lot of positive energy and encourages team members to have
such energy”, and so on. The construct of positive leadership was measured on a 5-point
Likert scale, and the reliability coefficient of the items was excellent (Cronbach’s α = 0.963).

3.2.4. Workplace Incivility

Workplace incivility within an organization can be defined as a “low-intensity deviant
behavior with ambiguous intent to harm the target, in violation of workplace norms for
mutual respect” [6]. Seven scales developed by Cortina et al. [9] were translated and
used for this study. Examples of questions include: “My superiors or coworkers make
demeaning or derogatory remarks about me”; “my superiors or coworkers doubt my
judgment in my job”, and so on. A 5-point Likert scale was used to measure the items,
and the reliability coefficient for the construct of positive leadership was also excellent
(Cronbach’s α = 0.942).

3.2.5. Control Variables

This study entered demographic variables (gender, age, position, career experience,
tenure) into the analytic model to control their possible influence on compassion, positive
emotion, positive leadership, and workplace incivility. Furthermore, potentially confound-
ing effects of the personality traits on the major variables in this study were controlled. This
study employed a survey method to collect data from employees working at 15 corpora-
tions located in the metropolitan area in South Korea. A total of 320 employees responded
to the survey; after excluding 16 surveys with insincere responses, 304 surveys were used
to test the hypotheses.

3.3. Common Method Bias

This study collected data on both independent and dependent variables from the
same respondents simultaneously, raising an issue about a potential common method
bias. Hence, the study conducted a Harmon single factor test [51,52] as an ex-post remedy
to see if the measurement involves a common method bias issue. Podsakoff et al. [51]
classified the causes of common method bias into four categories; Harmon’s single factor
test is considered to be useful to detect the bias since it uses exploratory factor analysis. Six
factors with an eigenvalue greater than 1 were detected; the covariance explained by the
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first factor was estimated at 11%, indicating that the common method bias is not a serious
concern (i.e., not a likely contaminant of the measurement).

3.4. Common Method Bias

This study employed structural equation modeling for data analysis using AMOS 24.0.
A confirmatory factor analysis was conducted to test the measurement model with four
latent variables and 28 indicators (three indicators to measure the construct of compassion;
four indicators for positive emotion; 14 for positive leadership; seven for workplace
incivility). Then, we examined the correlation coefficients and average variance extracted
(AVE) to check for multicollinearity and discriminant validity, and Cronbach’s α and factor
loadings to check the convergent reliability.

4. Results
4.1. Confirmatory Factor Analysis

The goodness-of-fit test results from the confirmatory factor analysis were: χ2 = 656.667
(df = 339, p = 0.000), CFI = 0.959, TLI = 0.954, GFI = 0.866, NFI = 0.918, RMSEA = 0.055, and
RMR = 0.044. All modeling fit indices were greater than a traditional threshold, demon-
strating that the measurement items for the latent variables employed in the research mode
satisfied the conventional criteria.

4.2. Hypotheses Testing

Table 1 shows the Pearson correlation coefficients of the latent variables modeled in
this study. The correlation coefficients were between 0.135 and 0.575 (p < 0.01), indicating
that multicollinearity was not a serious issue in this study. Furthermore, the AVEs were all
greater than 0.6, a traditionally acceptable threshold, confirming the discriminant validity.
Meanwhile, Cronbach’s α, the composite reliability coefficient, and factor loadings for each
construct were all greater than 0.7, confirming the convergent validity of the constructs
employed in the research model.

Table 1. Descriptive statistics.

Variable Mean SD 1 2 3 4

1. Compassion 3.433 0.706 0.723
2. Positive Emotion 3.229 0.707 0.356 ** 0.761

3. Positive Leadership 3.033 0.789 0.481 ** 0.575 ** 0.771
4. Workplace Incivility 2.57 0.9 −0.169 ** −0.135 ** −0.296 ** 0.752

Note. ** p < 0.01; the italic number in the diagonal is the square root of the average variance extracted (AVE).

Table 2 presents the path coefficients and statistical significance. The results are as
follows: Compassion was negatively and significantly associated with workplace incivility
(β = −0.236, CR = −3.694, p < 0.001), confirming Hypothesis 1. Compassion was positively
and significantly associated with positive emotion (β = 0.356, CR = 6.709, p < 0.001), sup-
porting Hypothesis 2, as expected. Positive emotion was also positively and significantly
associated with positive leadership (β = 0.642, CR = 12.409, p < 0.001), confirming Hypothe-
sis 3, as expected. Meanwhile, positive leadership was negatively and significantly related
to workplace incivility (β = −0.319, CR = −5.051, p < 0.001), supporting Hypothesis 4,
as predicted.
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Table 2. Path analysis results.

Path b SE CR p

H1 Compassion→
Workplace Incivility −0.263 0.071 −3.694 p < 0.001

H2 Compassion→
Positive Emotion 0.356 0.053 6.709 p < 0.001

H3 Positive Emotion→
Positive Leadership 0.642 0.052 12.409 p < 0.001

H4 Positive Leadership→
Workplace Incivility −0.319 0.063 −5.051 p < 0.001

This study used bootstrap sampling to test the significance of mediating effects in an
effort to overcome the limitations of the conventional approach [53,54]. As shown in Table 3,
the bootstrap estimate of the indirect effect between compassion and workplace incivility
was significant (LLCI95% = −0.1163, ULCI95% = −0.0254), supporting Hypothesis 5; that
the relationship between compassion and workplace incivility is sequentially mediated by
positive emotion and positive leadership.

Table 3. Indirect effects for the double mediation.

Effect LLCI95% ULCI95% BootSE

Total indirect effect −0.1637 −0.2663 –0.0681 0.0501
Compassion→ PE→Workplace Incivility 0.0276 −0.04 0.1003 0.0355
Compassion→ PL→Workplace Incivility −0.1245 −0.2081 −0.0523 0.04

Compassion→ PE→ PL
→Workplace Incivility −0.0668 −0.1187 −0.0262 0.0236

Note: PE = positive emotion; PL = positive leadership.

5. Discussion: Positive Emotion, Positive Leadership, Workplace Incivility, and
Open Innovation

This study empirically examined the relationship of compassion with workplace inci-
vility and the role of positive emotion and positive leadership in mediating the relationship.
The study found that compassion and positive leadership were both significant factors that
reduced workplace incivility, and that compassion was negatively and significantly related
to workplace incivility through positive emotion and positive leadership. Therefore, this
study concludes that compassion, an act of temporal, mental, and physical caring for the
suffering of other members in an organization, generates positive emotions in members;
hence positive emotions contribute to forming positive leadership, which eventually de-
creases workplace incivility. The next sections provide a discussion and the theoretical
implications of this present study.

5.1. Discussion: Positive Emotion, Positive Leadership, and Workplace Incivility

First, the study empirically verified the causal relationship of compassion on other
outcome variables. This study is particularly meaningful since the causal relationship
between compassion and workplace incivility has not been sufficiently studied in the field
of business administration and organizational behavior. Thus, our findings add valuable
empirical evidence for the effect of compassion on workplace incivility, providing fruitful
ways to further explore potential moderators and mediators.

Second, this study empirically examined the causal relationships among compassion,
positive emotion, positive leadership, and workplace incivility; for this reason, it is dif-
ferentiated from previous studies that have dealt with the causal relationship between
compassion and other positive variables. Previous studies have explored the roles of
several positive psychological constructs as mediators to explain the effects of compassion
at work. For example, Lilius [31] empirically showed the mediation effect of positive
emotion on the relationship between compassion and emotional commitment. Similarly,
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Moon et al. [38] demonstrated that positive work-related identity can explain the positive
link between compassion and organizational citizenship behavior. Unlike the previous
findings, this present study empirically verified the double mediation effect of positive
emotion and positive leadership on the relationship between compassion and workplace
incivility, providing a theoretical contribution to the future research on compassion at work.

In addition, previous studies exploring the roles of compassion in the context of
workplace incivility either investigated its moderating role in the relationship between
incivility and job performance [23] or in a very specific organizational setting, such as the
field of nursing [24]. Thus, our study’s findings add valuable knowledge of the mecha-
nisms through how compassion affect workplace incivility by quantitatively examining
the untapped mediators (i.e., positive emotion and positive leadership) using data from
employees in more general office settings.

5.2. Discussion: Positive Emotion, Positive Leadership, and Open Innovation

First, our results provide empirical evidence showing that, to lessen workplace incivil-
ity, which is one of the major obstacles for open innovation, having employees experience
compassion is vital. Unlike most previous studies that focused on the positive effects of
workplace compassion on the creation of the culture for open innovation [15,16], by taking
a somewhat different approach for the open innovation culture, this current study demon-
strated the roles of compassion in tackling certain barriers to open innovation culture in
organizations. More specifically, by focusing on workplace incivility, which is well-known
to hinder teamwork behavior [2] as well as knowledge sharing behaviors [3], the current
study adds insights to the open innovation literature by exploring the roles of compassion
from the lens of open innovation.

Secondly, the empirical evidence of the link between positive leadership and work-
place incivility is somewhat limited [50]. Specifically, the previous literature on leadership,
which examined its effects on workplace incivility, focused on many different forms or
styles of leadership, such as passive leadership [25], transformational leadership [26],
authentic leadership [5,27], but not positive leadership. Thus, our results showing the
negative effect of positive leadership on workplace rudeness (i.e., workplace incivility)
provide a theoretical contribution to the field of leadership.

Furthermore, in the context of open innovation, previous studies emphasized that, in
order to facilitate employee innovative behaviors, appropriate leadership styles need to be
carried out [55,56]. For example, Ahmed Iqbal, Abid, Contreras, Hassan, and Zafar [57]
showed that ethical leadership could lead to employee innovative work behaviors because
it helps to create an open innovation culture that is favorable for innovative work behaviors.
Given that positive leadership is conducive to creativity, which is vital for innovation
processes [58], our results provide contributions to the open innovation literature, by
showing how to promote positive leadership at work. That is, because positive leadership
could facilitate employee innovative behavior, our results highlight that having them
experience compassion at work could serve as means to develop and even demonstrate
one’s positive leadership.

6. Conclusions
6.1. Implications

Compassion is important not only for one’s psychological well-being, but also for
encouraging innovative behaviors at work [4,16]. Given that workplace incivility is one of
the major hindrances for open innovation [2], the results from this current study provide
practical insight for organizations about how to mitigate such an obstacle. Specifically, this
study found that compassion is a factor that plays an essential role in reducing workplace
incivility within organizations. This finding suggests the practical implication that forming
an empathic organizational culture within the organization could be an effective way to
reduce workplace incivility among superiors, subordinates, and colleagues, ultimately
contributing to developing a positive organizational culture. That is, the results imply that
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uncivil behaviors occurring in the organization between superiors and subordinates could
decrease by helping them express and experience compassionate behavior at work. More
in general, the results of this study suggest that compassion as an act of caring for other
members’ suffering contributes to a reduction in uncivil behaviors in the organization by
enabling personal and in-depth relationships between superiors and subordinates to be
formed. Compassion is an emotion that involves recognizing, feeling, and responding to
the suffering of others; hence, organizational members who experience compassion will
develop respect toward other persons which, in turn, facilitates open innovation within
organizations. Furthermore, such favorable work environments that create emotional
attachment among employees will be beneficial for energizing open innovation [59,60],
which is essential for organizations to gain competitive advantages and pursue long-term
sustainability [61].

6.2. Limitations and Future Research

Despite the theoretical and practical implications, this study has the following limita-
tions that warrant future research. First, the generalizability of the findings in this study
may be limited (i.e., potentially limited external validity). The sample data used to test the
hypotheses in this study were collected only from employees working at certain corpo-
rations in one specific area. Furthermore, the distribution of respondents was somewhat
skewed in terms of employment type, company size, and education level; that is, they were
mostly regular employees and highly educated (i.e., college and university graduates). It
is significant that previous studies have noted that the incidence of workplace incivility
within the organization was higher for women or irregular employees [9]. Future research
needs to be conducted with a more representative sample in terms of the respondents’
demographics, including age, area, and position/title. Furthermore, future research is
warranted to examine workplace incivility differences in the organization by gender and
employment type.

Second, the scale to measure the construct of compassion in this study may need
improvement. The measurement items for compassion were developed by Lilius et al. [31]
to examine its causal relationship with positive variables, while this study focuses on
examining the double mediation effect of positive emotion and positive leadership. Future
research needs to employ a qualitative or mixed-methods approach based on the grounded
theory to unveil more valid measurement items to reflect different research contexts.

Third, this study’s research model includes workplace incivility as an outcome variable
to empirically examine how it is affected by compassion through positive emotion and
positive leadership. Future research needs to consider including more outcome variables
(e.g., job performance, organizational citizenship behavior, organizational identification,
and so on) to examine the causal relationships of compassion with them.

Fourth, this study collected data on both independent and dependent variables from
the same respondents simultaneously, raising an issue about a potential common method
bias. As per operational definitions of the study variables, such as compassion, positive
emotion, positive leadership, and experienced workplace incivility, the use of self-reports
was inevitable. It is noteworthy that self-reports do not always inflate the bias [62]. This
present study conducted a Harmon single factor test [51,52] as an ex-post remedy to see
if the measurement involves a common method bias issue. However, because all the
variables were collected at one-time wave, we acknowledge that, although we conducted
the Harmon single factor test [51,52], we cannot completely rule out the possibility of
common method bias. Thus, in addition to the Harmon single factor test, future research
can benefit by using longitudinal research design.

Finally, the generalizability of this study’s findings is limited because the sample
includes only Korean employees. For example, a growing body of empirical studies
suggest that cultural values may affect how incivility plays out at work. For example,
Welbourne, Gangadharan, and Sariol [63] showed that employees with different ethnicities
and cultural values are likely to have different levels of vulnerability as well as different
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reactions (e.g., job satisfaction) to workplace incivility. Likewise, comparing Korean to
Spanish individuals, Moon and Sánchez-Rodríguez [64] showed that normative reactions
to incivility can be different in relation to cultural values, such as power distance. Therefore,
future research should be conducted with samples from various countries to compare the
results between countries and create more generalizable findings.
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