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Abstract: The present study examines the effect of service employees’ job insecurity on job
performance through emotional exhaustion. We identified workplace incivility (i.e., coworker and
customer incivility) as a boundary condition that strengthens the positive relationship between
job insecurity and emotional exhaustion. To test this moderating effect, we collected online panel
surveys from 264 Korean service employees at two time points three months apart. As predicted,
the positive relationship between job insecurity and job performance was partially mediated by
emotional exhaustion. Of the two forms of workplace incivility, only coworker incivility exerted a
significant moderating effect on the job insecurity–emotional exhaustion relationship, such that this
relationship was more pronounced when service employees experienced a high level of coworker
incivility than when coworker incivility was low. Coworker incivility further moderated the indirect
effect of job insecurity on job performance through emotional exhaustion. These findings have
theoretical implications for job insecurity research and managerial implications for practitioners.

Keywords: job insecurity; emotional exhaustion; job performance; coworker incivility; customer
incivility

1. Introduction

The long-lasting recession and unpredictable changes in the global economy have exposed
employees to job insecurity [1,2]. Job insecurity is defined as “the level of uncertainty a person feels
in relation to his or her job continuity” [2], (p. 1249). Prior research has examined the job insecurity
of employees who work in various occupations and industries [3] and has developed a model of job
insecurity that is applicable across different jobs [4]. Given that job insecurity has become a critical
issue for service employees [5,6], it is surprising how little research has addressed the job insecurity of
such employees. To fill this research gap, our study seeks to develop and test a model of job insecurity
specifically targeting service employees.

We contend that it is pivotal to examine job insecurity in the service sector for two reasons.
First, frontline service employees experience a high level of work intensity and emotional labor [7,8],
as well as temporary employment and minimum wage [9], which renders them fearful of losing
their jobs [5]. Second, as recent technological advances such as self-service technology, artificial
intelligence, automation robots, and smart devices are replacing service employees’ jobs [10], their
perceived job insecurity steadily increasing. Therefore, investigating service employees’ job insecurity
and the outcomes of this state is an important and timely research agenda [5,6]. In response to this
call, our study aims to assess how service employees’ job insecurity affects their job performance.
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More specifically, drawing on affective events theory (AET [11]) and conservation of resources (COR)
theory [12]—suggesting that negative work experiences elicit negative affective reactions and drain
resources necessary for job-related activities, which in turn undermines job performance—we propose
emotional exhaustion as a key intermediary mechanism linking job insecurity and the performance of
service employees.

AET and COR theory further posit that there are boundary conditions that strengthen or weaken
employees’ reactions to negative work events. Job insecurity research has generally identified
social support, job characteristics, and individual differences as moderators that interact with job
insecurity [13]. In particular, prior research on job insecurity has mainly attended to moderators
that can mitigate the negative effects of job insecurity (see References [5,13–16]). However, it is also
necessary to explore moderators that can aggravate the negative effects of job insecurity so as to prevent
or reduce negative outcomes [17]. We argue that coworker and customer incivility is of particular
importance in service encounters [18]. Coworker and customer incivility refer to uncivil behavior
(e.g., sarcastic, rude, or hostile verbal or non-verbal behavior) instigated by coworkers and customers,
respectively [19]. Because the interpersonal relationships involved in teamwork and relationships with
customers are a crucial precondition for providing high-quality service for customers [20,21], negative
encounters with coworkers and customers are presumed to aggravate the deleterious effect of service
employees’ job insecurity on work outcomes [22–24]. Thus, the second purpose of our study was to
test the moderating effect of coworker and customer incivility on the relationship between service
employees’ job insecurity and performance.

2. Theoretical Background and Hypothesis Development

2.1. Mediation of Emotional Exhaustion on the Job Insecurity—Job Performance Relationship

Emotional exhaustion refers to the extent to which employees feel exhausted in their job due to
the depletion of their emotional resources [25,26]. The positive association between job insecurity and
emotional exhaustion has been well established in the job insecurity literature (see References [27–30]).
While it has been documented that job insecurity exerts a detrimental effect on job performance by
aggravating psychosomatic strain [31], the mediated relationship between job insecurity, emotional
exhaustion, and the job performance of service employees has rarely been tested. Given that service
employees are faced with severe emotional demands arising from job-insecurity threats and difficult
customer encounters, it is crucial to determine whether the job insecurity–emotional exhaustion–job
performance linkage can be replicated in the service context. Thus, we identified emotional exhaustion
as a central mediating process through which service employees’ job insecurity leads to impaired
job performance.

While it is plausible that poor job performance renders employees vulnerable to job-insecurity
and that a high level of emotional exhaustion causes them to feel insecure in their job, we claim that the
causal relationship of job insecurity to negative job performance stemming from emotional exhaustion
stands on stronger theoretical underpinnings than its reverse causality. The proposed mediating effect
can be explicated by AET, which holds that workplace events shape affective reactions, which in turn
lead to behavioral responses [11]. According to the job insecurity literature, job insecurity is a major
negative event in the workplace. When service employees encounter threats to their job security,
they experience negative affective states such as low levels of emotional energy and vigor [31] and
high levels of anxiety, helplessness, and hopelessness. The increased levels of emotional exhaustion
affect the resulting behavioral responses of service employees in a way that negatively affects their
work, thereby decreasing their job performance.

COR theory also presents a theoretical account of the mediating effect of emotional exhaustion
on the relationship between job insecurity and performance. The basic premise of COR theory is that
individuals strive to preserve and protect their valued resources [12]. COR theory further advocates
that individuals who possess sufficient resources are more capable of gaining resources, whereas
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those who lack resources are vulnerable to future resource losses. COR theorists identify job security
as a key job stressor that drains employees’ resources [12]. In situations of job-insecurity, service
employees exert extra effort in preventing further resource loss (e.g., job loss or disconnection from
coworkers) rather than in acquiring additional resources [32], which leads to exhaustion of mental
and emotional energy [33]. The depletion of work-related energy is particularly detrimental to service
employees, who need to manage their emotions and display positive emotions even in difficult
customer encounters [34]. Thus, we argue that because service employees facing job insecurity exert
extra efforts to cope with job related stressors, they are emotionally exhausted and lack the necessary
resources to provide customers with high-quality service. This line of reasoning lead to the following
mediation hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1. The relationship between job insecurity and job performance is mediated by emotional exhaustion.

2.2. Moderation of Coworker and Customer Incivility on the Job Insecurity–Emotional Exhaustion Relationship

Building on AET and COR theory, we proposed a positive relationship between job insecurity
and emotional exhaustion for service employees. We further predicted that incivility instigated by
coworkers and customers serves as a critical boundary condition that amplifies the positive link
between job insecurity and emotional exhaustion in service contexts. Workplace incivility refers
to “low-intensity deviant workplace behavior with an ambiguous intent to harm” [22] (p. 457).
Examples of workplace civility include ignoring the target’s greeting, using offensive nicknames,
making demeaning or sarcastic comments about the target, and not giving credit when the target
deserves credit [35]. While employees experience incivility from various sources (e.g., coworkers,
supervisors, workgroups, and customers) [36,37], drawing on prior findings that coworker incivility
and customer incivility jointly affect employee outcomes (see References [24,34]) and the contention [18]
that the two forms of incivility are of particular importance to service employees’ attitudes and behavior,
we isolated coworker incivility and customer incivility as moderators that strengthen the effects of
emotional exhaustion in service contexts.

AET theorizes that contextual variables serve as boundary conditions that moderate the effects
of workplace events on an employee’s affective response [11]. Given that individuals overestimate
the occurrence of negative events [38], a service employee’s negative emotions are likely to become
aggravated when a negative work event (e.g., job insecurity) is coupled with another negative event
(e.g., coworker incivility). More precisely, we anticipate that service employees’ job insecurity has
a more deleterious effect on their emotional state when their coworkers are uncivil toward them.
Service employees need assistance and information to overcome threats of job insecurity. To deal
with uncertainty in the workplace, they need to validate their perceptions and interpretations of
job insecurity and seek methods of coping with situations of job-insecurity by communicating
with their coworkers. However, uncivil behavior committed by coworkers inculcates a feeling of
rejection, which prevents service employees from interacting with coworkers [18]. As a result, service
employees facing coworker incivility suffer more from job insecurity and, thus, are likely to drain their
emotional resources.

According to COR theory, positive social interactions can expand the reservoir of resources [12].
The COR literature suggests that employees are better able to cope with work stressors if they are
equipped with social resources [12,16,39]. Put differently, employees can acquire the resources
necessary for coping with work stressors if they receive support and assistance from coworkers.
In contrast, employees whose resources are drained are vulnerable to future resource loss [12].
Thus, service employees who interact with uncivil coworkers are likely to remain helpless and
exhausted when facing job insecurity. This is because uncivil coworkers wear out service employees’
emotional and cognitive resources [40] by violating social norms of respect and support [22]. In the
COR framework, coworker incivility is a major social stressor that can drain the victim’s personal
resources [18,24,34,41]. In particular, when employees desperately need resources for reducing threats
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to job continuity, incivility perpetrated by coworkers depletes those resources, which elicits a burnout
state [42]. Therefore, we reasoned that coworker incivility interacts with job insecurity in a way that
boosts the positive effects of job insecurity on emotional exhaustion.

Hypothesis 2. The relationship between job insecurity and emotional exhaustion is moderated by coworker
incivility, such that the positive relationship between job insecurity and emotional exhaustion is more pronounced
when coworker incivility is high than when it is low.

Parallel to coworker incivility, we postulated the moderating effect of customer incivility based on
AET and COR theory. First, building on the AET proposition that the negative effects of a negative work
event on affective responses is facilitated in the presence of another negative event, we predicted that
unpleasant customer encounters exacerbate the negative effects of service employees’ job insecurity.
Grandey and colleagues [23] reported that employees dealing with uncivil customers display a high
level of emotional exhaustion. In a similar vein, prior findings have shown that repeated exposure
to customer incivility leads to work stress and emotional exhaustion (see References [18,34,41,43,44]),
which provides the evidence that customer incivility is a serious work stressor for service employees.
Reference [34] claimed that the negative effects of customer incivility on service employees are more
severe than those of coworker incivility because service employees have less leeway in terms of how
to deal with and withdraw from uncivil customers than from coworkers.

Second, in the COR framework, positive relationships with customers (e.g., customers’
appreciation and compliments) function as a resource that help service employees regain work-related
energy and maintain positive emotions [24]. For instance, service employees restore their resources
when their service is appreciated by customers [24]. However, uncivil behavior instigated by customers
thwarts this expectation for appreciation, thereby depleting service employees’ resources [24].
In this case, service employees lack resources that are needed for coping with job insecurity, thus easily
experiencing emotional exhaustion. As such, customer incivility is a major interpersonal stressor that
places emotional demands on service employees and impedes the restoration of their resources. On the
basis of COR theory, we proposed that service employees suffer more from job insecurity when exposed
to customer incivility. Unlike relationships with coworkers, negative relationships with customers
can have a direct impact on the sales performance of service employees [24]. Thus, uncivil customer
behavior may render service employees more worried about their job performance and job security,
which aggravates and negatively influences perceptions of job insecurity. Furthermore, based on the
COR tenet that individuals who lack resources are vulnerable to further resource loss, it is presumed
that service employees facing customer incivility are more susceptible to the resource-depleting effects
of job insecurity, thereby experiencing more emotional exhaustion. We therefore put forth the following
moderation hypothesis:

Hypothesis 3. The relationship between job insecurity and emotional exhaustion is moderated by customer
incivility, such that the positive relationship between job insecurity and emotional exhaustion is more pronounced
when customer incivility is high than when it is low.

3. Method

3.1. Data Collection Procedure and Sample Characteristics

Our sample consisted of employees in various service organizations (airlines, banks, hospitality,
retail, etc.) who were recruited by an online survey company located in South Korea. The online survey
company reached a subject pool of 1.2 million South Koreans, who reported their occupation when they
registered for online membership through a user authentication system (e.g., cellular phone number or
email address). Such online survey panels have been used as a reliable source for access to diverse
samples [45,46]. The online survey company allowed us to contact its members who were employed
in service organizations and solicit their participation in a study of work and stress (i.e., job insecurity,
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coworker incivility, and customer incivility). We asked interested individuals to fill out a pre-screen
questionnaire to collect their demographic information and email address. Among the individuals
who completed the pre-screen questionnaire, we sent a survey invitation to service employees in
non-managerial positions whose work experience was longer than one year. The survey invitation
stated the voluntary nature of participation, guaranteed the anonymity of responses, and included
instructions for the surveys. We emailed the respondents links to the online survey site at two time
points. The online survey company monitored data integrity through traps for geo-IP violators and
timestamps to flag fast responding, which prohibited respondents from logging into the survey site
and filling out the surveys multiple times. Respondents received US $3 as a reward for participation.

We employed a two-wave research design. We chose a time lag of three months between Time 1
(T1) and Time 2 (T2) surveys because work stressors have been found to affect employee work outcomes
within a shorter (two- to three-month) rather than a longer (six- to eight-month) time period [47–49].
We administered the T1 survey in September 2018 and the T2 survey in December 2018, which
coincided with the annual performance evaluation period of Korean companies, thus enhancing the
reliability of job performance measurement (see References [49,50]). The T1 survey comprised items
assessing job insecurity, emotional exhaustion, coworker incivility, and customer incivility, as well as
positive (PA) and negative affectivity (NA) traits and social desirability bias. The T2 survey measured
employees’ own job performance. Of the 555 employees who participated in the T1 survey, thirty-three
were excluded due to incomplete responses, yielding 522 respondents for T1 (response rate = 94.1%).
Of the 522 respondents, 264 completed the T2 survey (response rate = 48.4%).

The final sample consisted of 264 full-time employees who worked in various service sectors:
retail (e.g., department stores and retail stores) (63.6%), tourism/hospitality (e.g., hotels, restaurants,
hospitals, and airlines) (28.0%), and banking/insurance (8.3%). This proportion is representative of the
composition of our target population. Fifty-seven percent of the participants were female. The average
age of the participants was 36.4 (SD = 9.0) years, ranging from 21 to 54 years. The majority of the
participants had a four-year university education (53.0%), followed by a two-year college education
(30.1%), a graduate-level education (3.0%), and a high school education (23.9%). The participants,
on average, reported 4.9 (SD = 4.7) years of work experience.

3.2. Measurement Scales

As the original survey items were written in English and translated into Korean. They were then
back-translated and validated by bilingual scholars [51]. Except for coworker and customer incivility,
all the other variables were measured on a five-point Likert-type scale (1 = “strongly disagree” and
5 = “strongly agree”).

Job insecurity was assessed with four items from De Witte’s and Schreurs et al.’s scales [29,52].
An example of the items was, “I think that I will lose my job in the near future” (α = 0.81).

Emotional exhaustion was measured using four items of Maslach and Jackson’s scale [26].
A sample item was, “I feel emotionally drained from my work” (α = 0.79).

To assess job performance, we used four items from Williams and Anderson’s and Way et al.’s
scales [53,54]. An example of the items was, “I adequately completed my assigned duties” (α = 0.89).

To measure coworker incivility, the participants were asked to report the extent to which they
experienced incivility from coworkers in the workplace. We used a four-item scale [24] and response
options ranged from 1 (never) to 5 (very often). Sample items included, “How often does your
coworker ignore or exclude you while at work?” and “How often is your coworker rude to you at
work?” (α = 0.89).

Customer incivility was measured with nine items from Wilson and Holmvall’s scale [55].
Examples of the items were, “How often have customers continued to complain despite your efforts
to assist them?” and “How often have customers made gestures (e.g., eye rolling, sighing) to express
their impatience?” (α = 0.93).
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We controlled for the participants’ age, gender, education, and organizational tenure in
all subsequent analyses due to the potential confounding effects on emotional exhaustion
(see References [49,56]) and job performance (see References [57–60]). In addition, because our
surveys dealt with sensitive issues (e.g., job insecurity, coworker incivility, and customer incivility),
we needed to include social desirability bias as a control [61]. Social desirability bias was assessed
with five items from Hays et al.’s short social desirability bias scale [62]. Sample items included,
“I am always courteous, even to people who are disagreeable” and “There have been occasions when
I took advantage of someone” (α = 0.86). Finally, consistent with Reference [57], we controlled for
positive affectivity (PA) and negative affectivity (NA) by using six items from the International Positive
Affect and Negative Affect Schedule Short Form [63] (PA—active, attentive, and inspired; α = 0.89;
NA—upset, hostile, and nervous; α = 0.81).

4. Results

4.1. Test of Reliability, Validity, and Common Method Variance (CMV)

Table 1 presents the means, standard deviations, Cronbach’s alpha coefficients, and correlations of
the study variables. The Cronbach’s alphas for the scales ranged from 0.81 to 0.93, which demonstrates
a high level of reliability [64]. To evaluate the convergent and discriminant validity, we performed a
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) with the M-plus 8.2 program. The proposed eight factor model
(i.e., job insecurity, coworker incivility, customer incivility, emotional exhaustion, job performance,
social desirability bias, PA, and NA) exhibited a good fit in an absolute sense (χ2

(566) = 998.60; p < 0.05;
CFI (comparative fit index) = 0.92; TLI (Tucker Lewis index) = 0.92; RMSEA (root mean square error
of approximation) = 0.05; and SRMR (standardized root mean square residual) = 0.05). Furthermore,
the eight constructs displayed a sufficient level of composite reliability, ranging from 0.81 to 0.93
(see Table 1). Additionally, we assessed the discriminant validity among the constructs based on
Fornell and Larcker’s procedure [65]. Table 1 shows that all AVEs (average variance extracted) were
larger than the squared correlation between the target construct and any of the other constructs.

Because we relied on self-reported measures, we explored the possibility that the participants’
responses were affected by common method variance (CMV). According to Reference [66], researchers
can control CMV with statistical and procedural remedies. Based on their recommendation,
we employed procedural remedies by protecting respondent anonymity, reducing evaluation
apprehension, improving item wording, and separating the measurement of the predictor and
outcome variables. Moreover, we performed Harman’s one-factor analysis as a statistical remedy [66].
All measures of the goodness of fit indicated a worse fit for the one-factor model than for the original
measurement model (χ2

(594) = 4374.37; p < 0.05, CFI = 0.34, TLI = 0.30, RMSEA = 0.16, SRMR =
0.17). Finally, we used an additional latent common method factor (LCMF) in which every item in
the baseline model was allowed to load (in addition to loading on its respective construct). LCMF
accounted for 10.56% of the total variance, which was considerably less than the median method
variance (25%) found in research using self-reported data [67]. These findings suggest that CMV was
not a serious threat to the empirical rigor of our analyses.
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Table 1. Means, standard deviations, and correlations.

Variables M SD α CR 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

1. Gender 0.43 0.50 - - -
2. Age 36.42 8.96 - - 0.13 * -

3. Education 14.70 1.75 - - 0.11 † −0.11 † -
4. Job Tenure 4.93 4.72 - - 0.05 0.42 ** −0.06 -

5. Social Desirability Bias 3.47 0.58 0.86 0.86 0.05 0.06 0.02 −0.02 0.55
6. PA 2.65 0.91 0.89 0.89 0.06 0.10 0.04 0.02 0.17 ** 0.74
7. NA 2.79 0.91 0.81 0.81 −0.11 † −0.18 * 0.01 0.00 −0.05 −0.24 ** 0.60

8. Job Insecurity 2.84 1.04 0.91 0.91 0.01 −0.01 −0.01 −0.00 0.00 −0.18 ** 0.32 ** 0.71

9. Emotional Exhaustion 2.37 0.78 0.79 0.80 0.04 −0.00 −0.11
† 0.05 −0.25 ** −0.18 ** 0.36 ** 0.34 ** 0.51

10. Job Performance 4.03 0.60 0.88 0.88 −0.11 † −0.03 −0.01 −0.11 † 0.31 ** 0.11 † −0.07 −0.25 ** −0.42 ** 0.64
11. Coworker Incivility 2.12 0.82 0.89 0.89 0.04 0.06 −0.04 −0.00 −0.09 −0.06 0.30 ** 0.25 ** 0.40 ** −0.21 ** 0.68
12. Customer Incivility 2.64 0.82 0.93 0.93 −0.08 −0.22 * −0.04 −0.04 0.02 −0.14 * 0.48 ** 0.22 ** 0.21 ** 0.05 0.30 ** 0.61

Notes: † p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01. Numbers along the diagonal are the AVEs (average variance extracted). CR—composite reliability; PA—positive affectivity; NA—negative affectivity.
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4.2. Hypothesis Testing

We tested our hypotheses in two steps. First, we examined a simple mediation model to test
Hypothesis 1. Second, to test the moderation hypotheses (Hypotheses 2 and 3) and moderated
mediation effects (post-hoc analysis), we conducted moderated mediation analyses. Prior to the main
analyses, all continuous variables were mean-centered [68]. To estimate the mediation, moderation,
and moderated mediation effects, we used an M-plus macro designed by Hayes and Stride et al. [69,70].
Hypothesis 1 proposed a mediating effect of emotional exhaustion on the relationship between
job insecurity and job performance. We tested this hypothesis through a bootstrapping (N = 5000)
procedure, a statistical resampling method that estimates the standard deviation of a model from a
sample [69]. The results showed that, controlling for gender, age, education, organizational tenure,
social desirability bias, PA, and NA, the indirect effect of job insecurity on job performance through
emotional exhaustion was significant (b = −0.046, 95% CI = [−0.080, −0.022]). Moreover, when
emotional exhaustion was included in the model, the direct effect of job insecurity on job performance
was still statistically significant (b = −0.102, 95% CI = [−0.181, −0.027]), suggesting a partial mediation
(see Table 2). Therefore, Hypothesis 1 was supported.

Table 2. Test of the mediation of emotional exhaustion.

Path Effect (b) 95% CIlow 95% CIhigh

Indirect Effect
Job Insecurity→ Emotional Exhaustion→ Job Performance −0.046 −0.080 −0.020

Direct Effect
Job Insecurity→ Job Performance −0.102 −0.181 −0.027

Total Effect
Job Insecurity→ Job Performance −0.148 −0.226 −0.075

Hypothesis 2 postulated the moderating effect of coworker incivility on the relationship between
job insecurity and emotional exhaustion. We tested this hypothesis by conducting moderation
analyses, which accounted for the possibility that statistically significant indirect effects are contingent
on the value of the proposed moderating variable [69]. As shown in Table 3, coworker incivility
strengthened the positive relationship between job insecurity and emotional exhaustion (b = 0.12,
p < 0.05). In addition, as depicted in Table 4 and Figure 1, a follow-up simple slope analysis (plotting
simple slopes at ±1 SD of the moderator) demonstrated that the positive relationship between job
insecurity and emotional exhaustion was more pronounced among employees with high and mean
levels of coworker incivility (high: b = 0.248, 95% CI = [0.095, 0.404]; mean: b = 0.156, 95% CI = [0.054,
0.250]). In contrast, job insecurity was not associated with emotional exhaustion when employees
perceived a low level of coworker incivility (low: b = 0.065, 95% CI = [−0.044, 0.176]). These findings
lend support to Hypothesis 2.
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Table 3. Test of the moderating effects of coworker and customer incivility.

Variables
Emotional Exhaustion Job Performance

b se t B Se t

Gender 0.09 0.08 1.06 −0.10 0.07 1.53
Age 0.00 0.00 0.17 0.00 0.00 0.24

Education −0.04 0.02 1.88 −0.02 0.02 0.84
Job Tenure 0.01 0.01 0.66 −0.01 0.01 1.62

Social Desirability Bias −0.29 0.07 4.22 0.26 0.06 4.46
PA −0.06 0.05 1.26 0.01 0.04 0.16
NA 0.17 0.05 3.27 0.07 0.04 1.82

Job Insecurity 0.16 0.04 3.81 −0.10 0.03 3.03
Coworker Incivility 0.23 0.05 4.30
Customer Incivility −0.00 0.06 0.02

Emotional Exhaustion × Coworker Incivility 0.12 0.05 2.45
Emotional Exhaustion × Customer Incivility 0.01 0.05 0.17

Emotional Exhaustion −0.26 0.05 5.45
R2 28.3% 26.3%

Moderated Mediation Index
Emotional Exhaustion × Coworker Incivility→ Emotional Exhaustion→ Job Performance: b = −0.029,
95% CI = [−0.066, −0.001]
Emotional Exhaustion × Customer Incivility→ Emotional Exhaustion→ Job Performance: b = −0.002,
95% CI = [−0.030, 0.019]

Note: * p < 0.05.

Table 4. Test of the conditional effect of job insecurity on job performance through emotional exhaustion.

Path Job Insecurity Emotional Exhaustion Job Insecurity Emotional Exhaustion
Job Performance

Moderators Level b Cl95%low Cl95%high Level b Cl95%low Cl95%high

Coworker
Incivility

1.30 (−1 SD) 0.065 −0.044 0.176 1.30 (−1 SD) −0.017 −0.048 0.011
2.12 (Mean) 0.156 0.054 0.250 2.12 (Mean) −0.040 −0.072 −0.015
2.94 (+1 SD) 0.248 0.095 0.404 2.94 (+1 SD) −0.064 −0.117 −0.024

Customer
Incivility

1.82 (−1 SD) 0.150 0.035 0.277 1.82 (−1 SD) −0.039 −0.078 −0.010
2.64 (Mean) 0.156 0.054 0.250 2.64 (Mean) −0.040 −0.072 −0.015
3.46 (+1 SD) 0.162 0.031 0.298 3.46 (+1 SD) −0.042 −0.085 −0.008

Note: * p < 0.05. CI—confidence interval; b—unstandardized coefficient.
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Hypothesis 3 predicted that customer incivility would have a moderating effect on the job
insecurity–emotional exhaustion relationship. We did not detect any significant moderating effects of
customer incivility (b = 0.01, p = n.s.). Therefore, Hypothesis 3 was not supported.

4.3. Post-Hoc Analysis

As Hypotheses 1 and 2 were supported, we further tested a potential moderated mediation model
in which the indirect effects of job insecurity on job performance through emotional exhaustion were
contingent upon the level of coworker incivility (see Figure 2). We found a significant moderated
mediation effect (b = −0.029, 95% CI = [−0.066, −0.001]) (see Table 3). Table 4 further illustrates that
the indirect effect of job insecurity on job performance through emotional exhaustion was significant
for high and mean levels of coworker incivility (high: b = −0.064, 95% CI = [−0.117, −0.024]; mean:
b = −0.040, 95% CI = [−0.072, −0.015]). On the other hand, when coworker incivility was low,
the indirect effect of job insecurity on job performance through emotional exhaustion was not significant
(low: b = −0.017, 95% CI = [−0.048, 0.011]).
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5. Discussion

The purpose of this study was to test the mediating effect of emotional exhaustion on the
relationship between service employees’ job insecurity and performance, as well as the moderating
effects of coworker incivility and customer incivility on the job insecurity–emotional exhaustion link.
As predicted, service employees’ job insecurity had a significant positive relationship with their job
performance three months later through the intermediary process of emotional exhaustion. Of the two
forms of incivility, only coworker incivility moderated the relationship between job insecurity and
emotional exhaustion. Our post-hoc analysis revealed that coworker incivility moderated not only the
job insecurity–emotional exhaustion relationship but also the indirect effect of job insecurity on job
performance through emotional exhaustion. These findings have implications for theory and practice.

5.1. Theoretical Implications

While a vast amount of research has investigated the individual and organizational consequences
of job insecurity, relatively little attention has been paid to the role of job insecurity in service contexts or
boundary conditions that strengthen or weaken the negative effects of service employees’ job insecurity.
The results of our mediation analysis replicate prior findings denoting a positive association between
job insecurity and emotional exhaustion (see References [33,71]) as well as a mediated relationship
between job insecurity, emotional exhaustion, and job performance (see Reference [32]). Our findings
demonstrated that job insecurity was strong enough to exert a long-term negative effect on the job
performance of service employees. They further revealed that, similar to other occupations, emotional
processes are a key intervening mechanism through which service employees’ job insecurity impairs
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their job performance. However, distinct from prior research that proposed and tested the effect of
job insecurity as generalizable to different occupations, our study aimed to develop a model of job
insecurity addressing the effect of job insecurity and its boundary conditions in the service industry.
A notable strength of our research design was the recruitment of participants from several organizations
in the service sector, which enhanced the generalizability of the study findings to the entire service
industry. By uncovering how the job performance of job-insecure service employees was reduced
and when this negative effect was aggravated, our study offers insights into how to manage the job
insecurity of service workers.

Our findings make a theoretical contribution to the job insecurity literature by adopting AET and
COR theory as overarching theoretical frameworks. Our mediation and moderation analyses generally
supported AET and COR theory. As predicted by AET, our research identified a negative affective
response (i.e., emotional exhaustion) as a central mediator that transmitted the negative effects of job
insecurity to job performance. Moreover, by demonstrating the moderating role of coworker incivility,
our findings endorsed the AET proposition that work contexts can facilitate the effects of a workplace
event on affective responses. The findings of our study further revealed that the negative impact of
workplace events (i.e., job insecurity) on affective responses could be boosted in the presence of a
negative work context (i.e., coworker incivility), which validated the premise that individuals are more
sensitive to negative work events and overestimate the occurrences of those events [38]. The present
findings also corroborated the findings of COR theory, which suggests that job insecurity is a major
work stressor that drains the emotional resources necessary for task accomplishment. In support
of the COR framework that suggests the long-term resource-depleting effect of work stressors [12],
the findings of the present study indicated that job insecurity exerted a long-term deleterious effect on
job performance by draining emotional resources. In addition, our findings endorsed the loss spiral
of COR theory, which suggests that a loss of resources or inadequate restoration of those resources
renders individuals vulnerable to further loss of resources [12]. In line with this theorizing, our findings
showed that service employees whose resources are depleted due to job insecurity become susceptible
to the loss of social resources, become more emotionally exhausted, and perform poorly when exposed
to coworker incivility. Thus, our study extended current theoretical explanations of job insecurity
by validating AET and COR as pertinent theoretical frameworks that address the job insecurity of
service employees.

Our study also provided a comprehensive understanding of the role of interpersonal relationships
in job insecurity by demonstrating coworker incivility as a boundary condition of job insecurity.
Job insecurity research adopting the COR framework has identified social support as a moderator
that buffers the negative impact of job insecurity on employee outcomes [14–16]. This line of research
assumes support (e.g., work-related assistance and emotional support) from coworkers or supervisors
as social resources that help employees cope with work stressors. While prior research offers fruitful
insight into interpersonal factors that mitigate the negative effects of job insecurity, interpersonal factors
that aggravate the negative effect of job insecurity remain unknown in the literature. The present
study is a preliminary attempt to reveal such interpersonal factors. Our findings indicate that the
negative effects of job insecurity become worse when employees experience uncivil behavior from their
coworkers. Complementing prior findings that highlight the role of social support in job-insecurity
situations, our findings suggested that not only providing adequate social support but also preventing
or reducing coworker incivility is a way to help employees cope with job insecurity.

Contrary to our prediction, customer incivility failed to moderate the relationship between job
insecurity and emotional exhaustion, which contradicts the findings of Reference [34] that posit
that customer incivility is more strongly related to personal and organizational outcomes than is
coworker incivility. The stronger effect of coworker than customer incivility may be because we
examined the interaction between job insecurity and incivility. The job insecurity literature suggests
that intra-group relations or social exchange processes strongly affect perceptions of job insecurity [72].
Coworkers are influential sources that shape employees’ perceptions and interpretations of workplace
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events. In particular, in situations of job-insecurity, coworkers provide important information for
coping [16]. Thus, uncivil behaviors perpetrated by coworkers tend to strongly affect employees’
emotional reactions in job-insecurity [73]. Another explanation for the stronger effect of coworker
incivility in our data pertains to the retrospective nature of our surveys. Because we instructed
respondents to provide retrospective ratings of uncivil behaviors they had experienced, they were
likely to more easily recall uncivil behaviors instigated by coworkers who were more familiar to them
than customers, which might have caused the effect of coworker incivility to be stronger than that of
customer incivility. Scholars have reported that in service jobs involving frequent and close interactions
with customers (e.g., post office workers), the deleterious effect of customer incivility was as strong as
that of coworker incivility (see References [74,75]). Therefore, the relative importance of coworker and
customer incivility needs to be disentangled in future investigations into the effects of different forms
of incivility in different service contexts and jobs.

5.2. Practical Implications

Our findings offer practitioners ideas for managing job insecurity in service organizations.
Based on the present findings indicating that job insecurity is a key work stressor causing emotional
exhaustion and impaired performance in service employees, freeing employees from concerns about
job security would be the best solution to tackle job-insecurity issues. However, as job insecurity
is an inevitable phenomenon in today’s organizations [2], it is unrealistic to remove all threats to
job security. Yet, scholars suggest some feasible ways to mitigate employees’ perceptions of job
insecurity. First, given that job insecurity stems from uncertainty about job continuity [2], job insecurity
perceptions can be weakened by articulating performance criteria and expectations [16]. Another
way to reduce perceptions of job insecurity is by providing employees with interventions or training
suited for boosting their confidence and efficacy and motivating them to set challenging but achievable
performance goals [1].

It is also critical that organizational leaders develop a precise understanding of conditions that
can exacerbate the negative impacts of job insecurity on employee outcomes. In our study, coworker
incivility turned out to be such a boundary condition. As coworker incivility is prevalent in the
workplace without being noticed or reported, organizational leaders are advised to prevent and
reduce coworker incivility by institutionalizing organizational policies and procedures to monitor
and punish uncivil behavior in the workplace [49,76]. Organizations may also need to consider
devising training programs to heighten employees’ awareness of the perpetration and consequences of
coworker incivility [77]. In those programs, organizational leaders or human resource managers
can demonstrate examples of uncivil behaviors at work and their potential impacts as well as
desirable work behaviors and manners [18]. In addition, workplace counseling or stress-management
interventions are recommended for coping with coworker incivility [43]. Finally, based on the findings
that managerial support can mitigate the negative impact of coworker incivility [78], organizational
leaders need to play an active role in providing support for the victims and potential targets of
coworker incivility.

5.3. Limitations and Directions for Future Research

The findings of the current study should be interpreted in light of the following limitations. First,
we relied on service employees’ self-reports to evaluate their job performance. However, self-reported
measures of job performance are susceptible to social desirability and rater biases. For this reason,
organizational researchers recommend the use of other-ratings (e.g., supervisor ratings, peer ratings,
and 360-degree feedback) and objective performance (e.g., sales revenue and customer evaluation) as
measures of job performance. Future research needs to use those measures to assess job performance
more rigorously.

Second, although we employed two-wave surveys to reduce CMV and test a lagged effect of job
insecurity, our research design was not longitudinal in a strict sense. As job insecurity and emotional
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exhaustion were simultaneously measured at T1, the causal relationship between the two variables
should be interpreted with caution. The significant association between job insecurity and emotional
exhaustion may reflect the possibility that emotionally exhausted employees reported a high level of
job insecurity. To establish causality between job insecurity, emotional exhaustion, and job performance,
a three-wave longitudinal design would be desirable for future research.

Third, while our findings generally supported AET and COR theory, there was an omission
in our moderated mediation model that warrants further empirical investigations. Both AET and
COR theory posit that individuals’ reactions to work stressors are contingent upon their individual
characteristics. AET identifies personality traits as such individual characteristics [11]. Similarly, COR
theory maintains that employees’ personal resources affect how they deal with job demands or work
stressors. That is, individuals with adequate personal resources have a greater reservoir of resources
that help them cope with stressful events. Therefore, for a complete understanding of job insecurity
through AET and COR lenses, it is necessary to delve into the moderating effect of personal resources
such as self-efficacy or resilience on the relationship between job insecurity and employee outcomes.

Fourth, unlike many other forms of counterproductive work behavior, the intensity of incivility
can escalate over time in an ongoing interaction between the target and the instigator [73]. Thus,
the single measurement of coworker and customer incivility may not capture the multiple, spiraling
nature of workplace incivility. We recommend that future research explore the temporal dynamics
of workplace incivility on employee outcomes. In addition, although we only focused on coworker
and customer incivility, scholars have noted that individuals of higher organizational status tend to be
more frequent instigators of uncivil behavior than those of lower status [73], which leaves supervisor
incivility as a future research topic. While we confined our sample to lower-rank employees in the
present study, the job level of incivility instigators and targets should be taken into account for a
nuanced understanding of the effects of different forms of workplace incivility.

Finally, we acknowledge that our sample only consisted of Korean service employees. Due to
a continuing downturn in the Korean economy, Korean employees are facing a job-insecurity crisis
(i.e., employment rate of 66.6% in 2018) [79], which may have caused the strong perceptions of
job insecurity in our data. Furthermore, since Korean culture is characterized by a high level of
collectivism [80], relationships with coworkers are deemed important in the Korean workplace. For this
reason, coworker incivility may have exerted a stronger moderating effect for Korean service employees
than customer incivility. It should also be noted that the use of online surveys may have resulted in a
sampling bias, as suggested by the large proportion of young employees in our sample [81]. Therefore,
future research needs to validate the current findings in samples that represent different cultures and
age groups.

Author Contributions: Y.S. and W.-M.H conceptualized the research idea; W.-M.H. analyzed the data; Y.S. and
W.-M.H. wrote the first draft of the manuscript; Y.S reviewed and confirmed the final manuscript.

Funding: This research received no external funding.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflicts of interest.

References

1. Lam, C.F.; Liang, J.; Ashford, S.J.; Lee, C. Job insecurity and organizational citizenship behavior: Exploring
curvilinear and moderated relationships. J. Appl. Psychol. 2015, 100, 499–510. [CrossRef]

2. Wang, H.; Lu, C.; Siu, O. Job insecurity and job performance: The moderating role of organizational justice
and the mediating role of work engagement. J. Appl. Psychol. 2014, 100, 1249–1258. [CrossRef]

3. Cheng, G.H.; Chan, D.K. Who suffers more from job insecurity? A meta-analytic review. Appl. Psychol.
Int. Rev. 2008, 57, 272–303. [CrossRef]

4. Shoss, M.K. Job insecurity: An integrative review and agenda for future review. J. Manag. 2017, 43, 1911–1939.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0038659
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0038330
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1464-0597.2007.00312.x


Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2019, 16, 1298 14 of 17

5. Darvishmotevali, M.; Arasli, H.; Kilic, H. Effect of job insecurity on frontline employee’s performance:
Looking through the lens of psychological strains and leverages. Int. J. Contemp. Hosp. Manag. 2017,
29, 1724–1744. [CrossRef]

6. Zeytinoglu, I.U.; Keser, A.; Yilmaz, G.; Inelmen, K.; Özsoy, A.; Uygur, D. Security in a sea of insecurity and
intention to stay among service sector employees in Turkey. Int. J. Hum. Resour. Man. 2012, 23, 2809–2823.
[CrossRef]

7. Ünsal-Akbiyik, B.; Çakmak-Otluoglu, K.; Witte, H. Job insecurity and affective commitment in seasonal vs
permanent worker. Int. J. Hum. Soc. Sci. Res. 2012, 2, 24.

8. Vujicic, D.; Jovicic, A.; Lalic, D.; Gagic, S.; Cvejanov, A. The relationship between job insecurity, job satisfaction
and organizational commitment among employees in the tourism sector in Novi Sad. Econ. Ind. Democr.
2014, 1–20.

9. Ktenas, N. Employment & Labour Law; Global Legal Group: Nicosia, Cyprus, 2014.
10. Larivière, B.; Bowen, D.; Andreassen, T.W.; Kunz, W.; Sirianni, N.J.; Voss, C.; Wünderlich, N.V.; De Keyser, A.

“Service Encounter 2.0”: An investigation into the roles of technology, employees and customers. J. Bus. Res.
2017, 79, 238–246.

11. Weiss, H.M.; Cropanzano, R. Affective events theory: A theoretical discussion of the structure, causes,
and consequences of affective experiences at work. In Research in Organizational Behavior; Staw, B.M.,
Cummings, L.L., Eds.; JAI Press: Greenwich, CT, USA, 1996; Volume 18, pp. 1–74.

12. Hobfoll, E.S. Conservation of resources: A new attempt at conceptualizing stress. Am. Psychol. 1989,
44, 513–524. [CrossRef]

13. Greenhalgh, L.; Rosenblatt, Z. Job insecurity: Toward conceptual clarity. Acad. Manag. Rev. 1984, 9, 438–448.
[CrossRef]

14. Lim, V.K.G. Job insecurity and its outcomes: Moderating effects of work-based support and nonwork-based
social support. Hum. Relat. 1996, 49, 171–194. [CrossRef]

15. Lim, V.K.G. Moderating effects of work-based support on the relationship between job insecurity and its
consequences. Work Stress. 1996, 11, 251–266. [CrossRef]

16. Schreurs, B.H.J.; Van Emmerik, I.J.H.; Günter, H.; Germeys, F. A weekly diary study on the buffering role of
social support in the relationship between job insecurity and employee performance. Hum. Resour. Manag.
2012, 51, 259–280. [CrossRef]

17. Öztürk, E.B.; Karagonlar, G.; Emirza, S. Relationship between job insecurity and emotional exhaustion:
Moderating effects of prevention focus and affective organizational commitment. Int. J. Stress Manag. 2017,
24, 247–269. [CrossRef]

18. Hur, W.; Moon, T.; Jun, T. The effect of workplace incivility on service employee creativity: The mediating
role of emotional exhaustion and intrinsic motivation. J. Serv. Mark. 2016, 30, 302–315. [CrossRef]

19. Reio, T.G., Jr. Supervisor and coworker incivility: Testing the work frustration-aggression model. Adv. Dev.
Hum. Resour. 2011, 13, 54–68. [CrossRef]

20. Schneider, B. The climate for service: An application of the climate strength. In Organizational Climate and
Culture; Schneider, B., Ed.; Jossey-Bass: San Francisco, CA, USA, 1990; pp. 383–412.

21. Ostroff, C.; Shin, Y.; Kinicki, A.J. Multiple perspectives of congruence: Relationships between value
congruence and employee attitudes. J. Organ. Behav. 2005, 26, 591–623. [CrossRef]

22. Andersson, L.; Pearson, C. Tit for tat? The spiraling effect of incivility in the workplace. Acad. Manag. Rev.
1999, 24, 452–471. [CrossRef]

23. Grandey, A.A.; Dickter, D.N.; Sin, H. The customer is not always right: Customer aggression and emotion
regulation of service employees. J. Organ. Behav. 2004, 25, 397–418. [CrossRef]

24. Sliter, M.T.; Sliter, K.A.; Jex, S.M. The employee as a punching bag: The effect of multiple sources of incivility
on employee withdrawal behavior and sales performance. J. Organ. Behav. 2012, 33, 121–139. [CrossRef]

25. Leiter, M.P. Coping patterns as predictors of burnout: The function of control and escapist coping patterns.
J. Organ. Behav. 1991, 12, 123–144. [CrossRef]

26. Maslach, C.; Jackson, S.E. The measurement of experienced burnout. J. Organ. Behav. 1981, 2, 99–113.
[CrossRef]

27. Boswell, W.R.; Olson-Buchanan, J.B.; Harris, T.B. I cannot afford to have a life: Employee adaptation to
feelings of job insecurity. Pers. Psychol. 2014, 67, 887–915. [CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/IJCHM-12-2015-0683
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2011.637067
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.44.3.513
http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/amr.1984.4279673
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/001872679604900203
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02678379708256839
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/hrm.21465
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/str0000037
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/JSM-10-2014-0342
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1523422311410648
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/job.333
http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/amr.1999.2202131
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/job.252
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/job.767
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/job.4030120205
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/job.4030020205
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/peps.12061


Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2019, 16, 1298 15 of 17

28. De Cuyper, N.; De Witte, H.; Vander Elst, T.; Handaja, Y. Objective threat of unemployment and situational
uncertainty during a restructuring: Associations with perceived job insecurity and strain. J. Bus. Psychol.
2010, 25, 75–85. [CrossRef]

29. Schreurs, B.; Van Emmerik, H.; Notelaers, G.; De Witte, H. Job insecurity and employee health: The buffering
potential of job control and job self-efficacy. Work Stress. 2010, 24, 56–72. [CrossRef]

30. Vander Elst, T.; van den Broeck, A.; De Cuyper, N.; De Witte, H. On the reciprocal relationship between
job insecurity and employee well-being: Mediation by perceived control. J. Occup. Health Psychol. 2014,
87, 671–693. [CrossRef]

31. Selenko, E.; Mäkikangas, A.; Mauno, S.; Kinnunen, U. How does job insecurity related to self-reported job
performance? Analyzing curvilinear associations in a longitudinal sample. J. Occup. Health Psychol. 2013,
86, 522–542.

32. De Cuyper, N.; Schreurs, B.; Vander Elst, T.; Baillien, E.; De Witte, H. Exemplification and job insecurity:
Associations with self-rated performance and exhaustion. Paper Presented at the European Academy of
Occupational Health Psychology, London, UK, 14–16 April 2014.

33. De Cuyper, N.; Mäkikangas, A.; Kinnunen, U.; Mauno, S.; De Witte, H. Cross-lagged associations between
perceived external employability, job insecurity, and exhaustion: Testing gain and loss spirals according to
the conservation and resources theory. J. Organ. Behav. 2012, 78, 253–263. [CrossRef]

34. Sliter, M.T.; Pui, S.Y.; Sliter, K.A.; Jex, S.M. The differential effects of interpersonal conflict from customers
and coworkers: Trait anger as a moderator. J. Occup. Health Psychcol. 2011, 16, 424–440. [CrossRef]

35. Pearson, C.M.; Andersson, L.M.; Wegner, J.W. When workers flout convention: A study of workplace
incivility. Hum. Relat. 2001, 54, 1387–1419. [CrossRef]

36. Cortina, L.M.; Kabat-Farr, D.; Magley, V.J.; Nelson, K. Researching rudeness: The past, present, and future of
the science of incivility. J. Occup. Health Psychcol. 2017, 22, 299–313. [CrossRef]

37. Schilpzand, P.; De Pater, I.E.; Erez, A. Workplace incivility: A review of the literature and agenda for future
research. J. Organ. Behav. 2016, 37, S57–S88. [CrossRef]

38. Rozin, P.; Royzman, E.B. Negativity bias, negativity dominance, and contagion. Pers. Soc. Psychol. Rev. 2001,
5, 296–320. [CrossRef]

39. Hagger, M.S. Conservation of resources theory and the “strength” model of self-control: Conceptual overlap
and commonalities. Stress Health 2015, 31, 89–94. [CrossRef]

40. Laschinger, H.K.; Leiter, M.; Day, A.; Gilin, D. Workplace empowerment, incivility, and burnout: Impact on
staff nurse recruitment and retention outcomes. J. Nurs. Manag. 2009, 17, 302–311. [CrossRef]

41. Kern, J.H.; Grandey, A.A. Customer incivility as a social stressor: The role of race and racial identity for
service employees. J. Occup. Health Psychcol. 2009, 14, 46–57. [CrossRef]

42. Neveu, J. Jailed resources: Conservation of resources theory as applied to burnout among prison guards.
J. Organ. Behav. 2007, 28, 21–42. [CrossRef]

43. Ferguson, M. You cannot leave it at the office: Spillover and crossover of coworker incivility. J. Organ. Behav.
2012, 33, 571–588. [CrossRef]

44. Sliter, M.; Jex, S.; Wolford, K.; McInnerney, J. How rude! Emotional labor as a mediator between customer
incivility and employee outcomes. J. Occup. Health Psychol. 2010, 15, 468–481. [CrossRef]

45. Landers, R.N.; Behrend, T.S. An inconvenient truth: Arbitrary distinctions between organizational,
Mechanical Turk, and other convenience samples. Ind. Organ. Psychol. 2015, 8, 142–164. [CrossRef]

46. Ferris, D.L.; Lian, H.; Brown, D.J.; Morrison, R. Ostracism, self-esteem, and job performance: When do we
self-verify and when do we self-enhance? Acad. Manag. J. 2015, 58, 279–297. [CrossRef]

47. Liu, S.; Luksyte, A.; Zhou, L.; Shi, J.; Wang, M. Overqualification and counterproductive work behaviors:
Examining a moderated mediation model. J. Organ. Behav. 2015, 36, 250–271. [CrossRef]

48. Meier, L.L.; Spector, P.E. Reciprocal effects of work stressors and counterproductive work behavior:
A five-wave longitudinal study. J. Appl. Psychol. 2013, 98, 529–539. [CrossRef]

49. Rhee, S.Y.; Hur, W.M.; Kim, M. The relationship of coworker incivility to job performance and the moderating
role of self-efficacy and compassion at work: The job demands-resources (JD-R) approach. J. Bus. Psychol.
2017, 32, 711–726. [CrossRef]

50. De Lange, A.H.; Taris, T.W.; Kompier, M.A.J.; Houtman, I.L.D.; Bongers, P.M. “The very best of the
millennium”: Longitudinal research and the demand-control-(support) model. J. Occup. Health Psychol. 2003,
8, 282–305. [CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10869-009-9128-y
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02678371003718733
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/joop.12068
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/job.1800
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0023874
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/00187267015411001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000089
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/job.1976
http://dx.doi.org/10.1207/S15327957PSPR0504_2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/smi.2639
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2834.2009.00999.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0012684
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/job.393
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/job.774
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0020723
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/iop.2015.13
http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/amj.2011.0347
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/job.1979
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0031732
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10869-016-9469-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.8.4.282


Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2019, 16, 1298 16 of 17

51. Brislin, R.W. Back-translation for cross-cultural research. J. Cross-Cult. Psychol. 1970, 1, 185–216. [CrossRef]
52. De Witte, H. Arbeidsethos en jobonzekerheid: Meting en gevolgen voor welzijn, tevredenheid en inzet

op het werk [Work ethic and job insecurity: Measurement and consequences for well-being, satisfaction
and performance]. In Van groep naar gemeenschap [From Group to Community]; Bouwen, R., de Witte, K.,
de Witte, H., Taillieu, T., Eds.; Garant: Leuven, Belgium, 2000; pp. 325–350.

53. Way, S.A.; Sturman, M.C.; Raab, C. What matters more? Contrasting the effects of job satisfaction and
service climate on hotel food and beverage managers’ job performance. Cornell. Hosp. Q. 2010, 51, 379–397.
[CrossRef]

54. Williams, L.J.; Anderson, S.E. Job satisfaction and organizational commitment as predictors of organizational
citizenship and in-role behaviors. J. Manag. 1991, 17, 601–617. [CrossRef]

55. Wilson, N.L.; Holmvall, C.M. The development and validation of the Incivility from Customers Scale.
J. Occup. Health Psychol. 2013, 18, 310–326. [CrossRef]

56. Moon, T.W.; Hur, W.M.; Choi, Y.J. How leaders’ perceived emotional labor leads to followers’ job performance:
A serial mediation model. J. Serv. Theor. Pract. 2019. [CrossRef]

57. Diestel, S.; Rivkin, W.; Schmidt, K.H. Sleep quality and self-control capacity as protective resources in the
daily emotional labor process: Results from two diary studies. J. Appl. Psychol. 2015, 100, 809–827. [CrossRef]

58. Judge, T.A.; Woolf, E.F.; Hurst, C. Is emotional labor more difficult for some than for others? A multilevel,
experience sampling study. Pers. Psychol. 2009, 62, 57–88. [CrossRef]

59. Kammeyer-Mueller, J.D.; Rubenstein, A.L.; Kong, D.M.; Oido, M.A.; Buckman, B.R.; Zhang, Y.;
Halvorsen-Ganepola, M.D. A meta-analytic structural model of dispositional affectivity and emotional
labor. Pers. Psychol. 2013, 66, 47–90. [CrossRef]

60. Chi, N.W.; Grandey, A.A. Emotional labor predicts service performance depending on activation and
inhibition regulatory fit. J. Manag. 2016, 45, 673–700. [CrossRef]

61. Valentine, S.; Fleischman, G. From schoolyard to workplace: The impact of bullying on sales and business
employees’ machiavellianism, job satisfaction, and perceived importance of an ethical issue. Hum. Resour.
Manag. 2018, 57, 293–305. [CrossRef]

62. Hays, R.D.; Hayashi, T.; Stewart, A.L. A five-item measure of socially desirable response set. Educ. Psychol. Meas.
1989, 49, 629–636. [CrossRef]

63. Thompson, E.R. Development and validation of an internationally reliable short-form of the positive and
negative affect schedule (PANAS). J. Cross-Cult. Psychol. 2007, 38, 227–242. [CrossRef]

64. Nunnally, J.C. Psychometric Theory, 2nd ed.; McGraw-Hill: New York, NY, USA, 1978.
65. Fornell, C.; Larcker, D.F. Evaluating structural equation models with unobservable variables and

measurement error. J. Mark. Res. 1981, 18, 39–50. [CrossRef]
66. Podsakoff, P.M.; MacKenzie, S.B.; Podsakoff, N.P. Sources of method bias in social science research and

recommendations on how to control it. Annu. Rev. Psychol. 2012, 63, 539–569. [CrossRef]
67. Williams, L.J.; Cote, J.A.; Buckley, M.R. Lack of method variance in self-reported affect and perceptions at

work: Reality or artifact? J. Appl. Psychol. 1989, 74, 462–468. [CrossRef]
68. Aiken, L.; West, S. Multiple Regression: Testing and Interpreting Interactions; SAGE: Newbury Park, CA,

USA, 1991.
69. Hayes, A.F. Introduction to Mediation, Moderation, and Conditional Process Analysis: A Regression-Based Approach,

2nd ed.; Guilford: New York, NY, USA, 2017.
70. Stride, C.B.; Gardner, S.; Catley, N.; Thomas, F. Mplus code for the mediation, moderation, and moderated

mediation model templates from Andrew Hayes. PROCESS Analysis Examples. 2015. Available online:
http://www.offbeat.group.shef.ac.uk/FIO/mplusmedmod.htm (accessed on 9 April 2019).

71. Kinnunen, U.; Mäkiiangas, A.; Mauno, S.; De Cuyper, N.; De Witte, H. Development of perceived job
insecurity across two years: Associations with antecedents and employee outcomes. J. Occup. Health Psychol.
2014, 19, 243–258. [CrossRef]

72. Nikolova, I.; Van der Heijden, B.; Lastad, L.; Notelaers, G. The “silent assassin” in your organization? Can
job insecurity climate erode the beneficial effect of a high-quality leader-member exchange. Pers. Rev. 2018,
47, 1178–1197. [CrossRef]

73. Pearson, C.M. Research on workplace incivility and its connection to practice. In Insidious Workplace Behavior;
Greenberg, J., Ed.; Routledge: New York, NY, USA, 2010; pp. 149–174.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/135910457000100301
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1938965510363783
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/014920639101700305
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0032753
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/JSTP-11-2017-0201
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0038373
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2008.01129.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/peps.12009
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0149206316672530
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/hrm.21834
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/001316448904900315
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0022022106297301
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/002224378101800104
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-120710-100452
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.74.3.462
http://www.offbeat.group.shef.ac.uk/FIO/mplusmedmod.htm
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0035835
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/PR-09-2017-0266


Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2019, 16, 1298 17 of 17

74. Geldart, S.; Langlois, L.; Shannon, H.S.; Cortina, L.M.; Griffith, L.; Haines, T. Workplace incivility,
psychological distress, and the protective effect of co-worker support. Int. J. Workplace Health Manag.
2018, 11, 96–110. [CrossRef]

75. Marchiondo, L.A.; Cortina, L.M.; Shannon, H.S.; Haines, T.; Geldart, S.; Griffith, L. Service with a smile meets
customer with a snarl: Links between customer incivility and worker wellbeing. In Bullies in the Workplace;
Paludi, M., Ed.; Praeger: New York, NY, USA, 2015; pp. 150–172.

76. Pearson, C.M.; Porath, C.L. On the nature, consequences, and remedies of workplace incivility: No time for
nice? Think again. Acad. Manag. Exec. 2005, 13, 7–20. [CrossRef]

77. Reio, T.G.; Ghosh, R. Antecedents and outcomes of workplace incivility: Implications for human resource
development research and practice. Hum. Resour. Dev. Q. 2009, 20, 237–264. [CrossRef]

78. Sakurai, K.; Jex, S.M. Coworker incivility and incivility targets’ work effort and counterproductive work
behaviors: The moderating role of supervisor social support. J. Occup. Health Psychol. 2012, 17, 150–161.
[CrossRef]

79. Korea National Statistical Office. Annual Korea Employment Statistics; Korea National Statistical Office:
Daejeon, Korea, 2019.

80. Hofstede, G. Culture’s Consequences: International Differences in Work-Related Values; SAGE: Beverly Hills, CA,
USA, 1980.

81. Evans, J.R.; Mathur, A. The value of online surveys: A look back and a look ahead. Internet Res. 2018,
28, 854–887. [CrossRef]

© 2019 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access
article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution
(CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).

http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/IJWHM-07-2017-0051
http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/ame.2005.15841946
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/hrdq.20020
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0027350
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/IntR-03-2018-0089
http://creativecommons.org/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

	Introduction 
	Theoretical Background and Hypothesis Development 
	Mediation of Emotional Exhaustion on the Job Insecurity—Job Performance Relationship 
	Moderation of Coworker and Customer Incivility on the Job Insecurity–Emotional Exhaustion Relationship 

	Method 
	Data Collection Procedure and Sample Characteristics 
	Measurement Scales 

	Results 
	Test of Reliability, Validity, and Common Method Variance (CMV) 
	Hypothesis Testing 
	Post-Hoc Analysis 

	Discussion 
	Theoretical Implications 
	Practical Implications 
	Limitations and Directions for Future Research 

	References

