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Objective. This study examines the impact of workplace incivility from coworkers and supervisors
on employees’ affective job insecurity in Vietnam and explores the moderating role of collectivist value
orientation.

Background. While workplace incivility negatively affects employees’ psychological well-being and
Jjob security, most research has focused on Western contexts. This study addresses the gap by investigat-
ing these dynamics in Vietnam, where collectivist values and high power distance are prevalent.

Study Design. The study employs a cross-sectional design with survey data collected from employ-
ees in various Vietnamese organizations. The relationships are analyzed using hierarchical regression.

Participants. The study sample consists of 359 employees from diverse industries in Vietnam.

Measurements. Workplace incivility was measured using the Workplace Incivility Scale, affective
Jjob insecurity through a seven-item scale, and collectivist value orientation using a six-item scale.

Results. Both coworker and supervisor incivility significantly increase affective job insecurity, with
supervisor incivility having a stronger effect. Collectivist value orientation moderates the relationship
between coworker incivility and job insecurity but not supervisor incivility.

Conclusions. The study highlights the stronger impact of superoisor incivility on job insecurity and
the role of cultural values in shaping responses to incivility, suggesting that HR practices should align
with collectivist values in Vietnamese organizations.

Keywords: supervisor incivility; coworker incivility; affective job insecurity; collectivist value ori-
entation.
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Ienb. Ananus enusimnust HeOoOPONCCIAMENLHOZ0 OMHOUEHUS. CO CMOPOHYL KOLLEZ U PYKOBoJumenet
Ha 8bIPANCECHHOCTL YY8cmea 6e30NaACHOCMU COMPYOHUKA HA Pabouem Mecme; 6blsigieHue Xapakmepa
6030€icmeU st KOLIEKMUBUCTNIUYECKOU UEeHHOCMHOL OPUEHMAYUL HA 80CNPUSINUE MEHCTUYHOCTTIHBIX OM -
nowenuil pabomuuxos 60 Boemuanme.

Koureker u akryanbHOCTb. Henpusiiuv co cmoponvt uienog padouezo KOLIeKMUBA HezamueHo
GIUSICM HA NCUXO0I0ZUYECKOEe ONaAZONONYyuUe COMPYOHUKO8, a MAKI e HA UX UYECMEo Oe30nacHocmu
na patouem mecme. Boruuuncmeo ucciedo8anuii no smoi meme nposedeHo 6 3anadnvix cmpanax 6es
Yuema KyavmypHoLx 0codenHocmeil asuamckux coobuecms. /lannoe uccredosanue 60CnOIHsEm 3mom
npobel, max Kax 6 Hem Usyuaemes Xapaxmep 63auMo0mHOUEeHUL compyonuKoe 60 Bvemname — cmpa-
He ¢ npeobiadanuem KoIIeKMUSUCIUYECKUX UeHHOCMel U 601vwol OUCmanyuerl 81acmi.

HMusaiin uccaenoauusi. OHIQUH-0NPOC COMPYOHUKO8 BLEMHAMCKUX OPZAHUIAUUT PA3IUY-
Huix cpep desmenvrnocmu. Janivie uccredo8anus aHaIUUPOBAIUCH € NOMOULBIO UEPAPXUUECKOLL
pezpeccuul.

Yuacrauku. 359 compyonukoe npednpusimuii pasiuunvix ompaciei npomviuLienrocmu Bvemna-
Mma. Pecnondenmul pasnuuanucy no noiy, 603pacmy, yposiio 00pasoeanis, Onvimy padomol.

Mertonpr (uncrpymentnl). Henpussio na pabouem mecme usmepsiach ¢ nOMoupo wxaivl «He-
dobpodiceramenvnocmy Ha pabouem mecmes; UYECMBO HE3AUUUEHHOCU COMPYOHUKA HA pabouem
Mecme — ¢ NOMOWwbI0 ONPOCHUKA, paspabomannozo Xyaneom u Jlu; KoIIEKMUBUCTICKASL UEHHOCMHAS
opuenmayus — ¢ nomowpio wkaivl [lammepcona u Koyau.

Pesyabratsl. Henpussiv co cmoponvl Koiiez U pyKoGoOUmes 3HaUUmenvio NOHUNCAem Y Co-
mpyonuka dogepue K HUM U OUYUEHIE YEEPEHHOCIU 68 UX NOO0ePICKe, MeM CAMbIM YMEHULAS YYG-
cmeo besonacHocmu Ha pabouem mecme, NPUUEM HENPUSI3HL CO CIMOPOHbL PYKOBOOUMENsL 0KA3bieaem
bonee cumvnoe erusnue na pabomuuxa. Koinexmusucmekas uenHocmnas opuenmauus mooepupyem
65136 MeACOY HEAOOPONCCIAMENHOCBIO COCAYICUBUEE U OMCYMCMBUEM UYECMEa 0e30NaACHOCU Ha
pabome y compyonuxa: enusiHue HeoodPONCeIAMEeNbHOCMU CO CMOPOHYLL KOLLeZ 8blile CPedu H00etl ¢
BbICOKOU KOJLNEKMUBUCTNUYECKOU OPUSHMAYUELL N0 CPABHEHUIO C COMPYOHUKAMU C HUKOU KOJLEKMU-
BUCTIUYECKOLL OpUeHMAaUell; NP NPOAGIEHUU HeOOOPOICCAAMEIBHOCI CO CIMOPOHBL PYKOBOOUMELs.
omcymemaue uyecmea 6e30nacHoCmu i COmpyoHuKa He 3aucum om cmeneHu 6oiPaNceHHOCIU Y Hezo
KOLNEKMUBUCTNUYECKOU OPUSHMAUULL.

BsiBoasl. Ha omcymcmeue uyecmea besonachocmu y compyonuxa na pabouem mecme 6oiee cuiv-
HOe GIUsHUE 0KA3bIBAET HEeDOOPONCELAMENLHOCTID CO CMOPOHBL PYKOBOOUMENSL N0 CPABHEHUIO € P00~
BbIMU UTEHAMU Opeanusayuu. B popmuposanuu y compyonuxos peaxuyuu na nedoopoicesamenrsHocmsy
SHAUUMENLHYI POJIb UZPAIOM KYbmypHble yennocmu obuecmea. Ilorazaem, umo npakmuxa ynpas-
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JAEHUA NepPCcoHalom 00IICHA COOMBEMCMEOBAMb KOILCKMUBUCTIUYECKUM UEHHOCMAM, NPUHANMBIM 60

BHLEMHAMCKUX OP2aAHU3AUUSX.

Kntouegote cnosa: 1edobpoiiceiamespHocmy co cmoponvl pykosooumelist; Hedodpolceramenvioe
omHowenue K KOIIE2am; HeYBepeHHOCIb 6 cebe; KOIIEKMUBUCTIUUECKAS UEHHOCTIHASL OPUECHIAUUSL.

s wurare: Ma T.H., By X.B., /lao TX.A., Heyen T.K. Biusinue 1eno6posKkenaTeJbHOr0 OTHOIMIEHUST KOJIJIET
Ha 9MOIMOHAIBHOE COCTOSTHUE COTPYAHUKOB: ombIT BoerHama // Connanbhas neuxosorust u o0tectso. 2025.
Tom 16. Ne 1. C. 89—104. DOTI: https://doi.org/10.17759 /sps.2025160105

Introduction

Workplace incivility is characterized
as a mild form of inappropriate workplace
conduct where the individual exhibiting
such behavior possesses unclear intentions
to cause harm [3]. Over the course of the
last two decades, scholars and researchers
have dedicated significant attention and ef-
fort to the examination and analysis of this
behavior. Workplace incivility is attributed
to having a negative nature, as it adversely
impacts the work environment and inter-
personal relationships among employees [2;
3; 8]. Various negative consequences have
been demonstrated including burnout [22],
emotional exhaustion [49], job stress [9; 14;
43], organizational citizenship behavior [1;
66], and work engagement [20].

Nevertheless, the body of literature on
workplace incivility continues to exhibit
certain limitations. First, while there is a
diversity of perpetrators of incivility [7; 23;
59], amajority of prior studies have explored
workplace incivility without explicitly iden-
tifying the sources (e.g., coworkers and su-
pervisors) [5; 14; 32; 33]. To deepen our
understanding of workplace incivility, re-
searchers should investigate how the effects
of incivility differ when it originates from co-
workers versus supervisors [21; 23; 59].

Second, existing studies, primarily con-
ducted in western countries, fail to capture
cultural characteristics of Asian societies
[25; 74]. Incivility is currently an impor-
tant issue in Asian organizations and de-
serves more academic attention [2]. When

national culture influences an individual’s
attitudes and behaviors, translating results
from a Western context to an Asian one
becomes challenging due to distinct so-
cial, cultural, and political disparities [25].
Specifically, in Vietnamese organizations
with higher power distance and collectiv-
ism value, employees are more inclined to
accept power inequality within the hierar-
chical structure [27; 68]. This study aims to
fill this gap by comparing the impact of inci-
vility from coworkers and supervisors when
linking to affective job insecurity.

The theoretical framework for this study
is based on the dyadic relational perspec-
tive [16; 42; 54; 62] and Hofstede’s cultural
framework [27; 28]. The dyadic relational
perspective highlights the significance of
power dynamics between the two parties
when assessing the outcomes of their in-
teraction, particularly in negative events
[16; 42; 54]. This suggests that the severity
of workplace incivility is influenced by the
relative power of the perpetrator. In this
context, we examine how supervisor inci-
vility, which stems from a position of higher
authority, may have a stronger impact on
employees compared to coworker incivility
which occurs between peers. In addition,
collectivism, a dimension in Hofstede’s cul-
tural framework, may play a central role in
shaping employees’ reactions to workplace
behavior. Employees with strong collectiv-
ist values are more likely to prioritize group
harmony and interpersonal relationships
[27; 28] which can amplify their emotional

91



Couyuanvnas ncuxonozus u oouecmeo. 2025 2. Tom 16. Ne 1

response to incivility, thereby influencing
the extent to which it contributes to job in-
security. Together, these theoretical lenses
provide a robust framework for understand-
ing how workplace incivility, influenced by
both relational power dynamics and cultur-
al values, affects affective job insecurity in
Vietnamese organizations.

Literature review

Workplace Incivility and Job

Insecurity

Scholars define job insecurity as the
perceived inability to maintain desired job
continuity, accompanied by concerns about
job permanence and stability [12; 18; 71].
It embodies the extent to which employees
perceive their jobs, or crucial aspects there-
of, to be under threat and feel powerless to
address it [29; 63]. A notable differentiation
among various conceptualizations of job
insecurity lies in the emphasis on cognitive
versus affective aspects: cognitive job inse-
curity pertains to the perception of the like-
lihood of adverse changes in one’s job, such
as job loss or the erosion of attractive job
attributes; affective job insecurity encom-
passes the emotional dimensions of the job
insecurity experience, including feelings of
concern, worry, or anxiety about potential
job loss or the loss of specific job character-
istics [47]. To our knowledge, Hershcovis
and colleagues stand as the sole researchers
who have undertaken the primary investi-
gation into how workplace incivility leads
to job insecurity [24]. However, this study
does not differentiate between the cognitive
and affective dimensions of job insecurity.
Our study complements Hershcovis et al.’s
work by exploring the relationship between
incivility and affective job insecurity.

Coworker incivility holds the potential
to significantly impact employees on a psy-
chological level influencing their percep-
tions of job security. When individuals are
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subjected to disrespectful or rude behavior
from their coworkers, it cultivates a nega-
tive work environment characterized by
hostility and disrespect colleagues [51].
This toxic atmosphere can evoke emotion-
al distress, anxiety, and concern about job
stability [58]. The persistence of uncivil be-
havior can further intensify these emotions,
prompting employees to question their val-
ue and significance within the organization
[23; 24]. In addition, coworker incivility
can erode trust within the workplace, ex-
acerbating affective job insecurity. Experi-
encing disrespectful behavior undermines
confidence in the reliability and support of
coworkers, leaving employees feeling iso-
lated and vulnerable [23; 24]. This erosion
of trust amplifies feelings of insecurity as
employees grapple with uncertainty in their
workplace relationships [20].

Hypothesis 1: Coworker incivility will be
positively related to job insecurity.

Supervisor incivility extends far beyond
its immediate impact, potentially setting off
a chain of negative consequences such as
receiving low ratings or facing disciplinary
actions. Schilpzand, de Pater [59] support
this view, suggesting that uncivil behavior
from supervisors might not be an isolated
incident but rather a symptom of deeper
issues within the organizational structure.
Specifically, when individuals in positions
of authority engage in uncivil behavior, it
sends a clear message to the recipient that
their importance within the organization
is diminished and their job security may be
in jeopardy. Hershcovis and Barling [23] as
well as Kivimaki, Ferrie [35] reinforce this
idea, emphasizing how supervisor incivility
can create feelings of vulnerability and un-
certainty among employees. Furthermore,
the presence of supervisor incivility may
exacerbate these feelings of insecurity by
indicating broader organizational dysfunc-
tion or a lack of support from management



[24]. Employees who perceive uncivil be-
havior from their supervisors as a sign of
organizational instability are likely to expe-
rience heightened concerns about their job
stability and the potential consequences of
remaining in such a work environment. This
increased uncertainty significantly contrib-
utes to the development of affective job
insecurity among employees, underscoring
the negative impact of supervisor incivility
on both organizational morale and employ-
ee well-being.

Hypothesis 2: Supervisor incivility will
be positively related to job insecurity.

Because incivility often brings along
other unfavorable events [30; 59], targets
may weigh the consequence of incivil-
ity based on instigators’ relative power
[54]. The more power the instigator has,
the more ability he or she can impose dis-
advantages on the target which results in
more adverse consequence. It is suggested
that supervisors possess more power than
coworkers due to their greater ability to
control organizational resources or rela-
tionships [17; 62]. Therefore, supervisor in-
civility may be appraised as more threat to
employees, which results in higher levels of
job insecurity.

Thus, the following hypothesis is pro-
posed:

Hypothesis 3: The effect of supervisor
incivility on job insecurity will be greater
than that of coworker incivility.

The Moderating Effects

of Individualism— Collectivism

Orientation

Individualism-collectivism (I1/C), one
of the dimensions of Hofstede’s cultural
framework, reflects the extent to which in-
dividuals in a society prioritize group cohe-
sion, shared goals, and mutual support over
individual pursuits [26; 28]. This dimension
underscores the importance of social har-
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mony, cooperation, and interdependence
within a community [48]. Understanding
the degree of collectivism within a culture
provides valuable insights into social struc-
tures, decision-making processes, and inter-
personal dynamics, contributing to a more
nuanced comprehension of cross-cultural
interactions and workplace behaviors [72].

While many researchers explore 1/C
orientation as a national cultural variable
([e.g., 19; 40; 55]), the current study con-
sider it at the individual level. Our study
contributes to the rising movement of view-
ing I/C orientation as an individual cultur-
al value [64; 65]. According to Hofstede’s
cultural framework, individuals with high
collectivism tend to identify closely with
their extended families, work groups, or
communities, often placing group interests
above personal aspirations [26; 28]. Loy-
alty, cooperation, and a sense of duty to the
collective are esteemed values for such in-
dividuals. In contrast, low collectivism (or
individualism) indicates a greater emphasis
on individualism, where personal achieve-
ments, autonomy, and individual rights
take precedence [56].

Expanding upon established research
[13; 34; 75], individuals with a pronounced
collectivist orientation are inclined to pri-
oritize group cohesion and interpersonal
harmony within organizational settings.
Hofstede’s cultural framework underscores
this notion, suggesting that collectivist in-
dividuals are more sensitive to their organi-
zational status and interpersonal dynamics
[28]. Consequently, instances of coworker
incivility may be perceived as a direct af-
front to their social standing and group
identity [10; 41]. Thus, we posit that the
impact of coworker incivility on job insecu-
rity will be accentuated among employees
with high collectivist orientation compared
to those with low orientation, given their
heightened sensitivity to relational dynam-
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ics and social norms [11; 31; 36]. The hy-
pothesis presented here is:

Hypothesis 4: Collectivist value orienta-
tion will moderate the effect of coworker in-
civility on job insecurity in such a way that
the effect is stronger among employees with
high (vs. low) orientation.

Similarly, drawing upon the literature
on collectivism and workplace behavior [4;
45], individuals with a strong collectivist
orientation tend to accord significant im-
portance to hierarchical harmony and def-
erence to authority figures within organi-
zational hierarchies [13; 72]. Consequently,
instances of supervisor incivility may be
perceived as particularly injurious to their
sense of security and belonging within the
organizational framework [15; 44]. There-
fore, we propose that the impact of supervi-
sor incivility on job insecurity will be more
pronounced among employees with high
collectivist orientation compared to those
with low orientation, given their proclivity
towards group cohesion and deference to
authority [23; 51; 53]. The hypothesis pre-
sented here is:

Hypothesis 5: Collectivist value orienta-
tion will moderate the effect of supervisor
incivility on job insecurity in such a way
that the effect is stronger among employees
with high (vs. low) orientation.

Methods

Participants and Procedure

Survey data were gathered from service
personnel within Vietnamese enterprises.
Prior to conducting the survey, these es-
tablishments were approached to gauge
their members’ willingness to participate.
Employees were briefed on the study’s gen-
eral objectives and assured that their in-
volvement was optional. Each organization
received an email outlining the research’s
purpose along with a link to an online sur-
vey. This correspondence also guaranteed
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anonymity and confidentiality for all par-
ticipants. The HR manager was tasked with
assessing service staff interest in the survey
to ensure voluntary participation and sub-
sequently distributing surveys randomly
among employees.

The survey invited 398 employees, with
370 responding, resulting in a 93% response
rate. However, 11 responses were unusable
due to missing data, resulting in a final sam-
ple of 359 employees. Among the respon-
dents, 41% identified as male, and 93% held
Bachelor’s degrees or higher. The age dis-
tribution was predominantly concentrated
between 23 and 33 years, accounting for
68% of the sample. Eighteen percent of par-
ticipants were aged 34 years or older while
the smallest proportion was aged 22 years
or younger with 14%. In terms of work ex-
perience, 47% reported 1 to 6 years, 48% re-
ported 7 to 15 years, and only 5% reported
more than 15 years.

The sample encompassed a diverse array
of industries, including insurance, informa-
tion technology, banking, educational servic-
es, legal services, logistics, and manufactur-
ing, among others. The largest proportions
were from the insurance sector (28%) and
information technology (21%). Employing a
multi-industry sampling approach aimed to
mitigate contextual biases associated with
any single field. Notably, all survey partici-
pants were non-managerial employees.

Measures

Supervisor and Coworker Incivility. The
Workplace Incivility Scale [WIS; 8] was
utilized to gauge the frequency of employ-
ees’ encounters with uncivil behaviors from
both superiors and coworkers over the pre-
ceding six months. This scale comprises
seven items, such as “made demeaning or
derogatory remarks about you,” “addressed
you in unprofessional terms,” and “paid lit-
tle attention to your statements or showed



little interest in your opinion.” Each item
was rated on a 5-point Likert-type scale
(1 = never; 5 = very often). Cronbach’s a
coefficients were 0,86 for supervisor incivil-
ity and 0,91 for coworker incivility, indicat-
ing high internal consistency.

Affective Job Insecurity. Affective job
insecurity was assessed using a seven-item
measure developed by Huang, Lee [29]. An
example item is “I wish I had more job se-
curity in this company.” Participants pro-
vided responses on a 5-point rating scale,
ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5
(strongly agree). The scale demonstrated
high reliability, indicated by a Cronbach’s

coefficient of 0,90.

Collectivist value orientation. The assess-
ment of collectivist value orientation uti-
lized a six-item measure developed by Pat-
terson, Cowley [50]. Participants provided
responses on a 5-point rating scale, ranging
from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly
agree). For instance, participants rated
items such as “Individuals should remain
loyal to their group even in challenging
times.” The reliability of the scale was high,
with a Cronbach’s a coefficient of 0,75.

Control variables. According to Cheng
and Chan [6] demographic variables can
influence individuals’ perceptions of job
insecurity. To address potential confound-
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ing factors, we integrated gender and age as
control variables in our study design.

Results

Preliminary Analyses

Descriptive Statistics. Table 1 displays
the means, standard deviations, and cor-
relations among the variables in the study.
The zero-order correlations of supervisor
incivility and coworker incivility with af-
fective job insecurity were 0,36 and 0,35,
respectively (both p < 0,01). Regarding the
control variables, age was found to have a
negative significant correlation with affec-
tive job insecurity (r=—0,19; p < 0,01).

Tests of Hypotheses

Hierarchical regression analyses were
conducted to test Hypotheses 1, 2, and 3.
Initially, a baseline model containing only
control variables was examined. Subse-
quently, coworker and supervisor incivility
were introduced into the model to assess
their respective effects. In addition, the
standardized regression coefficients were
compared to evaluate the relative impact of
coworker and supervisor incivility. For in-
terpretation purposes, all independent vari-
ables, as well as the moderating variable in
the subsequent step, were centered around
their means.

Table 1
Descriptive Statistics and Correlations
Level Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5

Individual

1. Age 30,00 5,31

2. Gender? 0,41 0,49 -0,07

3. Supervisor incivility 1,74 0,69 0,07 -0,13*

4. Coworker incivility 1,69 0,71 -0,02 | —0,01 | 0,72%*

5. Job insecurity 2,05 0,73 |-0,19**| 0,02 | 0,36** | 0,35**

6. Collectivist value orientation | 2,03 0,65 0,12* | —0,07 | 0,19** | 0,16** | 0,31**
Notes. * Gender: 1 = male; 0 = female. Degree: 4 = Master Degree; 5 = Doctorate Degree. " p < 0,05;

“p<0,01.
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Table 2 presents the regression results for
supervisor and coworker incivility regarding
affective job insecurity. Model 2 revealed
positive associations between both supervi-
sor and coworker incivility and employees’
affective job insecurity (8 = 0,28, p < 0,001
and g = 0,15, p < 0,05, respectively). Thus,
our data supported Hypotheses 1 and 2.

To assess differences in the effects of inci-
vility from coworkers and supervisors, we uti-
lized standardized regression coefficients [60].
As demonstrated in Model 2, the standardized
regression coefficient for coworker incivility
was lower than that for supervisor incivility.
Therefore, our data supported Hypothesis 3.

In testing Hypotheses 4 and 5, a prelimi-
nary model (Model 3) was first developed
to test the direct effects of collectivist value
orientation on the outcome variable. In the
final step (Model 4), the interaction terms
were added to test whether collectivist val-
ue orientation has moderating effects on the
outcome. The results in Model 3 revealed a
significant effect of collectivist value orien-
tation on employees’ affective job insecu-
rity (8 = 0,27; p < 0,001). In Model 4, the
interaction effect of collectivist value ori-

entation with coworker incivility was sig-
nificant (8 = 0,20; p < 0,01). However, col-
lectivist value orientation did not moderate
the effect of supervisor incivility (8 = 0,05,
not significant). Thus, Hypotheses 5 was
not supported by our data.

A plot was used to examine the nature
of the interaction effect between collectiv-
ist value orientation and coworker incivility.
Figure 1 shows that the effect of coworker
incivility was stronger for employees with
high collectivist value orientation compared
to those with low collectivist value orienta-
tion. Thus, our data supported Hypothesis 5.

Discussion

Theoretical Implications

The current study delves into the nu-
anced effects of both coworker and super-
visor incivility on employees’ affective job
insecurity, offering insights into the dis-
tinct contributions of each source of uncivil
behavior. Moreover, by investigating the
moderating influence of collectivist value
orientation, this research expands our un-
derstanding of how cultural factors inter-
sect with interpersonal dynamics in the

Table 2
Regression Data for Supervisor and Coworker Incivility on Affective Job Insecurity
. Anger

Independent and control variable Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Age —0,19%** —0,21%** —0,23%** —0,21%**
Gender® 0,01 0,04 0,06 0,04
Supervisor incivility 0,28%** 0,24%** 0,23%**
Coworker incivility 0,15 0,13 0,11
Collectivist value orientation (CO) 0,27%%* 0,26%**
Interaction
Coworker incivility x CO 0,20%*
Supervisor incivility x CO 0,05
R? 0,04 0,19 0,26 0,32
AR? 0,15 0,05 0,06

Notes.* Gender: 1 = male; 0 = female; *p < 0,05; **p < 0,01; ***p < 0,001.
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Fig. 1. Interactions between collectivist value orientation and coworker incivility
with affective job insecurity as the dependent variable

workplace. These findings not only deepen
theoretical understanding but also have
practical implications for organizational
leaders seeking to foster a more supportive
and inclusive work environment.

Our research contributes to the workplace
incivility literature in the following ways.
First, the results indicated that coworker and
supervisor incivility induce employee’s affec-
tive job insecurity. To our knowledge, Her-
shcovis et al.’s [24] study stands as the sole
investigation into the relationship between
workplace incivility. However, the authors
did not differentiate between the sources of
uncivil behavior and focused primarily on
cognitive job insecurity. Thus, our findings
shed light on the significant impact of both
coworker and supervisor incivility on em-
ployees’ affective job insecurity, a dimension
often overlooked in prior research.

Second, our findings revealed that su-
pervisor incivility has a stronger effect on
employee affective job insecurity compared
to coworker incivility. This suggests that su-
pervisor incivility is more detrimental than
coworker incivility in terms of its impact on
employee affective job insecurity. This find-
ing aligns with a study by Cho et al. [7] which

found that the effect of customer incivility
on emotional exhaustion was strongest, fol-
lowed by supervisor incivility, and finally co-
worker incivility. Our results are consistent
with the dyadic relational perspective [16;
42; 54; 62] which suggests that the relative
power between parties should be considered
in social interactions. According to this per-
spective, the more power the instigator has,
the greater their ability to impose disadvan-
tages on the target, resulting in more adverse
consequences. It is suggested that supervi-
sors possess more power than coworkers due
to their greater control over organizational
resources or relationships [17; 62].

Third, the results indicated that collectiv-
ist value orientation moderates the effect of
coworker incivility on employee’s affective job
insecurity. This finding represents a ground-
breaking exploration into the interplay be-
tween cultural values and workplace incivil-
ity. To the best of our knowledge, this is the
first time the interaction effect of collectivist
value orientation and coworker incivility has
been examined. Thus, our study expands the
nomological network of coworker incivility by
introducing collectivist value orientation as a
potential moderator. This novel contribution
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underscores the importance of considering
cultural factors in understanding and address-
ing workplace incivility.

Fourth, our study findings from Viet-
nam offer valuable insights into workplace
incivility within a cultural context that has
been underrepresented in prior research [2;
25]. Conducted in Vietnam, where cultural
values such as collectivism and high power
distance are prominent [28; 68], our re-
search enriches our understanding of work-
place incivility in an Asian country. This
adds to the understanding of workplace
incivility which has primarily been studied
in Western cultures characterized by indi-
vidualism and low power distance.

Furthermore, our hypothesis regarding
the moderating effect of collectivist value on
the relationship between supervisor incivil-
ity and affective job insecurity was not sup-
ported. However, this should be interpreted
cautiously because it could result from insuffi-
cient statistical power to identify moderation
effects [61] as the current sample size was rela-
tively small. Therefore, it is incumbent upon
future researchers to address this limitation by
employing larger sample sizes to enhance the
robustness and generalizability of findings.
By ensuring adequate statistical power, sub-
sequent investigations can more effectively
elucidate the nuanced interplay between col-
lectivist value orientation, supervisor incivili-
ty, and affective job insecurity. Moreover, em-
ploying diverse methodological approaches,
such as longitudinal designs or experimental
manipulations, can provide additional insights
into these dynamic relationships.

Practical Implications

This study provides practical implications
that can help organizations address workplace
incivility. First, it underscores the importance
of providing training and support for employ-
ees who may experience incivility in their
interactions with colleagues and supervisors.
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Civility training for employees may be helpful
because both positive and negative reciproc-
ity between the two parties of the interaction
depend on the quality of social relationships
[69]. By equipping employees with the skills
and resources to effectively manage work-
place incivility, organizations can mitigate its
negative impact on employee well-being and
job performance [46; 67].

Second, our study suggests that HR
practices aimed at addressing workplace in-
civility should take employees’ collectivist
value orientation into account. By aligning
civility initiatives with employees’ cultural
norms and values, organizations can improve
the efficacy of interventions and cultivate a
positive organizational climate that fosters
mutual respect and collaboration among
employees [73]. For instance, in workplaces
where employees exhibit a strong collectivist
orientation, promoting norms that empha-
size harmonious social interactions becomes
paramount for creating a positive work at-
mosphere [56]. Therefore, civility training
initiatives in such settings should prioritize
enhancing peer interactions. Conversely, in
environments where employees demonstrate
lower levels of collectivism, the focus of ci-
vility training may need to be adjusted to
emphasize improving interactions with col-
leagues and supervisors [38; 39].

Third, organizations should implement
clear policies to address workplace incivility.
Establishing well-defined behavioral expecta-
tions, along with consequences for violations,
is essential to maintaining a respectful and
productive work environment. A zero-toler-
ance policy toward incivility, coupled with
a reporting mechanism that allows employ-
ees to safely report instances of disrespectful
behavior, can significantly reduce the occur-
rence of incivility [70]. To encourage employ-
ees to use this reporting system, organiza-
tions must ensure confidentiality and create a
straightforward, non-threatening process.



Finally, the study underscores the role
of job insecurity as a significant outcome of
workplace incivility, particularly when in-
civility stems from supervisors. To mitigate
the uncertainty and anxiety caused by job
insecurity, organizations should communi-
cate clearly about job stability and poten-
tial career development opportunities [57].
Moreover, it is essential for organizations
to offer support systems, such as counseling
services and employee assistance programs,
to help employees cope with the emotional
and psychological effects of job insecurity
[37]. These measures can support employ-
ees in managing stress and improve their
overall job satisfaction.

Conclusion

In conclusion, this study advances our
understanding of workplace incivility by
examining its sources and cultural contexts.
The findings show that both coworker and
supervisor incivility significantly increase
employees’ affective job insecurity, with
supervisor incivility having a more substan-
tial impact. This supports the dyadic rela-
tional perspective, which emphasizes the
influence of power dynamics in social in-
teractions. Additionally, the study reveals
that collectivist value orientation moder-
ates the effect of coworker incivility on job
insecurity, highlighting the role of cultural
factors in shaping employees’ responses to
incivility. However, the moderating effect
of collectivist values on the relationship
between supervisor incivility and job in-
security was not supported, possibly due
to sample size limitations. By focusing on
Vietnamese organizations, this research ad-
dresses gaps in the literature and provides
valuable insights into workplace incivility
within a high power distance and collectiv-
ist cultural context. These findings under-
score the need for culturally sensitive HR
practices and interventions to mitigate the
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adverse effects of incivility and promote a
supportive work environment. Future re-
search should continue to explore these dy-
namics across diverse cultural settings.

Limitation

There are several limitations in this
study that must be considered when eval-
uating the results. First, the use of self-
reported data highlights issues of com-
mon-method bias [52]. There are also two
related concerns: (1) causality only can be
speculated; and (2) because of relying on
self-report, this study needs triangulation
(i.e., using other methods of measurement)
to reach greater confidence that internal
validity is established [60].

Second, our research focused solely on
the influence of coworker and supervisor
incivility on affective job insecurity, over-
looking other potential sources of workplace
incivility such as customer or client interac-
tions. Future studies could explore the dif-
ferential impacts of incivility from various
sources on employee outcomes to provide a
more comprehensive understanding of work-
place dynamics. Furthermore, while our
study examined the moderating effect of col-
lectivist value orientation on the relationship
between coworker incivility and affective
job insecurity, we did not investigate other
potential moderators. Future research could
explore additional individual and contextual
factors that may influence the impact of inci-
vility on employee outcomes, such as person-
ality traits, organizational climate, or cultur-
al dimensions beyond collectivism. Finally,
expanding the research to include diverse
cultural settings beyond Vietnam could en-
hance the generalizability of the findings.
Cross-cultural comparisons would help iden-
tify universal versus culture-specific aspects
of workplace incivility and its effects, thereby
contributing to a more comprehensive global
understanding of the phenomenon.
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