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Abstract

This study aims to improve the understanding
of perceived managerial decency by developing
an initial set of items for its measurement scale.
Based on the social exchange theory and driven
by the strong need for instilling more decency and
civility in managerial discourse, this study makes a
comprehensive overview of the scope and domain
of perceived managerial decency and extracts the
potential decency dimensions. After conducting a
literature review, 50 collected interview respon-
ses on typical examples of managerial decency,
as perceived by employees, served as a basis for
further analysis. Using the content analysis tools,
we generated a set of initial items and dimensions

1. INTRODUCTION

Due to the stronger emphasis on rela-
tionships as vehicles of business success
(PwC, 2021) managerial skills and behavior
exhibit a more pronounced role in today’s
business. Dealing with people, an adequate
way of communication comes to the fore-
front in the “new normal” and tends to initi-
ate a lasting change in how employees are
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of decency. Those were further refined by 21 exper-
ts (5 from academia and 16 from the target audien-
ce) using the means of qualitative and quantitative
assessment. As a result, we define the perceived
managerial decency construct and outline its six
potential dimensions: (1) respectful interactions,
(2) treatment with good manners, (3) employee de-
velopment, (4) mutual trust, (5) decent feedback,
and (6) providing insight into a bigger picture, as
well as generate a set of 75 valid items that reflect
the decency construct. We further discuss the rese-
arch implications for theory and practice.

Keywords: managerial decency, qualitative
research, scale development

lead (Meck, 2020) which all brings us to the
importance of one vital aspect of leadership
— and that is — decency. In today’s complex
work environment, it is incredibly difficult
to recognize what makes a good manager
and leader. Does it all come down to a pow-
er motive (Trojak & Gali¢, 2020; Pfeffer,
2013)? Recent practitioner studies show
that for managers and leaders, decency is
just as important as intelligence (Boulding,
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2019). Leading with decency means genu-
inely caring about employees’ wellbeing.
It means empathizing with and genuinely
caring for those being lead. Just like emo-
tional quotient (EQ) and intelligence quo-
tient (IQ), according to Boulding (2019)
decency quotient (DQ) is a measure of a
manager’s capability to lead. However, de-
cency is still very rarely recognized as one
of the essential qualities in business (both
by researchers and practitioners). This is
shown by estimates that businesses lose $6
billion per year due to hostile work environ-
ments created by behavior such as manage-
rial incivility and related negative interac-
tions (Porath, Gerbasi, & Schorch, 2015).
ncivility dominates business relationships
(Leiter et al., 2011; Pearson, Andersson,
& Porath, 2005) and efficient interventions
are hence required to improve the quality of
work relationships.

Decency is an act or expression of genu-
ine care (Harrison, 2007), but the question
is — whether it pays off to managers and
leaders to be decent in the workplace envi-
ronment. Due to its formal character, civil-
ity is related and much more defined and
explored construct in managerial literature.
Namely, Carter (1998) suggests that civil-
ity is the moral foundation necessary for
human interactions and that civility begins
with the attitude of respect for others, as
well as that it gains in importance when in-
teractions are more complex and frequent
(such as in the workplace environment).
Kimbroigh and Burkett (1990) state that
good, efficient administrators are lead by
the example of their civility and good man-
ners. Civility operates in line with the work
norms and includes good manners and re-
spect for others in the workplace (Anderson
& Pearson, 1999).

However, if, apart from being civil
(courteous, aware of the rights of others;
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Elias, 1982; Carter, 1998; Morris et al.,
1996), managers utilize the approach to-
wards their employees that encompasses
dignity, appreciation, and true care, they are
then assumed to be decent. Although they
are often used interchangeably, the terms
decency and civility are not synonymous.
Namely, as it is outlined above, decency
is reflected by behavior that is not only re-
flecting socially acceptable norms but rather
showing true care and empathy for others,
while civility essentially means behavior
through which norms and standards of mu-
tual respect are expressed (Lauer, 2002).
Namely, unlike civility, “decency carries an
element of essential soulcraft to it: It goes
deeper, into character more than manners”
McNemee (2018). Sometimes a civil per-
son can be cruel, while a decent person is
never so since decency goes back to moral
and ethical rightness and wrongness of a
certain thought and action, whereas civility
is ignoring such aspects (McNemee, 2018).

Managerial decency ensures dignity and
decency at work, and consequently, it is re-
lated to equal opportunities, social security
and protection, and ultimately to the quali-
ty-of-life concept (Faioli, 2009). Decency is
further a part of the quality of relationships
in the workplace (Blustein ef al., 2016; Di
Fabio & Kenny, 2016; Kenny et al., 2016)
and hence could be seen through the lens of
mutual relationships and social exchange
theory (SET; Blustein, 2011). The following
could be seen as the needs of individuals
related to work: the need for social connec-
tion; the need for power (Trojak & Galié,
2020); and the need for self-determination
(Blustein, 2011). The SET theory is based
on the so-called unwritten or psychological
contract (Schein, 1978).

The effects of managerial decency at the
workplace have gained theoretical attention.
However, since there is a lack of reliable
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operationalization and measure of this con-
struct, empirical research remains scarce.
Researchers have been more focused on
measuring and operationalization of un-
civil or non-decent behavior. Therefore, the
objective of this paper is to propose a com-
prehensive measurement scale for that since
it will examine the potential dimensional-
ity of the concept of decency by using the
premises of the SET theory. Although there
are already several measurement scales
in the field of organizational psychology
and leadership, such as interactional jus-
tice (Moorman, 1991; Scarlicki & Folger,
1997), civility (Ferris, 2002), workplace
relational civility (Di Fabio & Gori, 2016),
we argue that perceived decency is related
but not the same concept and that it should
be put into the spotlight due to its practi-
cal relevance for present-day managers and
leaders (being at the same level as emotion-
al intelligence and cognitive intelligence).

Following a detailed literature search
through Web of Science (search string: “de-
cency”; field “Topic” including the title of
the paper, summary, and keywords of the
paper), it has been established that the per-
ceived decency scale is non-existent. The
result set of 353 scientific articles has been
further searched by the use of the word
“scale” in all fields. There have been 9 re-
sults of this search, of which only one is
related to the measurement scale (Di Fabio
& Gori, 2016). Then, the contents of poten-
tially related scales derived from the litera-
ture review (e.g., Walsh et al., 2012; Anker
et al., 2003) were analyzed as well (as it
will be seen consequently) and it has been
established that they do not explicitly meas-
ure decency.

The contribution of this study is two-
fold. First, as an answer to the recognition
of the importance of decent and civil be-
havior of managers in the literature, this

study presents a review of previous stud-
ies and offers a novel conceptualization of
perceived managerial decency. Within this
conceptualization, we provide a new defi-
nition of the concept and elaborate on its
potential dimensions. Second, to boost ad-
ditional empirical research on the decency
construct, we develop a broad set of items
for the potential scale that will measure
managerial decency, which reflects not only
normative and civil behavior, but also true
care and empathy of managers. We uti-
lize qualitative research methods and by
conducting interviews with target public
as well as through the help of experts, we
isolate a broad set of items that are aligned
with the definitional landscape and scope of
the managerial decency concept.

The paper is organized as follows. In
the next chapter, we will present a literature
review that revolves around the concept of
decency and that was used as a theoretical
basis for scale development. Then, we will
present the methods and consequent two
studies that outline the process of item gen-
eration and theoretical evaluation and vali-
dation of the items. Two studies result in
the final proposal of the instrument for per-
ceived managerial decency that is prepared
for empirical verification. Conclusions
based on the analysis, as well as theoretical
and managerial implications, are presented
in the final section.

2. LITERATURE REVIEW

The context of communication, con-
nections, and relationships implies neces-
sary (positive or negative) social exchang-
es at work (Porath, Gerbasi, & Schorch,
2015; Griffin, Stoverink, & Gardner, 2012;
Dutton, 2003). Namely, in performing com-
plex tasks, employees often seek exchanges
from others in the form of expert opinion,
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knowledge, energy, and/or experience.
Social exchange theory (SET) is one of the
most influential theoretical paradigms ex-
plaining workplace behaviors (Cropanzano
& Mitchell, 2005) and a theoretical base
for this study. SET assumes reciprocity and
justice. Namely, the norm of reciprocity
(Gouldner, 1960) explains that giving and
receiving are mutually contingent and that
reciprocity refers to attitudes and actions.
Then, SET is an anchor for the organi-
zational justice propositions (Greenberg,
1990). There are four dimensions of or-
ganizational justice which are based on the
assessments of the extent to which deci-
sion-making in firms is equitable and just
(distributive justice, process, justice, inter-
personal justice, and information justice;
Colquitt, 2001; Colquitt et al., 2013).

Philosophically, decency is strongly
rooted in assessments of morality such as
Heller’s (1990), who even claims that mo-
rality survives due to the existence of de-
cent individuals. Based on this premise,
Macklin (2007, p. 272) claims that “mo-
rality exists because decent people exist,
and decent people exist because they have
made an existential choice to suffer wrong
if faced with the alternative of committing
wrong”. In this view, decency is then not
seen as uncritical acceptance of norms and
values in a certain (organizational) culture,
but due to the true preference of decent in-
dividuals to follow moral norms. We ex-
plore the role that decency, understood in
this way, has in workplace exchanges, guid-
ed by the SET paradigm.

Boulding (2019) is the one that stands
for the premise that decency is as important
as intelligence (both general and emotional)
for leaders. Decency “means wanting some-
thing positive for everyone in the workplace
and ensuring everyone feels respected and
valued” (Boulding, 2019) and it is argued

40

that decency should be recognized as one
of the desired qualities of good leaders.
Furthermore, in his book, Harrison (2007)
claims that decency consists of small, posi-
tive acts of leaders that build great organi-
zational cultures. However, any additional
aspects of managerial decency are off the
radar of scientific research. Therefore, we
here capture the main aspects and findings
that are related to civility and incivility at
work and relate them to decency. Namely,
we argue that if civility is good and desired,
then decency is even better and even more
desired in the workplace environment since
it is a completely different level of morally
guided behavior and not just a formal ad-
herence to norms.

At work, respectful treatment is what
everyone anticipates (Cortina, 2008).
However, there are still many employees
who report incivility (Pearson et al., 2005).
Rude social exchanges inhibit such inter-
actions thus wasting valuable resources of
knowledge and potential. Civility assumes
respect (Leiter et al., 2011; Herzberg,
Mausner, & Snyderman, 1959) while inci-
vility represents rude actions (Anderson &
Pearson, 1999). Both civility and incivil-
ity impact various employee- and organi-
zation-level constructs such as productiv-
ity, performance, creativity, retention (Bies
& Tripp, 2005; Porath & Erez, 2007, Lim,
Cortina & Magley, 2008) with incivil-
ity causing very negative outcomes such
as stress, anxiety, depression or burnout
(Agervold & Mikkelsen, 2004; Leiter et
al., 2011; Leiter & Maslach, 2009; Yamada,
2000).

Managers who are civil and decent are
often perceived as “too nice”. This is in
many organizational cultures (and cultures
in general) perceived as a weakness and
being nice is often found to be in nega-
tive correlation with influence, power, and
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— ultimately — income (Forni 2002; Judge,
Livingston, & Hurst, 2012). However, the
latter mostly depends upon the level up
to which the civility/incivility is estab-
lished within a group — is it strong enough
to become the norm and part of the culture
(Leiter et al., 2011). Porath, Gerbasi, and
Schorch (2015) find that ones who are civil
perform better in a group, mainly since oth-
er individuals seek those who are civil for
advice and see them as leaders. This is one
of the rare studies that contribute to the ar-
gument that “through civility, people may
be perceived as leaders” (Porath, Gerbasi &
Schorch, 2015; p. 1536).

Civil behavior establishes links (Dutton,
2003; Hallowell, 1999) and inspires posi-
tive emotions (Porath, Gerbasi & Schorch,
2015) inciting possibilities for relationships
and benefits which come due to rooted be-
havior (Lawler, 2001). Decency embodies
warm, friendly, other-oriented behaviors.
A psychological mechanism of mirroring
(Cooley, 1992) comes into place in such
situations since individuals tend to use self-
expression, behaviors, and reactions to the
behavior of others in defining their expres-
sions and actions (Roberts, 2007). By mak-
ing people feel valued, decency has the
potential to lift them high up and it enables
the creation and nurturing of relationships.
Consequently, by engaging respectfully and
decently with others, managers will have
the possibility to build stronger relation-
ships and form networks out of them (Cross
& Parker, 2002) since the networking capa-
bility is one of the key leadership traits.

Managerial decency needs to be distin-
guished from similar constructs and behav-
iors. For example, unlike organizational
citizenship behaviors (OCBs), decency does
not necessarily involve the intent to ben-
efit the organization (Anderson & Pearson,
1999). Furthermore, although one of the

four dimensions of organizational justice
is interpersonal justice which assumes in-
terpersonal communication and exchanges
(Colquitt et al., 2013). By carefully examin-
ing its domain and content, we can observe
that interpersonal justice reflects the per-
ceptions of (in)civility in the interpersonal
relationships by using formal norms while
decency — with the aspect of true care for
the other — is not the part of the observed
interpersonal process.

3. METHODOLOGY

To wunderstand managerial decency
better, we have ventured into a com-
plex procedure of scale development
(DeVellis, 2003; Nunnally 1967). This
procedure is varying in several phases and
steps, but it can be explained through three
general steps: (1) item generation, (2) theo-
retical analysis, and (3) psychometric analy-
sis. To develop a scale for a certain latent
construct, a researcher needs to generate a
pool of items (Step 1), assess the content of
the generated items (Step 2), and empirical-
ly assess the reliability and validity of the
generated items that finally become a meas-
urement scale (Step 3). In this study, we
present steps 1 and 2 of the process, while
Step 3 is out of the scope of the paper.

We approach the first two steps through
two studies. Study 1, where we have used
both deductive (based on a literature re-
view) and inductive (based on qualita-
tive research) methods of item genera-
tion (Hinkin, 1995; Hutz et al., 2015;
Uzunboylu & Ozdamli 2011) to generate
the initial set of items, and Study 2, where
we processed the generated items in a way
to ensure that they reflect the perceived
managerial decency construct (Arias ef al.,
2014) with its content, and meaning. For
these purposes, a pool of expert and target
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population judges was used (Nunnally
1967). Step 3, as the final step of scale de-
velopment, includes conducting a series of
quantitative studies and analyzing various
aspects of statistical validity and reliability
of the generated items, and this is what we
recommend for further research.

4. RESULTS

4.1. Study 1: Perceived managerial
decency item generation

The literature review should be consid-
ered an initial and necessary deductive step
founded for the new scale development. At
the same time, it serves to explain the na-
ture and diversity of the targeted construct
content. In addition, literature reviews help
in identifying the existing measures that
may be used as a reference for the develop-
ment of new scales (Morgado et al., 2017,
DeVellis 2003). This paper uses the method
of systematic literature review that enables

the identification and systematization of
topics that create the domain of the certain
object of research (Munoz-Leiva, Sanchez-
Fernandez Liebana-Cabanillas, and Lopez-
Herrera, 2013). Also, the Content Analysis /
Thematic Analysis was used and is focused
on revealing and noting certain contents
within the researched material; thus, such
analysis was carried out to identify the po-
tentially important statements that need to
be included in the new scale.

The first phase of the scale development
process included the development of a set
of items that are conceptually following
the theoretical domain of civility. Defining
the perceived managerial civility construct
started with the relevant literature review
and a clear understanding of the construct
domain. A detailed review of scales was
made with the belonging items which meas-
ure incivility/civility, decency, and 16 se-
lected scales that were considered and pre-
sented in Table 1.

Table 1. Scales from literature, identified as relevant for perceived managerial decency

# Scale Author(s)

Description

Interactional
! Justice Scale (Moorman, 1991)

This is one of the first measures of justice and it is related
to citizenship behavior. Focused on the framework and
trends of justice in interactions.

Encompasses the domain of personal aggression and
political deviations. Three of the six dimensions are in

2 ISJZ?; Tyrant (Ashforth, 1997) accordance with the political deviation. Effects of petty
tyranny included frustration, stress, reactance, helpless-
ness, and work alienation among subordinates.

. Characterized by abuse of position, the routine pattern of
Abusive . . i .
3 Supervision (Tepper, 2000) intentional and repetitive hostile verbal and non-verbal
P PPEt, behavior, which is not a physical assault but highly unac-
Scale .
ceptable by society.
Victims of bullying report significantly lower levels
Measure of of dissatisfaction with work. Furthermore, they report
4 Workplace (Quine, 2001) significantly higher levels of anxiety, depression, and
Bullying tendency to departure than those who have no such

experience.
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Scale

Author(s)

Description

Workplace
Incivility Scale

(Cortina et al.,
2001)

Analyses experiences related to negative behaviors at the
workplace in the last five years. How conflict is managed
affects the process and outcome of a conflict. It explores

the relationship between conflict management styles and
workplace incivility.

Civility

(Ferris, 2002)

Four essential questions for the study of civility involve
developing a definition of the term, determining

its effects, establishing trends, and predicting the
consequences of civility. A framework for studying it
includes the actors, their gender, situations and settings,
occupational role requirements, the cultural imperatives
defining civility, and the processes through which it is
learned.

Incivility

(Crocker, 2005)

The measure of incivility in this research encompassed
21 items. Such measuring resulted in 4 subcategories that
include a richer and broader spectrum of uncivil behavior.

Uncivil
Workplace
Behavior

(Martin & Hine,
2005)

Describes the development and valuing of the new
measurement of workplace incivility — questionnaire on
uncivil workplace behavior. Scale that asks participants to
report how frequently they experienced behaviors (from
an unspecified source) such as raised voices, eye-rolling,
being interrupted, being excluded, and being gossiped
about at work during the past year.

Civility

(Meterko et al.,
2007)

The civility scale measures the perception of civility
within the workgroup and the organization. The scale
measures the aspects of workplace civility through the as-
sessment of employees according to personal interest and
respect by peers, cooperation or teamwork in the work-
group, fair conflict resolution, and valuing of individual
differences by peers and supervisors.

10

Perceived
Workplace
Civility Climate

(Ottinot, 2008)

This scale assesses the extent to which employees per-
ceive the importance an organization places upon manag-
ing and preventing acts of incivility and verbally aggres-
sive actions in the workplace. The scale encompasses
three dimensions: (1) Intolerance, (2) Response, and (3)
Policies and Procedures.

11

Civility norms

(Walsh et al.,
2012)

Intended for the estimate of an atmosphere of civility of
the workgroup. The atmosphere of civility is defined as
a perception of employees of the norms which support
the treatment of respect among the members of the work-

group.
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Scale

Author(s)

Description

12

Organizational
Civility Scale

(Clark, Landrum &
Nguyen, 2013)

Measures the perception of employees of civility, stress,
facing different situations, work satisfaction, level to
which the incivility is experienced as a problem, factors
which contribute to that, and possibilities for problem re-
solving. Able to predict the organizational civility, includ-
ing items that relate to respect, fellowship, content with
Supervisors, workplace environment, civility expressed
through mission/vision, emotionalism in the coping strate-
gies, and frequency of abuse of power.

13

SET Indicators
Scale

(Coloquitt et al.,
2014)

Perceived support, exchange quality, affective commit-
ment, trust, and psychological contract fulfillment were
used as indicators of social exchange relationships.
Through the quantitative approach to content validation,
these dimensions were assessed.

Incivility
Atmosphere Scale
at the Team Level

(Paulin & Griffin,
2015)

Identifies the incivility atmosphere as a new specific
aspect of atmosphere construction. Referring to divided
perceptions of uncivil behavior, practice, and norms that
exist within a team, incivility atmosphere construction is
fundamental for future research which assesses the effect
of incivility at the level of the work team.

15

Workplace
Relational
Civility

(Di Fabio & Gori,
2016)

Multidimensional scale based on cultural relational theory
which explains workplace interpersonal relationships and
the resulting atmosphere. The scale has three dimensions
with a good internal consistency: relational decency,
relational culture, and relational readiness and measures
them in the “mirror” form.

Academic
Relational
Civility

(Di Fabio &
Kenny, 2016)

Revealing the perception of academic relational civility
facilitates the reduction of bias in the assessment process.
The scale has three dimensions, as well as the workplace
relational civility scale: relational decency, relational
culture, and relational readiness.

Scales from the literature, as noted
above, are used in the process of item gen-
eration. For the item to be included, we as-
sessed whether it is related to decency as
the construct of interest. Descriptions of de-
cency were taken into consideration to bet-
ter define the scope of the domain.

Consequently, a qualitative study was
conducted to gain insights from the tar-
get population on what decency means for
them. Employees and managers in three hi-
erarchy levels were invited to participate in
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the process of item generation. The require-
ment for participation was that an inter-
viewee had been employed in the previous
six-month period. We used a semi-struc-
tured interview mode and asked participants
to focus on “managerial decency”, and then
to describe the behavior — what manage-
rial decency means for them, as well as to
provide up to five examples of perceived
managerial decency. A set of 50 interviews
was conducted and based on them, 242 in-
dividual examples were obtained about
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their perceptions of decency. Table 2 shows
the demographic characteristics of the
interviewees.

Table 2. Interviewees’ characteristics

Characteristic Percentage Characteristic Percentage

Sex Education

Male 38% High school 6%

Female 62% Bachelor 44%
Master or above 50%

Age Work experience

18-35 26% Less than 10 years 20%

36-50 66% 11-20 years 66%

51-65 8% More than 20 years 14%

We examined all 242 examples to rec-
ognize the pattern of repetition of words or
phrases which describe perceived decent
managerial behavior. We classified similar
examples and traits based on the terminol-
ogy and descriptors. For example, we iden-
tified that the term “respect” is repeated 18
times; “appreciation” 11 times, etc. After
all cases and behaviors were examined, be-
haviors were grouped, where appropriate, in
potential dimensions of perceived decency.
Thesaurus was used for the management of
grouping and the expressions, such as re-
spect and appreciation, development, trust,
and support were used as working names
for the generic set of behaviors. To develop
a suitable set of items, the list of items was

Table 3. Dimension of decency based on research

reduced according to frequency. To develop
the generic set of behaviors, it is reasonable
to accept the frequency of phenomenon as a
decisive factor in further reduction of items,
concluding that such frequency is a reason-
able indication of the importance of the
content of interest (DeVellis, 2003).

As a result of the above-described
process, we obtained seven dimensions
of perceived managerial decency (Table
3). Those dimensions are (1) Respectful
Interactions, (2) Treatment with Good
Manners, (3) Employee Development, (4)
Mutual Trust, (5) Decent Feedback, (6)
Providing insight into Bigger Picture and
(7) Active Listening.

Generated dimension

Content description

Respectful Interactions

Respect; Openness for other ideas; Helpfulness;
Compassion; Appreciation;

Treatment with Good Manners

Courtesy; Good manners; Punctuality; Greetings;
Mindfulness; Smile;

Employee Development

Motivation; Support; Driver; Teamwork;
Encouragement; Fairness in task assignment; Equal
treatment;
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Mutual Trust

Reliance; Protection; Consistency; Effort; Reliability;
Credibility; Transparency;

Decent Feedback

Learning from mistakes; Public praise;
Comprehensibility; Patience; Reproach in private;

Providing insight into Bigger Picture

Providing context; Justifying tasks; Sharing
information; Knowledge transferring;

Active Listening

Self-control; Eye contact; Not interrupting; Expressing
thoughts and emotions in a straightforward, frank, and
socially acceptable manner;

The resulting dimensions, as described
in Table 3, encompass various elements
that employees connect to the decency and
decent behavior of their managers. For ex-
ample, when describing examples of decent
behavior that were classified in the Mutual
Trust dimension, employees were quoting
reliance, protection, and consistency among
other behavioral highlights.

Findings from interviews were used as a
starting point for the development of items
of the new scale. The terminology from the
literature review was researched to establish
which concepts were encompassed and suit-
able for the item generation. The final set of
items should be understandable and linked
to the dimensions of interest. The resulting
initial set of items had 151 items classified
into 7 conceptual dimensions.

4.2. Study 2: Theoretical analysis of
generated items for perceived
managerial decency scale

Expert judges have been the most wide-
ly utilized tool for analyzing content va-
lidity (e.g., Uzunboylu & Ozdamli 2011;
Hardesty & Bearden, 2004). Also, during
the scale development process, not only ex-
pert opinions should be used, but also the
opinions of the target population, which
is not too common in previous studies.

46

However, it is the basis for content validity
assessment (Morgado et al., 2017).

The wvalidity, which is defined as
the ability of an instrument to measure the
properties of the construct under study
(DeVon et al., 2007; Beck & Gable, 2001)
is a vital factor in developing or applying a
measurement instrument. Scale develop-
ers often use different rules for determining
which items to retain (e.g., Zaichkowsky,
1994; Netemeyer et al., 1996). Lynn (1986)
states that content validity is the require-
ment for the next forms of validity and
should be given the highest priority in the
instrument development. Content valid-
ity, which is also called “logical validity”
(Newman & Pineda 2013), can be defined
as the ability of the selected items to reflect
variables of the measurement scale con-
struct. It relates to the extent, to which the
instrument items adequately represent the
domain of the construct in focus.

In accordance with the aforementioned,
a pilot research was carried out in Study
2, in which the experts in the area of man-
agement and marketing assessed the item
content validity and classified items into
dimensions that presumably measure the es-
tablished construct of managerial decency.
The panel of experts who participated in
the pilot research assessed the scale content
validity for measuring managerial decency.
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The invitation for participation in the panel
of experts was sent to 33 e-mail addresses
(members of the business community —
managers of medium level of hierarchy
and staff, and members of the academic
community in the area of management and
marketing), and 21 experts (5 from the aca-
demic community, and 16 from the busi-
ness community) expressed interest to par-
ticipate in the research. The interviewees
were asked to assess to which of the seven
dimensions a certain item belongs, and then
to evaluate how significant (scale 1 - 7) the
item is for that dimension.

The abovementioned corresponds with
the Q-methodology (Q-Sort Method), which
is a mixture of both qualitative-quantitative
methods. This enables the assessment of the
scale content validity and implies the proce-
dure in which independent evaluators (ex-
perts), who are not familiar with the details
of research, are asked to establish the level
of the relative importance of each item in
measuring the certain construct. Based on
the data collected from experts (Table 4),
the Content Validity Ratio of the construct
is calculated. Thus, the experts are asked to
state whether an item is necessary (impor-
tant) for the construct administration within
the item set or not. For that purpose, they
were asked in this survey to assess each
item on the scale, ranging from “completely
unimportant” to “completely important”. A
higher score indicates further agreement of
the expert committee about the necessity
of the item in the measurement instrument.
The formula of the content validity ratio
is CVR = (Ne - N /2) /(N /2), in which
(Ne) represents the number of experts/
target group members who point to “im-
portant”, and N is the total number of pan-
elists. Lawshe (1975) proposed the formula
for CVR calculation, according to which in
further phases of a survey only items con-
sidered necessary by 50% of experts should

be retained. An alternative manner of cal-
culation of CVR indicators was proposed
by Lewis (1995), according to whom those
items considered irrelevant by 50% of ex-
perts should be eliminated (CVR < 0.5).
The numeric value of the content validity
ratio is determined by the Lawshe Table.
For example, in our study the number of
panelists is 21 members (5 experts from
the academic community and 16 members
of the target population), if CVR is bigger
than 0.49, the item in the instrument with
an acceptable level of significancd will b
accepted (Lawshe,1975).

In reports of instrument development,
an additional measure of content validity
is the content validity index CVI (Waltz et
al., 2010; Davis, 1992). The formula of the
item-level content validity index I-CVI =
Ne / N, in which (Ne) represents the num-
ber of experts/target group members who
state that the item is relevant, and N is the
total number of panelists. To obtain a con-
tent validity index for relevancy of each
item (I-CVIs), the number of those judg-
ing the item as relevant (e.g., rating 5, 6, or
7) was divided by the number of experts.
Item Impact Score (IIS) is the third rel-
evant measure for content validity, evalu-
ated as the multiplicator of frequency and
importance. The formula of the item impact
score is IIS = I-CVI*X, in which I-CVI is
calculated as described above, and X rep-
resents the average relevancy of an item
as assessed by all target panelists. IIS is at
the acceptable level if the score is equal
or higher than 2 (which corresponds to an
I-CVI of 50%, multiplied by the average
importance of 4 on a 7-point Likert scale).

Table 4 shows the content validity in-
dex value and the average value of the im-
portance of the manifest variables from the
initial set of manifest variables which ful-
filled the two mentioned criteria for content
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validity. Based on the analysis of content
validity, the initial number of manifest vari-
ables (151) was reduced to 63, and the ini-
tial number of dimensions (7) was reduced
to 6.

Taking into consideration that in addi-
tion to the individual item, the correct clas-
sification of the item in the previously given

dimension was taken into account in the
calculation of the content validity ratio (at
least 3 of 5 experts from the academic com-
munity, and 8 of 16 experts from the busi-
ness community) in order not to leave out
the items assessed as relevant by experts al-
though those were not added to the initially
defined dimensions.

Table 4. Scores of perceived managerial decency scale content validity assessment - CVR

Item CVR (Ma?lZglzrial X
(Academic Experts) Experts) (Total)

Supervisor appreciates my efforts. 0.60 1.00 6.06

Supervisor treats me as a person, not as 1.00 0.88 6.00

a number.

Supervisor appreciates me as a person. 0.88 5.52

Supervisor treats me as an individual. 0.75 5.19

Supervisor values me as a person. 0.63 5.05

Supervisor treats me with respect. 1.00 6.00

Supervisor understands my needs. 0.75 5.15

Supervisor expresses his/her view

without degrading others. 1.00 0.88 381

S.uper.v1sor behaves well in any 0.60 0.50 5.00

situation.

Superv1sgr uses de.cent language in 0.60 0.63 5.48

communication with me.

Supervisor cares to dress appropriately. 0.60 0.63 4.86

Supervisor always greets me when we 0.60 1.00 5.05

meet.

Supervisor expresses disagreement

without being rude toward others. 1.00 0.63 581

Supervisor avoids inappropriate jokes. 1.00 0.50 4.86

1 .fe.el appreciated when the supervisor is 0.60 570

civil toward me.

Superv1sqr uses an appropriate tone in 0.60 5.20

conversation with me.

Sup_erv1sor apologizes when s/he makes 1.00 543

a mistake.

Sl}peI‘VISOT is mindful in interactions 0.60 594

with me.
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with me.

Item CVR (Ma?lZglzrial X
(Academic Experts) Experts) (Total)
Supervisor discusses with my private
life, within decency limits (e.g., family, 0.60 4.62
health).
Supervisor always calls me by my name. 0.63 4.71
Superv1sor. is led by .the example of 0.50 500
personal civil behavior.
Supervisor is led by the example of 0.50 5.09
personal good manners.
When entering a room, supervisor greets
all present people, regardless of their 0.88 5.62
status, profession, gender, and age.
Supew1sqr uses a calm voice in 075 538
conversation with me.
Supervisor always says “thank you“ and
« « : 0.88 5.57
please when delegating tasks.

Supervisor is always punctual. 0.75 5.19
Supervisor maintains personal hygiene. 0.88 5.71
Supervisor develops my S.klll.S to be able 0.60 0.75 6.00
to undertake more authorizations.
Superv1sor motlYates me to fully realize 0.60 0.88 6.09
my potentials, wishes, and needs.
Supervisor recognizes what [ am best at
and delegates the task with which I can 1.00 0.88 5.86
best contribute to the team’s success.
Supervisor offers me the opportunity for 0.60 0.75 6.15
development.
Supervisor teaches me new things. 0.60 0.88 591
Supervisor supports me in performing 0.60 075 53]
my tasks.
Supervisor creates a positive team 0.60 586
atmosphere.
Supervisor helps in resolving problems,

. 0.60 5.95
which I cannot resolve on my own.
Supervisor k}as proactive attitude toward 0.63 530
me and my job.
Superylsor 1.nvests hls/her personal 0.50 5.05
experience in work with me.
Supervisor invests his/her time in work 0.63 538

49



Journal of Contemporary Management Issues

tasks.

Item CVR (Ma?lZglzrial X
(Academic Experts) Experts) (Total)

Superv.lsor creates energy and 0.50 535

enthusiasm among employees.

Supew1§or invests his/her energy in 0.88 533

work with me.

I have confidence in my supervisor. 1.00 1.00 6.48

Supervisor trusts me. 1.00 0.88 6.29

I.can .rely on my supervisor in any 1.00 1.00 633

situation.

Supervisor completely trusts that I will 1.00 0.88 6.4

act as we agreed.

SupeW1sor trusts me to make better 0.60 0.50 505

judgments.

Supervisor clearly understands that my

mistakes are unintentional and are part 0.88 538

of everyday work and does not blame ’ ’

me when they occur.

When supervisor learns about the

“problem” s/he completely assumes 0.50 4.80

responsibility to resolve the problem.

Supervisor has a frank relationship with 0.88 557

me.

SlvlpC'I'VISOI’ is just in conflict situations 0.75 536

within a team.

S}lperylsor supports me in difficult 075 555

situations.

Supervisor has just relationship with me. 0.88 5.75

Supervisor delegates me authorizations

in addition to tasks because s/he trust 0.88 5.80

me.

My supervisor backs me in conflict

situations with the employees from 0.63 5.67

other sections.

I can address my supervisor for any 0.50 519

problem.

Supervisor consults me for any

important decisions in business 0.50 5.09

relationships.

Supervisor has no hidden agenda. 0.75 5.57

Supervisor provides clear instructions

and deadlines for the completion of 0.60 0.88 6.05
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Item CVR (Ma?l;]glzrial X
(Academic Experts) Experts) (Total)

Supervisor prov@es an open explanation 0.60 0.88 6.09
when I make a mistake.
Supew1sor openly indicates the problem 0.60 562
in a decent manner.
Supervisor timely provides feedback on

. Lo 0.88 5.81
decision and its implications.
Supervisor provides me information in a
way that I see the whole picture and my 1.00 0.75 6.05
role in that.
SuperYlsor timely informs me about the 075 5.48
objectives of the company.
Supervisor timely informs me about 0.75 571
events.

Notes: X = arithmetic mean; Empty fields = CVR lower than 0.5

However, since CVR is the strict meas-
ure and it automatically assumes that CVI
and IIS score criteria are satisfied, we aimed
not to miss any potentially relevant item.
Therefore, an additional set of items that
were rated as important (with 5, 6, and 7)
by all experts was assessed and included
(see Table 5), as well as the ones with the
IIS of 6 and 7 (see Table 6). For CVI (con-
tent validity index), the number of those
judging the item as relevant or clear (rat-
ing 5, 6, or 7) was divided by the number of
content experts. Hence, only the ones with a

100% score were kept, while the IIS (item
impact score) frequency is multiplied by the
item importance, and the ones above 6 were
kept.

Based on conducted additional analy-
sis of the content validity by CVI and
Item Impact Score, the number of manifest
variables (63), increased by 12 items, was
added to the scale, resulting in a total of 75
relevant items. In the Appendix, all retained
items are summarized and listed by their re-
spective dimension.

Table 5. Scores of perceived managerial decency scale content validity assessment — CVI

CVI % CVI %
Item (Academic (Managerial
Experts) Experts)
Supervisor encourages team members to speak when they disagree with the 100
decision made.
Decent pointing out of mistakes by supervisor motivates me to work better. 100
Supervisor is focused on me in our conversation (e.g., does not use mobile 100
phone during conversation).
Supervisor shows empathy in every-day work. 100
Supervisor emphasizes that without each of us, without our individual 100
contributions, the overall success would not be possible.
Supervisor is consistent in clarity and communication with me. 100
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Table 6. Scores of perceived managerial decency scale content validity assessment — IIS

1S IS
Item (Academic (Managerial
Experts) Experts)

Supervisor provides criticism of my work in private. 6.0
Supervisor has equal treatment of all employees. 6.2
Supervisor provides me full information necessary for my work. 6.6
Supervisor does not hide information from me. 6.2
Supervisor allows me to express my view to the end when I speak. 6.0
Supervisor presents well short-term and long-term objectives and is aware

. . 6.2
of the time necessary to achieve both of them.

5. CONCLUSIONS AND
IMPLICATIONS

5.1. Theoretical implications

According to the social exchange the-
ory, embracing decency allows people to
benefit from increasing connections and
connectedness among people (Lawler,
2001). Such connections and communica-
tion with connectedness should be use-
ful in motivating, influencing, and leading
(Porath, Gerbasi, & Schorch, 2015; Bennis,
1999; Kouzes & Posner, 2011). Decent
leaders encourage their employees and
teams to improve the quality of their work
relationships (Peterson, Smith, Martorana,
& Owens, 2003).

When organizations, or managers within
organizations, provide evidence of “good-
will” towards employees, this creates the
“commitment” of employees to reciprocate
“good deed” (Gouldner 1960; Aryee et al.,
2002). It has been generally observed that
reciprocal behaviors (through reciproc-
ity norm) exceed behaviors defined in con-
tracts (Organ 1988; Tsui et al., 1997.). As
such, positive social exchange may result
in mutual benefits both for the employing
organization and the workforce (Wayne
et al., 1997). If employees positively see
the management activities, they respond
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with attitudes and behaviors valued by the
organization.

Based on our research, we define per-
ceived managerial decency as the behavior
that includes respectful interactions, treat-
ment with good manners, and decent feed-
back, while the manager is focused on em-
ployee development, building mutual trust,
and providing the employee with insight
into a bigger picture. This definition en-
compasses six emergent dimensions of per-
ceived managerial decency that are a result
of the studies conducted. Those dimensions
are (1) respectful interactions, (2) treatment
with good manners, (3) employee develop-
ment, (4) mutual trust, (5) decent feedback,
(6) providing insight into a bigger picture.
It can be seen that, apart from good man-
ners and respect, decency includes relation-
al concepts that are based on the SET, such
as a mutual trust or decent feedback.

Decency represents “scenery” for ob-
taining benefits from mutual collaboration
which improves performance. It has been
shown that instrumental resources that de-
cency offers are important for both sides
of the relationships — employees who seek
them (e.g., advice) but also the leaders who
provide them (Porath, Gerbasi, & Schorch,
2015; Grant, 2013; Pfeffer, 2010) by creat-
ing the feeling of obligation of the person
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who accepts advice and receives knowledge
(Emerson, 1972). Positive emotions, which
result from the fact that one is recognized
and perceived as a person who gives advice
and shares knowledge, create mutual rela-
tionships (Gouldner, 1960) which may im-
prove work (Grant, 2013).

By offering an in-depth assessment of
the decency concept through literature re-
view, qualitative research, and expert rat-
ings, we identified 75 items, reflecting 6
content dimensions of managerial decency.
This result has strong theoretical implica-
tions, as this is a comprehensive overview
of the scope and domain of decency con-
struct in the work environment. which also
sheds additional light on the importance of
this construct for managers and practition-
ers. The measure is now ready for testing
and empirical verification in various con-
texts, which will, consequently, mean its
increased use both in research and practice.

5.2. Managerial implications

In terms of managerial implications,
this study aims to draw the attention of
managers to the relevance of the decency
construct in successful leadership. Namely,
due to its specific aspects which can often
be considered as “weaknesses”, managers
often neglect decency in their communica-
tions and their quest for power.

However, in this study, we demonstrate
that employees do recognize decency with
its complex dimensionality and that it is a
relevant and worthy aspect of considera-
tion. It still needs to be determined whether
decency contributes to the success of man-
agers, as well as to the wellbeing and sat-
isfaction of employees in organizations.
By measuring decency, we should be able
to conclude whether it represents an aspect
of leadership and management that builds
bridges between colleagues and produces a

comfortable sense of community (Harrsion,
2007).

5.3. Limitations and further research

This study is not without its limitations.
Primarily, the context of the scale develop-
ment is placed in only one country/setting.
It should be further assessed whether the
content validity achieved would yield the
same results across different countries and
cultures. Furthermore, since there is no em-
pirical validation of the proposed scale yet,
it cannot be connected to another vital con-
struct of the workplace environment (such
as job satisfaction or turnover intentions)
which is an avenue for future research.
Finally, it should be further distinguished
that civility is not the same as decency,
since current research streams are indeed
using this construct interchangeably.

Further research should stress the discri-
minant validity procedure for the develop-
ment of the decency scale and ensure that
all similar but not fully related constructs
(such as civility, trust in leader, and organi-
zational justice dimensions) are included in
the assessment of the validity of the scale.
Also, further research should ensure that
there is sufficient difference among them
and their dimensions and the dimensions of
decency. Such research would need to in-
clude a rigorous quantitative assessment of
validity and reliability.
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RAZUMIJEVANJE DIMENZIJA KONSTRUKTA
MENADZERSKE PRISTOJNOSTI

Sazetak

Ovim se radom pokusava unaprijediti razu-
mijevanje percipirane menadzerske pristojnosti,
razvojem inicijalnog skupa Cestica za kreiranje
mjerne ljestvice. Na temelju teorije druStvene
razmjene, kao i snazne potrebe za ukljucivanjem
viSe razine pristojnosti i ljubaznosti u diskurs
menadzmenta, u radu se izlaze opsezan pregled
podrucja i obuhvata percipirane menadzerske
pristojnosti te se identificiraju njene potencijalne
dimenzije. Nakon provedenog pregleda literature,
kroz intervjue je prikupljeno 50 tipicnih primjera
menadzerske pristojnosti, kako je percipiraju za-
poslenici te su isti koristeni kao osnovica za daljn-
ju analizu. Koristenjem alata za analizu sadrzaja,
generirali smo inicijalnu skupinu Cestica i dimen-
zija menadzerske pristojnosti. Njih je, nadalje,
analizirao 21 ekspert (5 iz akademske zajednice

i 16 iz ciljne populacije), koristeci kvalitativne
i kvantitativne pristupe. Kao rezultat provedene
analize, definirali smo konstrukt percipirane
menadzerske pristojnosti i opisali njegovih Sest
potencijalnih dimenzija: (1) posStovanje u interak-
cijama, (2) dobro ponasanje prema drugima, (3)
razvoj zaposlenika, (4) medusobno povjerenje,
(5) pristojno pruzanje povratnih informacija i (6)
pruzanje uvida u Siru sliku. Takoder smo generi-
rali skupinu 75 validnih Cestica, koje reflektiraju
konstrukt pristojnosti. Nadalje, raspravijamo o
implikacijama provedenog istraZivanja za teoriju
i praksu.

Kljuéne rijei: menadzerska pristojnost,
kvalitativno istrazivanje, razvoj mjerne skale
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APPENDIX: PERCEIVED MANAGERIAL DECENCY -

PROPOSED CONTENT AND SCOPE

Dimension

Item

Respectful interac-
tions

Supervisor appreciates my efforts.

Supervisor treats me as a person, not as a number. (adapted from Cortina et al., 2001)

Supervisor shows empathy in every-day work.

Supervisor appreciates me as a person.

Supervisor emphasizes that without each of us, without our individual contributions,
the overall success would not be possible.

Supervisor treats me as an individual. (adapted from Ashforth, 1997)

Supervisor values me as a person.

Supervisor treats me with respect. (adapted from Moorman, 1991)

Supervisor allows me to express my view to the end when I speak.

Supervisor understands my needs.

Treatment with good
manners

Supervisor expresses his/her view without degrading others. (adapted from Di Fabio &
Gori, 2016)

Supervisor behaves well in any situation.

Supervisor uses decent language in communication with me.

Supervisor cares to dress appropriately.

Supervisor always greets me when we meet.

Supervisor expresses disagreement without being rude toward others. (adapted from Di
Fabio & Gori, 2016)

Supervisor avoids inappropriate jokes.

I feel appreciated when the supervisor is decent toward me.

Supervisor uses appropriate tone in conversation with me.

Supervisor apologizes when s/he makes a mistake.

Supervisor is mindful in interactions with me.

Supervisor discusses with me private life, within decency limits (e.g., family, health).

Supervisor is focused on me in our conversation (e.g., does not use mobile phone
during conversation).

Supervisor always calls me by my name.

Supervisor is led by the example of personal decent behaviour.

Supervisor is led by the example of personal good manners.

When entering a room, supervisor greets all present persons regardless of their status,
profession, gender and age.

Supervisor uses calm voice in conversation with me.

Supervisor always says “thank you“ and “please” when delegating tasks.

Supervisor is always punctual.

Supervisor maintains personal hygiene.
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Employee
development

Supervisor develops my skills to be able to undertake more authorisations.

Supervisor motivates me to fully realise my potentials, wishes and needs.

Supervisor recognizes what I am best at and delegates the task with which I can best
contribute to the team success.

Supervisor offers me the opportunity for development.

Supervisor teaches me new things.

Supervisor provides me support in performing my tasks.

Supervisor creates a positive team atmosphere.

Supervisor helps in resolving problems which I cannot resolve on my own.

Supervisor encourages team members to speak when they disagree with the decision
made. (adapted from Ashforth, 1997)

Decent pointing out of mistakes by Supervisor motivates me to work better.

Supervisor has equal treatment of all employees.

Supervisor has proactive attitude toward me and my job.

Supervisor invests his/her personal experience in work with me.

Supervisor invests his/her time in work with me.

Supervisor creates energy and enthusiasm among employees.

Supervisor is consistent in clarity and communication with me.

Supervisor presents well short-term and long-term objectives and is aware of the time
necessary to achieve both of them.

Supervisor invests his/her energy in work with me.

Mutual
trust

I have confidence in my supervisor.

Supervisor trusts me. (adapted from Clark ez al., 2013)

I can rely on my supervisor in any situation.

Supervisor completely trusts that I will act as we agreed.

Supervisor trusts me in order to make better judgements.

Supervisor clearly understands that my mistakes are unintentional and are part of
every-day work and does not blame me when they occur.

When supervisor learns about the “problem” s/he completely assumes responsibility to
resolve the problem.

Supervisor has frank relationship with me. (adapted from Moorman, 1991)

Supervisor is just in conflict situations within a team.

Supervisor supports me in difficult situations.

Supervisor has just relationship with me.

Supervisor delegates me authorisations in addition to tasks because s/he trust me.

My supervisor backs me in conflict situations with the employees from other sections.

I can address my supervisor for any problem.

Supervisor consults me for any important decision in business relationships.

Supervisor has no hidden agenda.
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Decent
feedback

Supervisor provides clear instructions and deadlines for completion of tasks.

Supervisor provides open explanation when [ make a mistake.

Supervisor openly indicates the problem in a decent manner.

Supervisor provides criticism of my work in private.

Supervisor timely provides feedback on decision and its implications. (adapted from
Moorman, 1991)

Providing insight
into a bigger picture

Supervisor provides me information in a way that I see the whole picture and my role
in that.

Supervisor provides me full information necessary for my work.

Supervisor does not hide information from me.

Supervisor timely informs me about the objectives of the company.

Supervisor timely informs me about events.
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