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Abstract

Across three independent studies, we explored mediators and moderators for the relationship
between supervisor incivility and emotional exhaustion. The current study investigated the
moderating effect of gender on the supervisor incivility-emotional exhaustion relationship via
rumination. Through an online survey, data was collected from 143 employees, mainly
recruited in Germany. Results showed that the effect of rumination on the relationship
between supervisor incivility and emotional exhaustion was significant for men, but not for
women. Consequently, it is important for companies to deploy zero-tolerance policies for
workplace incivility but also equip employees with protective mechanisms to reduce

ruminative thoughts.
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Introduction

In an unusual attempt to research supervisor incivility, we searched the streaming platform Netflix
for movies or TV shows on bad supervisor behavior. Interestingly, mostly comedies, such as “The
Devil Wears Prada”, “The Office”, or “Horrible Bosses”, were among the top search results.
Sadly though — Hollywood aside — workplace mistreatment is a real and substantial problem in
organizations that comes in many shapes and forms (Dhanani, LaPalme, and Joseph 2021; Schyns
and Schilling 2013). Various research directions have evolved over the last two decades,
exploring different types of mistreatments, including mobbing, bullying, social undermining,
emotional abuse, incivility or abusive supervision (Hershcovis 2011). Although many types of
mistreatments overlap in specific characteristics, they vary in their source (e.g., supervisors,
coworkers, customers), motivation (ambiguous intent vs intent), and severity (low intensity vs

high intensity; Hershcovis 2011).

In the current study, we explore supervisor incivility, a dimension of workplace incivility, which
also falls under the broad concept of destructive leadership. Supervisor incivility is uncivil
behavior directed at an employee by a supervisor in the form of unpleasant remarks, gossip, or
sarcasm (Reio 2011). The low intensity and ambiguity in the intent to harm distinguish supervisor
incivility from other forms of destructive leadership, such as abusive supervision (Andersson and
Pearson 1999). This could be, for example, a disparaging remark, ignoring a subordinate, or
spreading a rumor. Because of this ambiguity of behavior, it is difficult for victims to determine
the cause of incivility and control it (Cortina 2008). Over the last years, various studies have
explored the impact of supervisor incivility on employee outcomes. Some of the findings include,
for example, the adverse effects on employees’ intrinsic motivation, job satisfaction, task, and
citizenship performance (Jawahar and Schreurs 2018; Lim and Lee 2011; Liu et al. 2020), or the
positive relation to anxiety, depression, job stress, and emotional exhaustion (Han, Kim, and Hur

2021; Lim and Lee 2011). The latter is particularly worrying in a society where burnout is on the
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rise, notably affecting the youth (Deloitte 2018). Job burnout is a psychological syndrome
resulting from excessive job demands and interpersonal pressures at the workplace (Maslach,
Schaufeli, and Leiter 2001) and is based on three key dimensions — exhaustion, cynicism, and
inefficacy. Emotional exhaustion describes the feeling of physical and emotional depletion
(Halbesleben and Buckley 2004), cynicism refers to a negative, detached attitude toward several
job-related aspects, and inefficacy describes a feeling of being unproductive and incompetent at
work (Maslach, Schaufeli, and Leiter 2001). Of all three factors, emotional exhaustion is the most
widely reported dimension because it reflects the stress dimension of burnout that is commonly
seen as the core of this complex syndrome (Maslach, Schaufeli, and Leiter 2001). According to
previous research, emotional exhaustion is stronger related to certain work-related outcome
variables (e.g., turnover intentions) than the other dimensions (Lee and Ashforth 1996).
Therefore, the current study looks at how supervisor incivility is linked to emotional exhaustion.
Because incivility is a chronic stressor (Cortina et al. 2001), we argue that it severely impacts

states of emotional exhaustion by continuously depleting individuals’ emotional resources.

While various studies have found that supervisor incivility damages employee well-being, we
identified several gaps that we aim to address and which we consider our contributions to existing

research.

First, we address the call for further research examining potential mediators (Schilpzand, De
Pater, and Erez 2016), by considering negative affect, rumination, and technology invasion as
mechanisms that impact the relationship between supervisor incivility and emotional exhaustion.
We use the Conservation of Resources (COR) theory (Hobfoll 1989) to explain this relationship.
The COR model proposes that individuals possess resources to fulfil their central needs and that
stress arises when those resources are threatened. This might happen due to increased job
demands or a lack of resource return following considerable effort (Hobfoll 2001). We argue that

supervisor incivility, such as ongoing rude remarks or ignorance, is a process through which
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employees lose resources. Individuals who experience bad supervisor behavior might react with
negative emotions, engage in ruminative thoughts that keep them fixated on the negative
incidents, or feel their lives increasingly invaded by technology. In an attempt to control these

emotions and behaviors, individuals lose further resources and burn out over time (Hobfoll 2001).

Second, we consider potential moderators to understand the nuances of the relationships
mentioned above. Our moderators are related to personal and social characteristics, i.e., we seek to
determine whether the mediating effects on the supervisor incivility-emotional exhaustion
relationship differ among women and men, and whether loneliness and core self-evaluations make
individuals more or less vulnerable to experiences of uncivil supervisor behavior. We include
moderators because, based on our understanding of the most affected individuals, we can provide
better recommendations for corrective and preventive actions. Understanding the mechanisms
through which incivility affects work and non-work outcomes, as well as identifying resources
that can alleviate the negative effects of supervisor incivility, is crucial to design better workplaces
(Dedahanov, Miao, and Semyonov 2021; Jawahar and Schreurs 2018; Schilpzand, De Pater, and

Erez 2016).

Third, we argue that recent global events like the Covid-19 pandemic have given rise to new
perspectives and insights into the existing problems of supervisor incivility and emotional
exhaustion, as the intensity and prevalence of both conditions may have grown. Among others,
we see raising job insecurities due to economic instability, physical distance from colleagues and
supervisors, and personal crisis-related concerns as factors that can increase conflict between
supervisors and subordinates. We aim to provide insights into the relationship between supervisor
incivility and emotional exhaustion at a time where we believe that Covid-19 has an ongoing
strong impact on our lives. After all, it will be particularly interesting to see whether we can
observe the effects that we anticipate based on previous empirical evidence and theoretical

frameworks in the current time.
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To put it in a nutshell, our analyses will be guided by the following research questions: What
factors mediate the relationship between supervisor incivility and emotional exhaustion? Who is
at risk of emotional exhaustion, and what characteristics make people more vulnerable or resilient
in the face of incivility? Finally, in this era of heightened vulnerability, are we witnessing the

patterns that we expect based on our theoretical framework and earlier empirical evidence?

We conducted three conceptually and methodologically similar studies to answer these questions,
each using a separate individual sample of employed individuals, mainly recruited from Germany
and Austria during September and October 2021. At that time, Covid-19 had already been present
for over a year and a half, and several lockdown phases had been bridged. Though contact and
travel restrictions were largely relaxed during those two months, many companies have retained
their virtual workplace concepts. The report begins with a common section on the relevant
theoretical frameworks and includes the hypothesis about the relationship between supervisor
incivility and emotional exhaustion. Our results are then presented in three individual sections,
each with its own set of hypotheses about mediating and moderating factors. Study 1 examined
the moderating effect of core self-evaluations on the relationship between supervisor incivility and
emotional exhaustion via negative affect. Study 2 focused on the indirect effect of supervisor
incivility on emotional exhaustion via increased rumination and the conditional effects of gender
on this relationship. Study 3 analyzed whether the relationship between supervisor incivility and
emotional exhaustion via technology invasion is moderated by loneliness. Lastly, we end this
report with a joint discussion, summarizing our findings across the three studies and providing

final remarks for future research.
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Theoretical framework and hypotheses development

Workplace incivility

Workplace mistreatment is a phenomenon that represents stressful working conditions for
employees around the globe and can be defined as “interpersonal behavior aimed at intentionally
harming another employee in the workplace” (Bowling and Beehr 2006, 998). The broad term
“workplace mistreatment” encompasses different forms of interpersonal abuse, for example,
physical violence, aggression, bullying, sexual harassment, discrimination, abusive supervision,
and incivility (Dhanani, LaPalme, and Joseph 2021). In the current study, we focus on workplace
incivility because it seems to affect employees on a large scale. In fact, researchers have identified
incivility as the most prevalent form of harmful workplace behavior in a recent meta-analytical
estimate, with prevalence rates ranging from 16% for bullying to 75% for incivility (Dhanani,

LaPalme, and Joseph 2021).

Workplace incivility was first defined by Andersson and Pearson (1999) as “low-intensity deviant
workplace behavior with an ambiguous intent to harm the target, in violation of workplace norms
for mutual respect” (1999, p. 457). In the last two decades, the construct has received great
attention from researchers showing that incivility is indeed a universal problem, that affects
employees around the globe, in various jobs and professions and across cultures (Schilpzand, De
Pater, and Erez 2016). In addition, it seems to be increasingly common in the workplace. A major
study with over 14,000 participants across the United States and Canada has indicated that 98% of
U.S. employees encounter incivility, and 50% experience it at least once a week (Porath and

Pearson 2013).

The mild severity of incivility, as well as the lack of evident intent to harm, separate the construct
from other forms of workplace mistreatment (Andersson and Pearson 1999; Schilpzand, De Pater,

and Erez 2016). Rather than being openly shouted at, or physically attacked, victims of workplace
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incivility experience more subtle and covert mistreatment. Examples of uncivil behavior include
withholding information, talking condescendingly to or about others, or paying little attention to
someone’s statements (Porath and Pearson 2010). Importantly, it is a subjective phenomenon
because it reflects how people interpret certain actions and how these actions make them feel
(Porath and Pearson 2010). This implies that two people with different characteristics may
analyze the same behavior as more or less uncivil, but also that certain behavior may be
interpreted as uncivil by the victim, while the instigator claims their actions were unintentional or
harmless (Porath and Pearson 2010). Being confronted with such ambiguous behaviors may be
extremely stressful for employees as they try to make sense of the situation, and need to decide
whether or how to respond (Lim, Cortina, and Magley 2008). Furthermore, workplace incivility
has been defined as a chronic stressor (Cortina et al. 2001; Lim, Cortina, and Magley 2008) —
rather than an acute stressor — that occurs over an extended period combined with ambiguous

onsets and offsets (Hepburn, Loughlin, and Barling 1997).

As research on the topic has evolved in recent years, different concepts have emerged to explain
antecedents of incivility. One factor is organizational pressures such as major changes causing
uncertainty (e.g., restructuring, mergers) or inappropriate expectations (e.g., high demands,
compressed deadlines; Pearson and Porath 2005). Furthermore, uncivil behavior may be a
reaction to organizational forms of power such as discipline or force (Lawrence and Robinson
2007). Higher-level members of the organization use their power to persuade their subordinates to
behave in certain ways (Townley 1993), which may cause frustration among employees and
ultimately result in deviant behavior (Lawrence and Robinson 2007). Aside from these
organizational antecedents, experiencing workplace aggression is a potential source of uncivil
behavior (Hauge, Skogstad, and Einarsen 2009). Incivility can even cause a vicious circle as

victims of uncivil behavior tend to retaliate by acting uncivil themselves (Jex et al. 2010). Ina
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study by Gallus et al. (2014), 70% of participants indicated to be both victims and perpetrators of
incivility.

Numerous studies have also demonstrated the detrimental outcomes of incivility. Those who are
victims of incivility, evidently experience affective outcomes such as increased levels of stress,
depression or negative emotions (Bunk and Magley 2013; Cortina et al. 2001; Lim and Lee 2011).
Concretely, researchers have found that incivility positively relates to feelings of anger, guilt,
sadness and fear (Bunk and Magley 2013). Attitudinal outcomes of workplace incivility include
lower job satisfaction (Cortina et al. 2001) and reduced commitment to the organization (Lim and
Teo 2009). Researchers argue that when employees perceive that they are not treated as desired,
their trust in the organization decreases, and they may respond in ways that are detrimental to the
organization (Lim and Teo 2009). Building on this, incivility is also related to counterproductive
behavioral outcomes such as turnover intentions (Lim, Cortina, and Magley 2008). In addition to
employee outcomes, this can commit to negative financial consequences for the employer

(Schilpzand, De Pater, and Erez 2016).

Although the destructive impact of incivility is evident, there have been calls to analyze the
nuances of types of incivility more closely (Schilpzand, De Pater, and Erez 2016). While in earlier
years of incivility research, little attention was put on the distinction of workplace incivility,

recent literature differentiates between different sources of workplace incivility, including
supervisor, coworker, and customer incivility (Jawahar and Schreurs 2018), as well as different
types of incivility, namely experienced, witnessed, or instigated incivility (Holm, Torkelson, and
Backstrom 2015; Schilpzand, De Pater, and Erez 2016).

Of all the types of incivility, experienced incivility is the best studied. It implies being the target of
an uncivil act at the workplace (Schilpzand, De Pater, and Erez 2016). For witnessed incivility,
research is still developing, while some studies discovered similar impacts as for experienced

incivility, such as decreased well-being and lower task performance of witnesses (Porath and Erez
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2009). Lastly, instigated incivility brings the perpetrator of the misbehavior into focus. Here,
research examines what causes uncivil behavior and what effects uncivil behavior has on

offenders (Schilpzand, De Pater, and Erez 2016).

Looking at the different sources of incivility, research has shown that supervisor, coworker, and
customer incivility share equal characteristics in how incivility is enacted, but that they differ in
terms of (organizational) authority (Reio 2011), perceived threat, and continuity of the situation
(Walker, van Jaarsveld, and Skarlicki 2014). Concretely, there is empirical evidence that victims
of workplace incivility perceive mistreatment by their superior as more unfair than mistreatment
by a subordinate (Guinsoy 2020), feel more embarrassed and frustrated (Lim, Cortina, and Magley
2008), and experience more discomfort (Moon et al. 2021). For this report, we focus on
supervisor incivility as it seems to have the most detrimental impact on employees. Recent calls to
investigate the nuances of different forms of incivility more closely reinforce our approach of

focusing on one specific source of incivility (Schilpzand, De Pater, and Erez 2016).

Subsequently, we look into the concept of destructive leadership, as the general perspective on

leadership brings us closer to workplace incivility enacted by a supervisor.

Destructive leadership

The leader role is undoubtedly a key position that, through its particular position of power,
strongly influences both the business and social context in the work environment (Einarsen,
Aasland, and Skogstad 2007). Regarding literature, leadership is one of the most studied and
researched topics in management and organizational behavior, as it plays a crucial role in today’s
management education and business success (Pandey et al. 2021; Itzkovich, Heilbrunn, and
Aleksic 2020). While research on leadership has grown tremendously, many past studies and
papers concentrated on constructive leadership, i.e., the positive side of leadership. Since it is

evident that, amongst others, bad leadership has severe consequences on employees and business
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outcomes, more and more papers on the darker side of leadership (Itzkovich, Heilbrunn, and
Aleksic 2020), i.e., destructive leadership, have been published.

A widespread definition of destructive leadership goes back to Einarsen, Aarsland and Skogstad
(2007), who described the issue as “the systematic and repeated behavior by a leader, supervisor
or manager that violates the legitimate interest of the organization by undermining and/or
sabotaging the organization’s goals, tasks, resources and effectiveness and/or the motivation,
well-being or job satisfaction of his/her subordinates” (2007, p. 208). The authors categorize their
definition as a holistic idea of destructive leadership, that covers all physical and literal forms of
behavior, including physical and verbal (e.g., hitting and cursing), or passive and active (e.g.,
gossiping and insulting) aggression (Einarsen, Aasland, and Skogstad 2007). Since the previous
idea is very broad, a subsequent definition of the concept narrows the leadership component to
being “a process in which over a longer period of time the activities, experiences and/or
relationships of an individual or the members of a group are repeatedly influenced by their
supervisor in a way that is perceived as hostile and/or obstructive” (Schyns and Schilling 2013, p.
141). With this definition, the authors explicitly identify the supervisor as the source of the

problem, which emphasizes a top-down direction of abuse (Tepper 2007).

As we can see from the last two definitions, the dividing line between two different concepts is
minimal. In a summary of different forms of destructive leadership, Schyns and Schilling (2013)
show that in only a few years, several versions of a somewhat equal idea have emerged in
research. The summary includes “abusive supervision” (Tepper 2000), the “abusive leader”
(Hornstein 1996), the “petty tyrant” (Ashforth 1994), “bullies” (Namie and Namie 2000) and
“toxic leaders” (Lipman-Blumen 2006), to name only a few. Although the multitude of definitions
of quite similar concepts may seem complicating at first glance, being as precise as possible is a
central aspect for further research. So, having delineated the leadership component to the

supervisor, the aspects of intention and intensity in destructive behavior remain to be questioned.
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In the past two decades, a line of research has emerged that particularly examines negative
leadership behavior in the workplace that is less intense and overt — incivility (Namie and Namie
2000). In our paper, we aim to focus our attention on this relatively new and less frequently
explored addition to the field of negative leadership (Schilpzand, De Pater, and Erez 2016), and
examine supervisor incivility — a sub-component of workplace incivility. Thus, we aim to
contribute to the growing body of research on the outcomes of uncivil supervisor behavior

(Anjum et al. 2021; Kabat-Farr, Walsh, and McGonagle 2019; Shin and Hur 2020).

Supervisor incivility

Supervisor incivility is among the most harmful forms of workplace incivility (Lim, Cortina, and
Magley 2008) and can be classified as destructive leadership. Building on the previously
mentioned characteristics of workplace incivility, it describes uncivil behavior in the form of rude
remarks, gossip, sarcasm, or else directed toward an employee by a supervisor (Reio 2011). We
put our focus on this specific form of mistreatment, since even though we know that supervisor
incivility has major impacts on the well-being and job performance of subordinates, as well as on
the organization’s outcomes (€.g., Shin and Hur 2020; Porath and Pearson 2010; Jawahar and
Schreurs 2018), we only know little about this connection in the current situation influenced by
the Covid-19 pandemic. Also, we concentrate on the supervisor because previous research has
shown that individuals with greater power are more likely to engage in uncivil behavior than
individuals with equal or less power (i.e. coworkers and subordinates) (Cortina et al. 2001). For
example, respondents in a study reported that they experienced higher levels of incivility from
their supervisors than from their co-workers and subordinates (Lim and Lee 2011). Similarly,
60% of all reported workplace incivility incidents involve an employee being treated poorly by a
person superior to him or her (Porath and Pearson 2010). This might be due to the fact that
supervisors are in a better position to treat others poorly without having to fear sanctions (compare

Lim, Cortina, and Magley 2008).
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Researchers suggest that it is generally difficult to cope with incivility because the intent
underlying incivility is ambiguous, i.e., it is challenging for employees to determine its cause,
which in turn leads to reduced perceptions of control (Cortina 2008). Also, as workplace incivility
Is categorized as a chronic stressor (Cortina et al. 2001; Lim, Cortina, and Magley 2008), victims
of uncivil supervisor behavior are on a constant stress level (Cho et al. 2016). Since the supervisor
is in a powerful position to reward or allocate resources (Giinsoy 2020), incivility exerted by an
authority figure puts the target in an even more stressful situation, which can result in a variety of
consequences (Kabat-Farr, Walsh, and McGonagle 2019). Concretely, supervisor incivility
negatively affects employees’ work engagement, creativity, work ability, and task performance

(Jawahar and Schreurs 2018; Kabat-Farr, Walsh, and McGonagle 2019; Liu et al. 2020).

As indicated above, some of these studies have found that outcomes of incivility are worse when
the perpetrator is a supervisor vs. a coworker. For example, job satisfaction and organizational
commitment among employees was lower when the perpetrator of incivility was a manager (vs. a
subordinate) in a study by Moon et al. (2021). Furthermore, supervisor incivility can also lead to
negative employee feelings and attitudes such as anxiety, depression, insomnia symptoms and job

stress (Lim and Lee 2011; Demsky et al. 2019).

Although an increasing body of research has examined the effects of supervisor incivility on
employee outcomes in recent years, some gaps remain. While numerous studies have focused on
employee performance outcomes (Jawahar and Schreurs 2018; Shin, Lee, and Hur 2021; Shin and
Hur 2020), only a few researchers have provided recent evidence of emotional outcomes (Fritz,
Park, and Shepherd 2019). We therefore focus on emotional exhaustion as a potential outcome of
supervisor incivility, since it is a major factor in the development of burnout (Maslach, Schaufeli,
and Leiter 2001). Relating to its chronic nature, we argue that supervisor incivility is particularly

likely to increase employees’ states of feeling exhausted. Rather than having to cope with single
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incidents of bad behavior, employees are repeatedly confronted with rude remarks, ignorance, or

such like, which might put a constant strain on their well-being.

Supervisor incivility and emotional exhaustion

According to Maslach and Jackson (1982), burnout is a syndrome that is characterized by the
three components emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, and lack of personal accomplishment.
Emotional exhaustion represents the stress component of burnout and is the most often reported
dimension. Individuals who are emotionally exhausted feel drained and deprived of their
emotional and physical resources as a result of accumulated stress (Maslach and Jackson 1982).
That is, they are left without the resources they need to successfully perform their job. The
interpersonal context dimension of burnout is represented by the depersonalization or cynicism
component which describes a negative, detached attitude toward job-related aspects (Maslach and
Jackson 1982). Depersonalization is a common reaction to emotional exhaustion (Halbesleben
and Buckley 2004). Lack of personal accomplishment or inefficacy is based on self-evaluation
and refers to a perceived lack of productivity and incompetence at work (Maslach, Schaufeli, and
Leiter 2001). Hence, burning out is a long-term process, and symptoms are primarily mental and
behavioral, rather than physical (Maslach and Schaufeli 1993).

Initially, burnout was studied almost exclusively among human services professions (Maslach and
Jackson 1982). Later research indicated that burnout is a syndrome that occurs across a variety of
professions (W. Schaufeli 2003). For example, empirical evidence has shown that job demands
were significantly correlated with burnout across a group of human professionals (e.g., nurses,
social workers, and teachers) and a group of other professionals (e.g., insurance agents, engineers,
and technicians; Shirom and Melamed 2006). At the same time, burnout has been conceptualized
as a construct that may occur outside the occupational domain, for example, couple burnout
(Pines 1996; Pamuk and Durmus 2015) or parental burnout that is characterized by a state of

exhaustion and perceived ineffectiveness concerning an individual’s parental role (Mikolajczak et
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al. 2018). This work, however, will focus on burnout symptoms in a work-related context and
define job burnout as a psychological syndrome that develops as a result of excessive job

demands and interpersonal pressures at the workplace (Maslach, Schaufeli, and Leiter 2001).

Job burnout has been on the rise in recent years. In a Gallup poll of 7,500 full-time employees
(Wigert and Agrawal 2018), 23% indicated that they feel burned out at work very often or always,
while almost 50% report feeling it sometimes. These high numbers are extremely alarming
because the consequences of burnout are detrimental. Burnout has been found to positively
correlate with turnover intentions, and negatively correlate with job satisfaction (J. Lee et al.
2011). Furthermore, emotional exhaustion, in particular, was found to be negatively correlated
with organizational commitment, job performance, and organizational citizenship behavior
(Cropanzano, Rupp, and Byrne 2003). Our study therefore aims to further explore the

mechanisms linking incivility and emotional exhaustion as a component of burnout.

COR theory (Hobfoll 1989) has emerged as the most widely accepted theory for describing the
mechanisms that lead to burnout (Halbesleben and Buckley 2004). The COR model proposes that
individuals have limited resources which they use to fulfil their central needs, and that stress
emerges when those resources are threatened (Hobfoll 2001). Resources may be classified into
physical resources (e.g., personal health), cognitive resources (e.g., ability to organize things),
financial resources (e.g., salary and pension), social resources (e.g., family stability) and
motivational resources (Wang 2007; Hobfoll 2001). A perceived threat of resource loss may be
directly linked to the workplace or the non-work environment. Related to the non-work domain,
empirical evidence suggests that negative personal life events are positively related to professional
burnout. Concretely, experiencing a major illness was found to be strongly associated with
burnout (Dyrbye et al. 2006). Threats of resource loss in the workplace are typically linked to job
characteristics (especially quantitative job demands) or organizational characteristics such as the

management environment (Maslach, Schaufeli, and Leiter 2001). An initial resource threat may
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be only recognized as a stressor, but prolonged loss or threat is considered to lead to burnout
(Hobfoll 2001). In the current study, we argue that supervisor incivility represents a threat to an
employee’s resource of a positive supervisor relationship. It is a particularly serious threat because
it is a chronic stressor (Cortina et al. 2001) and because its ambiguous nature leads to reduced

perceptions of control (Cortina 2008).

Another premise of the COR model is that the impact of resource losses is greater than the impact
of resource gains, and that resource loss has a spiraling nature (Hobfoll 2001). When resources are
lost, a protection mechanism activates, and individuals invest other resources to counter the
primary resource loss. When these loss control strategies prove to be inefficient, the resources that
are required to regulate emotions and behaviors deplete ever more rapidly, and a downward spiral
sets off (Hobfoll 2001). Job demands, therefore, are decisive in the development of burnout than
resources are when it comes to protecting individuals against burnout (Hobfoll and Freedy 1993).
For this reason, we focus on how to prevent supervisor incivility as a potential cause of resource

loss, rather than identifying positive leadership styles that might promote resource gain.

In addition, researchers have identified differences in antecedents among the three key dimensions
of burnout. Looking at emotional exhaustion, Lee and Ashforth’s (1996) have found that work
overload (i.e., job demands) was more strongly related to emotional exhaustion than social
support (i.e., resources). The cynicism and inefficacy components, in contrast, tended to be more
related to resource variables than to job demand variables. Similarly, job stress and over-
involvement, experienced time pressure, role conflict, and role ambiguity (job demands) have
been found to be most closely associated with emotional exhaustion (Lee et al. 2011; Maslach,
Schaufeli, and Leiter 2001). Supervisor incivility may represent such a type of increased job
demands that most strongly promotes emotional exhaustion. Previous research supports this

notion (Cho et al. 2016; Rahim and Cosby 2016). In a study with restaurant frontline service
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employees, workplace incivility was positively related to emotional exhaustion, which in turn

negatively impacted job service performance (Cho et al. 2016).

The Covid-19 pandemic may have amplified these effects. Levels of experienced supervisor
incivility may have risen due to increased fear, stress, and social isolation in the wake of the
pandemic. At the same time, Covid-19 may present an additional environmental stressor to
employees’ resources, making them more vulnerable to further resource losses through
experienced supervisor incivility, as proposed by COR theory (Hobfoll 2001). In a study with
frontline service employees, the negative indirect effect of customer incivility on job performance
via emotional exhaustion was significantly stronger during the pandemic than before the
pandemic (Hwang, Hur, and Shin 2021). We therefore want to highlight the urgency of

examining these effects in the light of a particularly vulnerable time.

Drawing on COR theory (Hobfoll 1989), we therefore argue that supervisor incivility is positively

related to emotional exhaustion as a component of burnout.

H1. Supervisor incivility will be positively related to emotional exhaustion.

Even though researchers have studied the relationship between supervisor incivility and emotional
exhaustion, we have limited knowledge of the mechanisms linking the two constructs. In the
current study, we aim to extend prior research by examining why individuals burn out when
experiencing supervisor incivility and propose emotional processes, cognitive appraisal, and
overuse of technology as mediating mechanisms. Concretely, we look at negative affect,
rumination, and technology invasion as such possible mediators for the relationship between

supervisor incivility and emotional exhaustion.

In addition, we contribute to the discussion on potential moderators of the supervisor incivility-
emotional exhaustion relationship by examining under which circumstances individuals feel

emotionally drained as a result of uncivil supervisor behavior. Researchers have already analyzed
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various aspects to understand why some people burn out, and others do not. Demographic
variables (e.g., gender, education, age), personality characteristics (e.g., big five personality
characteristics), and job attitudes (e.g., high expectations regarding the likelihood of achieving
success) have been suggested to be unique employee characteristics in the relationship between
job demands and burnout (Maslach, Schaufeli, and Leiter 2001). From a resource perspective
(COR theory), we aim to examine the moderating effects of variables that are related to personal
and social characteristics. Employees with certain characteristics may be able to allocate more or
less resources to regulate work-related emotions and behaviors while experiencing a resource loss
due to uncivil treatment. Concretely, we examine the moderating effect of core self-evaluations,

gender, and loneliness.
Research questions and study design

Based on our theoretical framework, we propose the following research questions to be answered
by our studies: How does supervisor incivility contribute to emotional exhaustion, i.e., what are
the mediators of the relationship between supervisor incivility and emotional exhaustion? Which
characteristics make individuals more vulnerable or more resilient when facing incivility, i.e.,
what are the moderators of this process? And finally, are the patterns aligned with the theoretical
framework and prior empirical evidence in a time that is characterized by extreme vulnerability?

Figure 1 depicts our full model.

Figure 1: Full model

Core Self-
Evaluations

Loneliness

Negative
Affect

Supervisor -+ Rumination
Incivility

Emotional
Exhaustion

Technology
Invasion
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In the following sections, three individual studies will be presented. Each study will first build on
the existing theoretical framework and provide further context on the examined mediating and
moderating variables. Then, the results of testing the respective sub-model will be analyzed.
While the three studies are based on individually collected samples, we all followed the same
procedure and will use the full sample to re-test our hypotheses and give more weight to our

individual findings, given the added statistical power of using a larger sample (Cohen 1992).

We all carried out a study with a time-lagged design to collect data in three moments in time, with
a one-week time lag between them. Using a snowballing sampling method, we reached out to
people from our personal networks and asked them to forward the survey link to their friends,
colleagues, and families. In order to be able to reflect on the presence of emotional exhaustion
among the youth, participants recruited for our study were mainly young professionals. In fact, a
study in the US revealed that burnout, as a possible consequence of emotional exhaustion, notably
affects the youth. Compared to 77% of all respondents, 84% of millennials have experienced

burnout in their current job (Deloitte 2018).

Together, we collected 609 surveys in time 1 and 446 surveys in time 2. The final matching
sample (t1-t3) was 379 participants (62% of the original time 1 sample). The majority of
participants were female (62%), and German (71%) or Austrian (19%), and the average age was
30.0 years (SD = 10.63; ranging from 17 to 64). Most respondents worked either in the consulting
(17.8%) or in the technology (10.3%) industry, followed by banking and finance (8.2%) and
education (7.5%). The sample was mostly single (73.8%) and well-educated, with 33.7% holding

a master’s degree or higher and 19.5% holding a Bachelor’s degree
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Study 2: The roles of rumination and gender (Lena Bierl)

Rumination as a mediator

In the current study, we examine the potential mediating effect of rumination on the supervisor
incivility-emotional exhaustion relationship. Rumination generally refers to repetitive, negative
thoughts that circle around a certain topic (Martin and Tesser 1996). In the work context,
rumination is characterized as having recurring thoughts about negative work situations that may
continue even after working hours (Frone 2015). Ruminative thoughts are multifaceted, with
“problem-focused thoughts”, “counterfactual thinking”, “repetitive thoughts”, and “anticipatory
thoughts” being suggested as subcomponents by literature (Tanner et al. 2013). While problem-
focused thoughts refer to repetitive thinking about causes and consequences of one’s distress, and
reflect an inability to solve problems, counterfactual thinking involves thoughts about alternative
outcomes. Repetitive thoughts reflect the traditional conception of rumination as they highlight
the frequency of occurring thoughts. In addition, this component points to the idea that ruminative

thoughts are unintentional and difficult to control (Martin and Tesser 1996). Finally, anticipatory

thoughts involve ruminating about future eventualities (Tanner et al. 2013).

Various explanations exist as to why people ruminate. According to goal-process theory,
rumination is based on a perceived discrepancy in goal progress, meaning that ruminative
thoughts develop when a goal is maintained despite obstacles in accomplishing it (Martin and
Tesser 1996). While individuals ruminate primarily over goals that they believe are central to their
well-being, they may also ruminate when the frustration of not achieving a series of lower-level
goals mounts (Martin and Tesser 1996). A higher-order goal for employees might be to have a
stable, positive connection with their supervisor. While a single act of incivility may go unnoticed,
a series of subtle, negative remarks may put the goal's achievement at risk and encourage

rumination. Preliminary research also suggests that supervisor incivility relates positively to

-33-
Individual Section



rumination (Demsky et al. 2019; Fritz, Park, and Shepherd 2019). We therefore argue that

supervisor incivility is positively related to rumination.

In addition, we argue that ruminating after having experienced supervisor incivility may be
harmful to individuals’ well-being because it takes away resources. COR theory posits that
individuals deploy resources when they are confronted with work stressors (Hobfoll 1989), but
effective coping strategies may prevent the actual loss of resources (Hobfoll 2001). Coping is
defined as “cognitive and behavioral efforts to manage specific external and/or internal demands”
(Lazarus and Folkman 1984, 141). It can either be adaptive and helpful to improve the situation,
or maladaptive (Wang et al. 2010). Hence, individuals are more likely to lose resources and

become unable to manage stress if their coping mechanisms are ineffective.

According to response styles theory, rumination is one of various emotion-focused coping
strategies in response to distress (Nolen-Hoeksema et al. 1991). In contrast to more adaptive
responses (e.g., reframing; seeking social support), rumination involves individuals focusing
passively on the symptoms of their distress, instead of deploying active problem-solving (Nolen-
Hoeksema and Jackson 2001). That is, individuals who are treated badly by their supervisor might
remain fixated on the negative incidents instead of taking action to address the uncivil behavior.
Relevant to this context, researchers have found that rumination impairs problem-solving abilities
(Lyubomirsky and Nolen-Hoeksema 1995), and is positively related to non-work outcomes such
as insomnia symptoms (Fritz, Park, and Shepherd 2019), anxiety and depression (Raes 2010).
This supports our notion that rumination may be an inadequate coping mechanism because it
sustains the stress that drains an employee’s resources (Dedahanov, Miao, and Semyonov 2021)
and eventually encourages burnout.

Thus, we also hypothesize that rumination may be one mechanism that explains the incivility-
emotional exhaustion relationship. Concretely, ruminative thoughts might be linked to negative

outcomes through perseverative cognition. Perseverative cognition is defined as “the repeated or
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chronic activation of the cognitive representation of one or more stressors” (Brosschot, Gerin, and
Thayer 2006, 114). As rumination involves repetitive and recurring thoughts about one’s distress,
it may be seen as a form of perseverative cognition (Demsky et al. 2019). According to the
perseverative cognition model of stress, sustained cognitive activation is a possible explanation
for the relationship between stress and strain. Hence, rumination might sustain cognitive
activation after experiencing supervisor incivility, which in turn increases strain outcomes.
Consistent with COR theory, we therefore argue that supervisor incivility represents workplace
stress that activates an ineffective coping mechanism, namely rumination as a form of sustained
cognitive activation, thereby draining cognitive and emotional resources and increasing levels of
emotional exhaustion. Evidence supports this suggestion. For example, researchers have found
that when individuals ruminate under supervisor incivility, insomnia symptoms increase (Demsky
et al. 2019; Fritz, Park, and Shepherd 2019). Hence, when employees hold on to their negative
work experiences and wonder why their supervisor ignores them, their sleep quality suffers. In
addition, co-worker incivility has led individuals to ruminate, which in turn increased burnout (He

et al. 2020).

Based on COR theory (Hobfoll 1989) and the perseverative cognition model (Brosschot, Pieper,
and Thayer 2005), we thus argue that when supervisors are uncivil, employees start to ruminate,

which depletes their resources and results in emotional exhaustion.

H4. The positive relationship between supervisor incivility and emotional exhaustion will be

mediated by rumination.

The moderating effect of gender
We also propose that gender acts as a buffer of the mediated relationship between supervisor
incivility and emotional exhaustion via negative rumination. Research on the relationship between

workplace incivility and gender has shown mixed results. First, it is unclear whether men and
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women experience equal levels of incivility at the workplace. Following the theory of selective
incivility (Cortina 2008), some studies indicate that women, being members of a traditional
minority group, are more frequently the target of incivility than men (Cortina et al. 2001; 2013;
Gabriel et al. 2018). While incivility toward women may be motivated by implicit stereotypic
attitudes, it could also be a cover for overt prejudice and antipathy (Cortina 2008). Again, these
findings highlight how problematic supervisor incivility is in light of its underlying uncertainties
and ambiguity. Contrary, authors of a study conducted in Asia found that men reported
experiencing incivility more frequently than women (S. Lim and Lee 2011). Culture
particularities are used by the authors to explain this counterintuitive finding. Because they rank
higher in the social hierarchy, Asian men may be more sensitive to disrespectful behavior than

Asian women (S. Lim and Lee 2011).

Generally, there appears to be a divide in how men and women experience conflict, but also how
they react to it (Loi, Loh, and Hine 2015). First, women and men may have different perceptions
of interpersonal relationships which in turn might lead to more or less severe responses to distress.
For example, women generally show greater sensitivity to nuances of the behaviors of others
(Hall 2006) and therefore may be more aware of and affected by interpersonal work-related issues
(Montgomery, Kane, and Vance 2004). In a study conducted by Abubakar (2018), gender
moderated the relationship between incivility and psychological distress. In fact, workplace
incivility had a greater influence on women’s level of psychological distress than on men’s.
Similarly, women indicated a higher tendency to ruminate in response to distress than men in

previous studies (Frone 2015; Nolen-Hoeksema and Jackson 2001).

Gender theory suggests several reasons as to why women would be more prone than men to
ruminate in response to distress, for example cultural norms, socialization, and gender
expectations (Nolen-Hoeksema and Jackson 2001). Generally, women and men appear to use

different coping strategies when confronted with uncivil behavior (e.g., Cortina et al. 2002). As a
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result of socialization and gender expectations, women seem to be more likely to apply problem-
solving and relationship-oriented positions (Heavey, Layne, and Christensen 1993) as well as
social support (Cortina et al. 2002) to manage conflicts. However, they also show the tendency to
engage in more passive coping strategies (Nolen-Hoeksema and Jackson 2001). When being
victimized, women tend to master their anger and avoid their instigators because they have been
socialized to avoid active self-defense that is seen as inappropriate for women (Rothleder 1992).
In contrast, research has shown that men tend to be more prone to openly retaliate and express

their anger when being confronted with mistreatment (Pearson, Andersson, and Porath 2000).

Going beyond socialization, women and men might react differently to incivility because they
have diverging perceptions about the controllability of stress. Previous research has shown that
women generally consider stressors as less manageable compared to men (Nolen-Hoeksema and
Jackson 2001; Matud 2004). Concretely, researchers found that the gender difference in
rumination appeared to be mediated by a variety of factors. Women reported more difficulty in
controlling sadness, fear, and anger, felt more responsible than men for maintaining positive
relationships, and felt less control over important events in their lives, and this contributed to their
tendency to ruminate (Nolen-Hoeksema and Jackson 2001). Further, selective incivility theory
(Cortina 2008) suggests that women may be more inclined than men to perceive uncivil incidents
as uncontrollable, when there is ambiguity about whether the uncivil behavior is a subtle form of

gender discrimination.

Still, there is no clarity on gender differences in work and non-work outcomes. Studies have also
reported that outcomes from workplace mistreatment are similar for women and men (Cortina et
al. 2001; 2002; S. Lim, Cortina, and Magley 2008). For example, women and men reported
comparable outcomes (e.g., work satisfaction and turnover intentions) in response to coworker
and supervisor incivility, although women faced more incivility than men (S. Lim, Cortina, and

Magley 2008).
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Combined, the frameworks mentioned above suggest that the effect of supervisor incivility on
emotional exhaustion via rumination should be different for women and men. Based on gender
theory, we suggest that the indirect effect will be stronger for women. Given the inconsistent
empirical findings, we believe it is critical to investigate the moderating effect of gender. The full

conceptual model is presented in Figure 5.

HS5. The positive relationship between supervisor incivility and emotional exhaustion via

rumination is moderated by gender, such that this relationship is stronger for women vs. men.

Figure 5: Conceptual moderated mediation model (Study 2)

Gender

\ Rumination

Supervisor Incivility

Emotional Exhaustion

v

Method

Sample and procedure

We carried out a study with a time-lagged design to test our model (Figure 5). Supervisor
incivility was measured at time 1, rumination at time 2, and emotional exhaustion at time 3, with a
one-week time lag between them. The use of time lags in study design is common in
organizational studies (Matthews and Toumbeva 2015), but also enabled us to avoid response bias

and reduce mortality rates during the data collection.

Using a snowballing sampling method to recruit participants, we contacted people from our

personal networks (via WhatsApp, LinkedIn, and Facebook) and asked them to share the
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invitation to the survey with their own personal contacts. The questionnaires were generated using

Qualtrics™, and covered 15 (time 1), 4 (time 2), and 5 (time 3) questions.

At time 1, we collected data from 209 employed participants. To match data collected through the
three surveys, we requested participants to provide their email address in time 1 and re-use the
same email address in times 2 and 3. Out of the 209 completed surveys, 17 did not include the
required email address, so that participants could not be contacted for time 2. One week after
completing the first survey, we sent the link to the second survey to the individuals who have
provided their email address via mail. We collected 158 matching surveys in time 2 (t1-t2) and the
final matching sample (t1-t3) was 143 participants (68% of the time 1 sample). Our analysis of
variance (coded as 0 — dropped out; 1 — completed) revealed no significant differences among
supervisor incivility (F(1,207) = 0.01, p = 0.91) and gender (F(1,207) = 0.58, p = 0.45), as well as
time in current employment (F(1,207) = 2.12, p = 0.15) and age (F(1,207) = 1.85, p = 0.18),

between respondents who finished all surveys and respondents who dropped out.

The majority of participants were female (60%) and German (89%). The average age of
participants was 31.6 years (SD = 10.67; ranging from 17 to 64). The educational attainment was
reported as follows: 9" grade: 1.4%; high school diploma: 4.2%; apprenticeship: 7.7%; bachelor’s

degree: 25.2%; master’s, MBA, or doctorate degree: 57.3%; other: 4.2%.

Measures

Supervisor Incivility (time 1). To measure supervisor incivility, we used the five-item scale (1 —
never to 5 — always) developed by (Cortina et al. 2001). Sample items are: “My supervisor puts
me down or was condescending to me”, “My supervisor paid little attention to my statement or

showed little interest in my opinion”. Cronbach’s alpha was 0.83.

Rumination (time 2). We assessed rumination with 15 items on a 5-point Likert scale (1 — never to

5 —always). The items covered the four rumination subcomponents suggested by Tanner et al.
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(2013): problem-focused thoughts (e.g. “I have never been able to distract myself from unwanted
thoughts”), counterfactual thinking (e.g. “I find myself daydreaming about things I wish | had
done”), repetitive thoughts (e.g. “I find that my mind goes over things again and again”), and
anticipatory thoughts (e.g. “If I have an important event coming up, I can’t stop thinking it”).

Cronbach’s alpha was 0.90.

Emotional Exhaustion (time 3). To assess emotional exhaustion, we used the 7-item scale (1 —
never to 7 —always) of Maslach, Jackson, and Leiter (2016). Example items are: “I feel
emotionally drained from my work”, “I feel used up at the end of the workday”, I feel burned out

from my work”. Cronbach’s alpha was 0.87.

Results

Descriptive statistics and correlations
Descriptive statistics, reliabilities and zero-order correlations are presented in Table 4 for the

Study 2 sample in Table 5 for the full sample.

Table 4: Correlations, means, standard deviations and reliabilities (Sample 2)

Mean SD 1 2 3 4
1. Supervisor Incivility 1.38 0.44 (0.83)
2. Rumination 2.69 0.62 -0.01 (0.90)
3. Emotional Exhaustion 3.88 0.96 0.29** 0.39** (0.87)
4. Gender oL 0.49 0.05 0.17% 0.09

Notes: N = 143; Gender was coded as follows: 0 = male; 1 = female; Cronbach’s a coefficients are given in brackets along the
diagonal; *p <.05; **p < .01

Table 5: Correlations, means, standard deviations and reliabilities (Full sample)

Mean SD 1 2 3 4
5. Supervisor Incivility 1.39 0.46 (0.83)
6. Rumination 2.73 0.61 0.18** (0.89)
7. Emotional Exhaustion 3.77 1.06 0.33** 0.39** (0.88)

61.5% 0.49 0.01 0.13** 0.10*
8. Gender females
Notes: N = 379; Gender was coded as follows: 0 = male; 1 = female; Cronbach’s a coefficients are given in brackets along the
diagonal; *p <.05; **p <.01
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Test of hypotheses

Hypothesis 1 was tested for with a linear regression. To test the remaining hypothesis, we
performed a bootstrapping analysis (Preacher, Rucker, and Hayes 2007), as it represents a robust
method for testing conditional indirect effects (MacKinnon, Lockwood, and Williams 2004). We
tested our models with 5,000 bootstrap samples using Hayes’ (2013) PROCESS macro for SPSS.
Using Model 4, we first tested Hypothesis 4, which suggests that supervisor incivility influences
emotional exhaustion via increased rumination (Hayes 2013). Afterwards, we tested the
moderating effect of gender (Hypothesis 5) in another bootstrapping analysis by using Model 7
(Hayes 2013). In all the analyses, we calculated 95% confidence intervals (ClI) of the
hypothesized effects. The predictors were mean centered as recommended by Aiken and West

(1991).

Sample 2 results. Supervisor incivility was directly related to emotional exhaustion (B = 0.63,;
95% C1[0.28, 0.98]). That is, as supervisor incivility increased, so did employees’ levels of
emotional exhaustion. Hypothesis 1 was therefore supported.

We then tested Hypothesis 4 with the PROCESS Model 4 (Hayes 2013). The relationship
between supervisor incivility and rumination (B = -0.01; 95% CI[-0.25, 0.22]) was non-
significant. Subsequently, we tested the relationship between rumination and emotional
exhaustion and found rumination to be positively related to emotional exhaustion (B = 0.61; 95%
CI[0.38, 0.83]). The indirect effect of supervisor incivility on emotional exhaustion via rumination

(B=-0.01; 95% CI[-0.16, 0.15]) was non-significant. Hypothesis 4 was therefore not supported.

In a next step, we analyzed the conditional indirect effects of Model 7. Bootstrapping results for
sample 2 and the full sample can be found in Table 6. First, we examined the interaction effects
and found that gender moderated the relationship between supervisor incivility and rumination (B
=-0.64; 95% CI[-1.12, -0.16]). By estimating the simple slopes, we explored the nature of the

interaction to support our findings (Cohen et al. 2003). Figure 6 and Figure 7 illustrate the
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supervisor incivility-gender relationship for men and for women. The results from simple slope
analysis showed that supervisor incivility was related to rumination for men (B = 0.42; 95%
CI[0.03, 0.81]) but not for women (B = -0.22; 95% CI[-0.50, 0.06]). The interaction between

supervisor incivility and gender explained 7.4% of the variance in rumination (R-sq = 7.4%).

Interaction plots for Supervisor Incivility, Gender and Rumination

Figure 6: Sample 2 (N = 143) Figure 7: Full sample (N = 379)

Rumination
]

Rummation

Lastly, we tested the conditional indirect effects for the interaction. For men, supervisor incivility
significantly increased emotional exhaustion via rumination (B = 0.26; 95% CI[0.01, 0.53]); for
women, the effect was not significant (B = —0.14; 95% CI[—0.30, 0.03]). The index of moderated
mediation was significant (B = -0.39; 95% CI[-0.72, -0.09]). Thus, gender moderated the
relationship between supervisor incivility and emotional exhaustion via rumination. However, as

this relationship followed a different pattern than expected, we partially confirm Hypothesis 5.

Full sample results. We have used the full sample with data from studies 1, 2 and 3 to confirm our
findings. In line with the Study 2 sample, supervisor incivility was directly related to emotional
exhaustion (B = 0.76; 95% C1][0.54, 0.98]). When testing Hypothesis 4, we found that supervisor
incivility significantly increased rumination (B = 0.24; 95% CI1[0.11, 0.37]) and that rumination
was positively related to emotional exhaustion (B = 0.59; 95% CI1[0.43, 0.74]). The indirect effect
of supervisor incivility on emotional exhaustion via rumination (B = 0.14; 95% CI[0.06, 0.26])

was significant. Therefore, we did confirm Hypothesis 4 with the full sample, but not with the
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Study 2 sample. Analyzing Model 7 for Hypothesis 5 (Bootstrapping results in Table 6), we found

that gender moderated the relationship between supervisor incivility and rumination (B = -0.30;

95% CI[-0.58, -0.02]). We again used a simple slope analysis (Figure 7) to show the nature of the

interaction, which revealed that supervisor incivility was related to rumination for men (B = 0.44;

95% CI[0.21, 0.67]) but not for women (B = 0.14; 95% CI[-0.02, 0.30]). For men, supervisor

incivility also significantly increased emotional exhaustion via rumination (B = 0.26; 95%

CI[0.13, 0.42]); for women, the indirect effect was not significant (B = 0.08; 95% CI[-0.02,

0.21]). The index of moderated mediation was significant (B = -0.18; 95% CI[-0.35, -0.00]).

Thus, we confirmed our findings from the Study 2 sample.

Table 6: Bootstrapping results - Model 7

Rumination Emotional Exhaustion

Sample 2 (N = 143) b t LLCI ULCI b t LLCI ULCI
Main effects

Supervisor Incivility 0.42 2.14* 0.03 0.81 0.64 3.96** 0.32 0.95

Gender 0.22 2.13* 0.02 0.43

Rumination 0.61 5.34** 0.38 0.83
Interaction effects

Sl x Gender -0.64 -2.65** -1.12 -0.16
Index of moderated mediation

Sl x Gender x Rumination -0.39 -0.74 -0.10
Full Sample (N = 379) b t LLCI ULCI b t LLCI ULCI
Main effects

Supervisor Incivility 0.44 3.81** 0.21 0.67 0.62 5.76** 0.41 0.83

Gender 0.16 2.59** 0.04 0.29

Rumination 0.59 7.31*%* 0.43 0.75
Interaction effects

Sl x Gender -0.30 -2.12* -0.58 -0.02
Index of moderated mediation

Sl x Gender x Rumination -0.18 -0.35 -0.00
Note: LLCI = lower limit confidence interval; ULCI = upper limit confidence interval
*p <0.05; **p<0.01
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Discussion

In the current study, we show that gender moderated the indirect effect of supervisor incivility on
emotional exhaustion via rumination. Our findings partially supported our predictions, by
showing that supervisor incivility indirectly predicted emotional exhaustion via rumination for
men, but not for women, both in the Study 2 sample and in the full sample. Even though the
results diverge from our assumptions, we can conclude that women and men do not equally

engage in ruminative thoughts as a coping response to experienced incivility.

First, our study contributes to our knowledge of the mechanisms through which supervisor
incivility affects emotional exhaustion. While rumination did not act as a mediator in the
supervisor incivility-emotional exhaustion relationship in the simple mediation model (Hayes
2013) with the Study 2 sample, the effect was significant in the full sample. This offers support
for COR theory (Hobfoll 1989) and the perseverative cognition model (Brosschot, Gerin, and
Thayer 2006) and is in line with earlier research that has established the link between rumination
and detrimental employee outcomes (Baranik et al. 2017; Demsky et al. 2019; Raes 2010). Even
though individuals sometimes argue that ruminative thoughts enable them to make sense of their
problems, the reality is that ruminating is harmful most of the time (Mor and Winquist 2002).
However, the presence of mixed findings between the full sample and Study 2 sample also
highlights the general complexity of identifying mediators and raises the question of whether

there are factors that impact the mediating effect of rumination.

Second, we extend prior research on the questions of who engages in ruminative thoughts in
response to supervisor incivility. Surprisingly, the effect of rumination on the relationship
between supervisor incivility and emotional exhaustion was not significant for women. We found
that women seem to have consistently high levels of rumination which supports previous research
(Frone 2015; Nolen-Hoeksema and Jackson 2001), but rumination does not explain the link

between supervisor incivility and emotional exhaustion. However, this result was not completely
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unexpected, since ambiguous findings for gender differences in the outcomes of supervisor
incivility have been reported (Abubakar 2018; S. Lim, Cortina, and Magley 2008). We thereby
support the notion of a gender difference in both the experience of supervisor incivility and the

reactions to it. There are several directions of future research to provide clarity on our findings.

Women might be less prone to ruminative thoughts in response to supervisor incivility because
they are more used to experiencing this kind of behavior than men. For example, Loi et al. (2015)
found that women and men react differently to workplace incivility when they perceive the
workplace to be tolerant towards mistreatment. Concretely, men’s job withdrawal behavior tended
to increase, as perceived tolerance for incivility increased — but this trend was not significant.
Women, however, significantly decreased their work withdrawal behaviors, as tolerance for
incivility increased. The authors assume that women are more accustomed to uncivil behaviors
and learned to cope with more life injustices than men (Loi, Loh, and Hine 2015). Others found
that women had similar outcomes of incivility as men despite higher levels of rumination, and

attribute this finding to women’s strength and resilience (Lim, Cortina, and Magley 2008).

Differences in how individuals respond to supervisor incivility could also reside in the degree to
which the experienced behavior is perceived as a threat. Employees are generally more likely to
perceive an uncivil incident as threatening when they link their identity to their work (Petriglieri
2011). Further, the concept of identity-relevant stressors (Thoits 1991) posits that individuals may
be more prone to strain if they are stressed about a key aspect of their identity. That means, those
who identify with their job may end up with particularly negative outcomes when they experience
rude behavior from supervisors. Linking the concept of identity-relevant stressors with the goal
process theory (Martin and Tesser 1996), we may conceptualize supervisor incivility as failure of
higher order goals (i.e., appreciation in the job) that triggers ruminative processes. From this
perspective, one may analyze whether men are more prone to rumination in response to

supervisor incivility than women because of their different assessments of goal failure.
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Vandello et al. (2008) have conducted several studies on the construct “precarious manhood” and
suggest that while womanhood is considered a definite status once reached, manhood is more
seen as a social achievement that must be protected by exhibiting masculinity. Their findings
indicate that men may be particularly alert when they believe their social standing is in danger.
For example, men displayed heightened anxiety and threat-related thinking after receiving more
negative feedback than other persons of the same gender. In contrast, this effect was not
significant for women (Vandello et al. 2008). That means, men might also feel more threatened by

negative supervisor behavior and respond with increased levels of negative thoughts.

Third, we draw attention to the particularities of the working life during the Covid-19 pandemic.
Our findings were counterintuitive because, based on gender theory, we expected the mediating
effect of rumination to be greater for women than for men. Thus, we propose that the pandemic
may has such an impact on our personal and professional life that past patterns are difficult to
apply to the present. Fundamentally higher levels of role conflict could present one reason for the
high levels of rumination but at the same time non-significant effect of rumination on the
incivility-emotional exhaustion relationship among women (compare Tao, Janzen, and Abonyi
2010). Already prior to the pandemic, women in Germany spent on average 52.4% more time
than men on unpaid care work each day (German Federal Ministry for Family Affairs, Senior
Citizens, Women and Youth 2020). During the first Covid-19 lockdown (Spring 2020), a study in
the UK found that women did 64% of the housework and childcare and were more likely than
men to work less due to increased time spent on unpaid care (Xue and McMunn 2021). We may
argue that the importance of work for women declined during the pandemic because they had
more personal issues to manage, and hence supervisor incivility had less of an impact.

We conclude that men seem to be more vulnerable when it comes to rumination as a response to
supervisor incivility. However, in light of their constantly high levels of rumination, women seem

to be at least as much in need of protective mechanisms than men.
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General discussion

The primary purpose of this research was to increase our knowledge of why supervisor incivility
is related to emotional exhaustion (mediators), and for whom these effects are especially relevant
(moderators). Across three studies, we found partial support for our hypotheses. Study 1 results
suggest that negative affect acts as a mediator in the relationship between supervisor incivility and
emotional exhaustion. The impact of supervisor incivility on emotional exhaustion through
negative affect was found to be conditional on core self-evaluations. Generally, this indirect effect
was strongest for individuals with lower levels of core self-evaluations, although a moderate
effect was also visible for individuals with higher levels of core self-evaluations. In study 2,
rumination acted as a mediator for the supervisor incivility-emotional exhaustion relationship in
the full sample. In addition, we found that gender moderated the positive effect of supervisor
incivility on emotional exhaustion through rumination. Only for men, supervisor incivility
resulted in higher levels of emotional exhaustion via increased ruminative thoughts. For women,
this indirect effect appeared to be non-significant. In study 3, loneliness moderated the
relationship between supervisor incivility and emotional exhaustion via technology invasion in the
full sample. The effect was significant for people with low levels of loneliness. It was not

significant for individuals with high levels of loneliness.

Our research contributes to the knowledge about mediators and moderators of the impact of

supervisor incivility on emotional exhaustion in the light of the Covid-19 pandemic.

First, we indicate that multiple mechanisms may be at play that link supervisor incivility to
emotional exhaustion and thereby highlight the importance of examining this relationship from
various perspectives. We lend support to COR theory by showing that employees lose or risk
losing resources (Hobfoll 1989) when they face workplace stressors such as supervisor incivility.
For example, supervisor incivility takes away emotional resources as it causes emotional distress

that depletes an individual’s positive mood. Further, it demands cognitive resources because
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employees engage in ruminative thoughts when trying to make sense of the negative incidents.
Finally, incivility threatens employees’ work-life-balance as it causes them to feel that their lives

are being increasingly invaded by technology.

In line with COR theory, we also suggest a loss spiral in which employees become sensitive to
higher resource loss once they have suffered initial resource loss (Hobfoll 1989), ultimately
resulting in a state where employees feel deprived of their physical and cognitive resources.
Concretely, employees who experience negative affect in response to supervisor incivility may
invest additional resources to cope with their negative emotions, especially when the work-related
negative affect spills over to negative affect at home (Song, Foo, and Uy 2008; Zhou et al. 2018).
Rumination itself is a maladaptive coping mechanism because it is associated with sustained
cognitive activation that depletes cognitive resources (Demsky et al. 2019). Perceived techno-
invasion, in turn, may require employees to invest additional resources to recover from the
resource-loss through the deterioration of their work-life balance (compare Harris et al. 2021). All
these mechanisms may also put a strain on employees’ emotional resources which finally results
in a state of feeling emotionally drained. Hence, the (in)ability to regulate negative emotions,
apply effective cognitive and emotional coping mechanisms, and control connectivity to work
through mobile devices seem to be crucial elements in explaining why supervisor incivility may

cause emotional exhaustion.

Second, we add nuances to these mediating effects and expand the knowledge of moderating
variables. COR theory posits that individuals with fewer resources are more vulnerable to
resources loss (Doane, Schumm, and Hobfoll 2012). Consistently, the negative effect of stressors
can be buffered when individuals are provided with resources (e.g., social, energy or personal
resources). Previous research has found that trust in supervisor moderated the indirect effect
between supervisor incivility and citizenship performance via work engagement (Jawahar and

Schreurs 2018), and that coworker emotional support acted as a moderator of the indirect effect of
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supervisor incivility on service performance via job insecurity (Shin, Lee, and Hur 2021). As
many of these studies have focused on moderating effects of situational resources such as
different types of work-related support (e.g., Lim and Lee 2011), our studies provide a broader

picture of various resources, including personality, gender, and social resources.

We show that low levels of core self-evaluations reinforce the effect of supervisor incivility on
emotional exhaustion through negative affect; that is, employees that have a less positive image of
themselves lack the personal resources to buffer negative supervisor experiences, and therefore
feel more negative emotions after incidents of supervisor incivility. Hence, the outcomes of
supervisor incivility are especially detrimental when the victims of this type of behavior think
negatively about themselves. This is particularly worrying because — in line with victim
precipitation theory — people with a negative self-image are already more likely to experience

abuse from their supervisor (Kluemper et al. 2019).

Furthermore, we manifest the assumption that gender differences in the reaction to supervisor
incivility exist. Apparently, the loss of cognitive resources through ruminative thoughts in
response to supervisor incivility is only relevant for men. WWomen, in turn, seem to have high and
stable levels of rumination. We have already discussed possible explanations for this finding, for
example, that women might be less prone to ruminative thoughts in response to supervisor
incivility because they are more used to experiencing this kind of behavior than men (Loi, Loh,

and Hine 2015).

Finally, we indicate that social resources play an important role in employees’ reactions to
supervisor incivility. Contrary to our expectations, supervisor incivility seems to be only related to
emotional exhaustion via techno invasion for individuals with low levels of loneliness. Not only
does this mean that people who have stable resources are at serious risk of depleting their
resources due to experiences of uncivil workplace behavior, but it also shows that even with civil

supervisors, techno-invasion is a serious issue for people experiencing general loneliness.
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The findings of studies 2 and 3 bring an interesting nuance to the relationship between supervisor
incivility and emotional exhaustion. Men and individuals with low levels of loneliness appear to
react strongly to supervisor incivility with heightened levels of rumination or techno invasion. For
others, techno invasion and rumination do not serve as linking mechanisms between supervisor
incivility and emotional exhaustion. Indeed, women seem to have continuously high levels of
rumination and individuals with high levels of loneliness seem to perceive continuously high
levels of techno-invasion. It follows that individuals with these characteristics already experience
heightened levels of distress and are generally more at risk of ruminating or experiencing techno
invasion, respectively. With supervisor incivility being a subtle form of mistreatment, they might

simply react less strongly to uncivil behavior and remain fixated on other sources of distress.

Third, we deliver evidence for the detrimental effects of supervisor incivility in a particular
vulnerable time that is characterized by job insecurity and social distancing. The present findings
underscore the role of supervisors in employees’ levels of emotional exhaustion and confirm that
this relationship also exists during times affected by the pandemic (also see Hwang, Hur, and Shin
2021). With our sample mean age being relatively low, we also confirm that this effect exists
among young professionals. During the pandemic, levels of emotional exhaustion among
employees generally increased. Interestingly, this effect was strongest for younger and short-
tenured employees, which might be attributable to less effective stress-coping strategies used by
the youth compared to older individuals (Hwang, Hur, and Shin 2021). Another explaining factor
could be a higher use of social media by the youth during the pandemic, which, as research has
shown, in times of disaster adds to negative emotions and increases mental health problems (Zhao

and Zhou 2020).

Nonetheless, we also indicate that the patterns we observed during the pandemic are not fully
aligned with prior empirical evidence. Adapting COR theory, some researchers argue that the

Covid-19 pandemic is an environmental stressor that causes a resource loss and thereby makes it
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harder for individuals to cope with interpersonal stressors in the workplace. As stated before,
levels of emotional exhaustion seem to have risen during the pandemic, with the increase being
more pronounced for female employees than for male employees (Hwang, Hur, and Shin 2021).
However, as indicated by our results, for women emotional exhaustion does not seem to be
triggered by ruminative thoughts in response to supervisor incivility. Rather, women may be more
prone to feel more emotionally drained during the pandemic as time spent on care work increased
(Hwang, Hur, and Shin 2021; Xue and McMunn 2021). Similarly, we may assume that levels of
techno-invasion are already very pronounced among lonely individuals due to working from
home and social distancing, as the opportunity costs might be substantially smaller and that
supervisor incivility as a stressor may be of reduced relevance in this respect. We therefore argue
that the Covid-19 pandemic presents circumstances that may challenge previously perceived
patterns. Thus, increased attention needs to be devoted to supervisor incivility, its consequences,

as well as mediating and moderating variables in the context of Covid-19.

Practical implications

Our results confirm that supervisor incivility has damaging consequences for employees.
Importantly, the detrimental effects of incivility go beyond direct employee outcomes. When
employees believe their employer condones mistreatment in the workplace, this can have a
serious impact on the organizational culture (Pearson and Porath 2005). Organizations that do not
punish uncivil behavior risk to create an organizational climate that tolerates uncivil behavior,
which may result in increased withdrawal behavior (Loi, Loh, and Hine 2015). Furthermore,
incivility tends to cause a spiral effect as victims often become predators themselves in order to
compensate their negative experience (Jex et al. 2010). Therefore, policy makers in organizations
cannot ignore bad leadership behavior, but must take preventive actions instead. Despite the low
intensity of supervisor incivility, organizations must pursue zero-tolerance policies when they

receive reports about recurring incidents of uncivil supervisor behavior from employees.
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Previous research suggests that such interventions can be successful, but require an integrated
strategy covering individual, job, organizational and societal levels due to the complex nature of
workplace incivility (Hodgins, MacCurtain, and Mannix-McNamara 2014). Researchers have
compared various interventions addressing workplace incivility and found the CREW (Civility,
Respect, and Engagement at Work) intervention to be most effective (Hodgins, MacCurtain, and
Mannix-McNamara 2014). CREW is a multi-component intervention and is designed to facilitate
cultural change by fostering a change in attitudes, values, and beliefs (Leiter et al. 2011), thereby
building on the link between incivility and organizational culture as described above. Concretely,
CREW entails various actions such as management explicitly encouraging civility as a core value
of the organization (e.g., public statements), surveys to identify baselines of incivility and
organizational attitudes on work group level, and educating facilitators in methods for leading

structured exercises with respective work groups (Leiter et al. 2011).

At the same time, companies should encourage positive leadership styles. Supervisor fairness and
transformational leadership may help employees achieve their goals and increase well-being
(Bakker and Demerouti 2007). Researchers have found that high levels of transformational
leadership were associated with high levels of perceived meaningfulness of the work, and low

levels of rumination, thereby decreasing depressive symptoms (Perko, Kinnunen, and Feldt 2014).

Although it is critical to prevent supervisor incivility, employees also need to be equipped with

positive coping mechanisms as negative workplace experiences cannot be avoided at all costs.

Negative Affect. Our results show, that building and maintaining a positive self-image is key for
the emotional well-being of employees. Even though neither a positive mindset nor a large
resource buffer can serve as a guarantee to avoid emotional exhaustion, it prolongs individual’s
resilience to it. We therefore see a necessity in building on employee’s personality by providing
resources to develop or enhance the positive self-perception, for example, by offering

psychological support (Zhu et al. 2021).
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Other than that, measures can be taken, and actions encouraged to minimize negative thoughts in
the workplace. One suggestion is to include contact to natural environments into the daily
working life, since this works as a buffer against negative affect reactions (McMahan and Estes
2015). Organizations could support this by providing a garden, or by selecting office spaces close
to parks or forests. Also, since well-being has become increasingly relevant in the workplace
literature, we integrate research that proposes mindfulness as one angle to grasp the issue of
negative affect (Junga-Silva, Pombeira, and Caetano 2021). Indeed, integrating mindfulness into
the work environment seems to positively affect well-being, through increasing awareness for

small events that shape the workday (Junga-Silva, Pombeira, and Caetano 2021).

In addition, we want to emphasize the importance of taking a holistic approach to human
resources, especially teambuilding and recruiting, that promotes diversity among employees. We
do not suggest, that organizations should focus on hiring employees with high core self-
evaluations. Excluding individuals with a negative self-concept could violate discrimination
policies, as there exists a correlation with lower socioeconomic background (Chang et al. 2012).
Teams should therefore be staffed with people with more and less positive self-concepts, to

provide a supportive environment for all, while avoiding marginalization.

Rumination. Furthermore, our results suggest that employees’ (especially men’s) tendency to
ruminate in response to incivility should be addressed. Cognitive-behavioral interventions have
been found to help reduce rumination. An intervention that consisted of discussions on the impact
of stress on health and well-being, theoretical sessions on cognitive awareness, as well as practical
sessions to review individuals’ performance (e.g., time-management, communication under
pressure) and recovery behaviors (e.g., sleep, diet, and social interaction) enabled participants in a

study to reduce their levels of work-related rumination and chronic fatigue (Querstret et al. 2016).

In addition, psychological detachment from work may help employees to alleviate negative

rumination. Researchers have found that recovery experiences moderated the negative impact of
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workplace incivility on sleep via rumination, with this indirect effect being weakest for
individuals with higher levels of psychological detachment from work (Demsky et al. 2019). In
terms of COR theory (Hobfoll 1989), psychological detachment indicates that resources can be
restored. Concretely, mindfulness practices at home and the workplace may reduce perceived
stress (Roeser et al. 2013) and levels of reported burnout (Flook et al. 2013). Using daily practices
to develop awareness of thoughts and emotions (Good et al. 2016) may help employees to make
sense of their situation. Similarly, engagement in leisure activities after work may enable
employees to mentally let go of work. Empirical evidence has shown that off-job pleasure was

negatively related to levels of fatigue (van Hooff et al. 2011).

Our findings suggest that these coping mechanisms as a response to supervisor incivility are
especially relevant for men. However, this in no way implies that women need less protection
from supervisor incivility. Rather, our findings indicate that women generally are in need of
mechanisms that help them to reduce ruminative thoughts, independent of supervisor incivility. In
addition to methods for psychological detachment, programs addressing the additional burdens
imposed by the pandemic may be required. Flexible time arrangements or additional time off that
can be taken when unexpected family demands arise may help employees — especially women —

to cope with the variety of stressors that they are exposed to (Turner et al. 2014).

Techno-invasion. One of the most efficient ways how supervisors can improve their employees
work-life balance and reduce the impact of techno-invasion is by communicating and enforcing
certain limitations and rules defining the usage of business devices after work (Pfllgner et al.
2020). Similar to tackling rumination, the psychological detachment from work may help
employees to avoid techno-invasion. Disabling access to work devices for certain times or
limiting email traffic during after-work hours are some of the measures that can be implemented.
Especially the last one can be highly efficient as it can be established on a technical level out of

the employee’s decision making and has the potential to set a certain standard of work-culture
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across the whole company (Pflugner et al. 2020). Furthermore, for those in critical positions
where restricting access and availability might not be a viable option, certain protective measures
must be put in place to assist victims of techno-invasion in recovering their resources more
quickly. According to Pfliigner (2021), practicing mindfulness can significantly reduce the
perception of techno-stressors, including techno-invasion. Although it will not change the factual
work-life balance of an employee, the perception of techno-invasion will be lowered and therefore
the ability to cope with the experienced circumstances will be improved. However, there are
certain limitations as once techno-invasion is experienced, mindfulness only has a limited impact
on preventing emotional exhaustion and burnout (Pfligner, Maier, and Weitzel 2021).
Furthermore, we want to highlight that techno-invasion seems to exist independent of supervisor
influence. In line with previous research showing the correlation of loneliness and workaholism
(Ng, Sorensen, and Feldman 2007), our study indicates that lonely people are trying to
compensate their depleted social resources through being available for work outside of their work
hours. However, researchers found that the personal consequences of workaholism outweigh the
possible resource restoration by far (Clark et al. 2016), even causing medical health issues
(Balducci, Avanzi, and Fraccaroli 2018). Although incivility does not relate to techno-invasion for
these people, supervisors have the ability to reduce techno-invasion. They can proactively tackle
loneliness by encouraging meaningful workplace relationships, including employees in decision-
making processes, encouraging teamwork and last but not least taking a personal interest in the

life of the employees.

Limitations and future research

Our collection of studies has some limitations. First, the demographics of our study participants
are somewhat restricted. We lacked variability in age, with a mean age of 30.0 years in the full
sample. Therefore, our findings might be limited to young workers and particularly to young

females, with a proportion of 60% of the total sample. Second, most of the participants from our
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studies (85%) were from German-speaking Europe (German (63%); Austrian (22%)), while we
lack international spread of survey participants. Our findings might therefore not be valid for an
international context. This opens a first opportunity for further research, as other cultures and
nationalities might provide a different view. Also, our sample mainly includes single participants
(73.8%) with a high educational level, since 34% of respondents hold a Master’s degree or higher
and more than half (54%) hold a Bachelor’s degree or higher (even 87% in sample 2). We see a
possible bias here, since we assume that for young, career-driven individuals, the likelihood to
experience emotional exhaustion due to personal reasons is somewhat greater, considering that the
thirties are a crucial age in family and future planning. Additionally, previous research has
indicated that work-related ruminative thoughts are more common among individuals with a
higher socioeconomic status (Perko, Kinnunen, and Feldt 2017; Van Laethem et al. 2015). That
Is, participants with higher levels of work-related rumination indicated higher levels of education
than participants with lower levels of work-related rumination. Assuming that highly educated
individuals work in more complex jobs than individuals with lower levels of education, we may
conclude that the type of job impacts an individual’s tendency to engage in ruminative thoughts
(Perko, Kinnunen, and Feldt 2017). Hence, a further generational and demographic spread might
serve different results regarding the connection between supervisor incivility and emotional

exhaustion.

Generally, our results lend support to the notion that multiple mechanisms may be at play when
linking supervisor incivility to negative affect, rumination, techno-invasion, and emotional
exhaustion. Hence, future research should seek to determine what distinguishes those people who
experience negative thoughts, rumination, technology stress, and emotional exhaustion as a result

of supervisor incivility from those who do not, from various angles.
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Furthermore, research can further contribute to discover, if specific components of core self-
evaluations contribute more or less to negative affect feelings. With this knowledge, a better

approach to countering supervisor incivility, especially during times of crisis, could be developed.

Further research is also needed on the gender differences in stress response, in order to be able to
provide targeted resources to protect men and women from emotional exhaustion as a negative
outcome of supervisor incivility and burnout as a whole. Generally, future research should search
for reasons for constantly high levels of rumination among women, especially in light of the
pandemic. While role conflict might be a possible antecedent for rumination and mental health
issues (Xue and McMunn 2021), researchers should aim at identifying resources that may buffer

this relationship.

Building on the concept of identity-relevant stressors (Thoits 1991), future research may also
examine the moderating effect of job involvement in the supervisor incivility-rumination
relationship and whether gender differences exist. Additionally, goal-process theory (Martin and
Tesser 1996) may build the basis for analyzing whether perceived work success, self-efficacy or

organization-based self-esteem may buffer the effect of supervisor incivility on rumination.

Furthermore, as study 3 faced the problem of statistical power, further research should be
conducted with a bigger sample size to confirm the observed effects. Moreover, Covid-19 might
have had a significant impact on how people perceived their own levels of loneliness and their
experienced techno-invasion. After working from home for nearly two years and being forced to
social distance from friends, even very social people experienced loneliness and techno-invasion
during Covid-19 (Walsh 2021). However, those people might still have a self-perception of not

being lonely or not experiencing techno-invasion despite actually having those experiences.

Additionally, for measuring loneliness, we used one of the two industry standards, the DJG scale.

However, like the UCLA scale, the DJG scale does not consider or measure a third dimension of
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loneliness: existential loneliness. Existential loneliness describes when a person experiences the
immediate feeling of being fundamentally separated from existence (e.g., people, the universe). In
contrast to other types of loneliness, existential loneliness is described as “immediate”, SO it can
be a temporary feeling that is difficult to measure. As this also makes existential loneliness

difficult to define, it often gets disregarded in studies (Bolmsjo, Tengland, and Rémgard 2019).

Lastly, further research should look into the long-term influence of supervisor incivility on
emotional exhaustion during the Covid-19 pandemic. Having conducted our studies during the
pandemic, we can make general statements about the investigated effects under the influence of
the pandemic. However, additional research is needed to determine which specific crisis-related
factors affect emotional exhaustion and the relationship between supervisor incivility and
exhaustion. Future research may specifically control for surrounding factors, such as isolation
phases, personal infection, or vaccination opinion, as these are currently relevant stressors to
consider. Additionally, the degree of exposure to Covid-19 in the workplace, as well as general
working conditions (e.g., remote vs. on-site), and job characteristics could be considered as

possible moderators (Hwang, Hur, and Shin 2021).

Conclusion

This collection of studies examined the indirect effects of different moderators and mediators on
the relationship between supervisor incivility on emotional exhaustion. Throughout the study, we

were able to partially support our hypotheses:

First, core self-evaluations moderated the effect of supervisor incivility on negative affect, which
further led to emotional exhaustion. We found the relationship to be substantial for individuals
with low levels of core self-evaluations. The effect was also significant for high levels of core
self-evaluations, but it was only moderately salient and only observable in the full sample.

Second, gender moderated the effect of supervisor incivility on emotional exhaustion via
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rumination. Contrary to our expectations, this effect was only significant for men, but not for
women. That is, when men experience uncivil behavior from their supervisor, they feel more
emotionally exhausted because they increasingly engage in ruminative thoughts.

Finally, when analyzing the full sample, we found that the effect of supervisor incivility on
emotional exhaustion via techno-invasion was significant for low level of loneliness, but not for
high levels. The results indicate that lonely people are generally experiencing high levels of
techno-invasion, and that people with stable social resources are at risk of draining their resources

due to experienced supervisor incivility.

Our findings provide empirical support for the importance of mitigating supervisor incivility in
the workplace and instead promoting healthy work environments. We contribute to the
understanding of the links between workplace incivility and emotional exhaustion, and direct
attention to the differences in the experience of and reactions to supervisor incivility based on
personality, gender, and social environment. We offer several practical implications, including
suggestions for workplace interventions to reduce supervisor incivility and to provide employees
with resources to mentally and emotionally distance from work after working hours.

... Or as Miranda Priestly from “The Devil Wears Prada” would say: “That’s all.”
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