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Abstract

Purpose — Drawing on the exchange model and the multidimensional approach to job insecurity, the
purpose of this paper is to assess the relationship between perceived incivility and two possible
outcomes: job insecurity and employee deviance, while differentiating between two separate groups of
targets, namely targets who possess high employment status and targets with low employment status.
Design/methodology/approach — Data were collected in 2014 in Israel. An on-line questionnaire
method was used, through which 648 valid responses were collected and analyzed using structural
equational modeling.

Findings — H1 and H2 maintained that incivility would have a positive impact on job insecurity and
employee deviance. The other three hypotheses maintained that the perception of incivility, as well as
the relationship between incivility and both job insecurity and employee deviance, would be stronger
for employees working under less favorable employment conditions. The model’s fit indices indicated a
good fit, suggesting that all five hypotheses were accepted.

Originality/value — This study elaborates on previous studies by showing that incivility can predict
job insecurity and employee deviance. Data related to the potential deviant outcomes of incivility are
relatively rare. Additionally, the current research framed incivility, which is a micro-level behavior, in a
wider context of employment relations. As precarious employment arrangements are on the rise, it is
necessary to understand its hidden implications and threats to both employees and organizations.
From a methodological point of view, this study introduced a shorter version of Robinson and
Bennett’s (1995) workplace deviance scale, which pertains to the authors’ theoretical model.
Keywords Job insecurity, Employment status, Deviant behaviour, Incivility

Paper type Research paper

Introduction
Throughout the last decades, practices of globalization have enforced new scales
of competition, altering the labor market as well as employees’ employment
arrangements. Under extensive and amplified stressful conditions from the
organization viewpoint, flexible and precarious employment arrangements
proliferated (Kim et al, 2012; Vives et al, 2010). These contemporary employment
arrangements were found to be related to lower income, job insecurity, lower job
autonomy, and poor supervisor support, yet data related to these relationships is still
scant (Kim et al, 2012). Specifically, to date there are no empirical findings concerning
the distinctive impact of incivility on employees who are employed through different
employment arrangements. Moreover, in general, little is known concerning the
Emerald different outcomes of incivility (Schilpzand et al., 2016).
The purpose of this paper was to investigate the impact of incivility on perceived job
FuroMed Joumal of Business 11S€CUTItY and deviant behavior, while comparing two separate groups of
Vol. 11 No. 2, 2016 targets — targets who hold low employment status due to their precarious
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© Enersd Group Publshing Liited employment assembly (i.e. contemporary or contractionary) or due to their lower
pororosEMBoeasoss  (compared to average) monthly household expenses, and between targets who hold
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high employment status due to their stable employment arrangement (permanent) or Impact of
higher (than average) household monthly expenses. employees’
This paper is based on research data (Heilbrunn and Itzkovich, 2015), yet the current

paper’s framework is the changes in employment arrangements, which have S.tat.us. on
tremendous impact on employees’ behaviors and perceptions in organizations. mClVIhty
Partially, these changes are reflected through the inter-correlations between incivility,

job insecurity, and employee deviance. 305

Theoretical framework

Incivility

Incivility is viewed by researchers as a manifestation of workplace deviance (Taylor and
Pattie, 2014). It was first defined by Andersson and Pearson (1999), who described
incivility as “low-intensity deviant behavior with ambiguous intent to harm the target, in
violation of workplace norms for mutual respect” (p. 457). Eye rolling, using mobile phones
during meetings in order to answer mails, or demonstrating little interest in another’s
opinion (Harold and Holtz, 2015) are exhibitions of incivility. These low-intensity
exhibitions differentiate incivility from bullying and aggression, which are more intense
(Cortina et al, 2001; Pearson et al, 2001; Pearson and Porath, 2005).

Although distinct, these forms of interpersonal deviance share negative
consequences for individuals (Githens, 2011; Hershcovis, 2011; Miner and Eischeid,
2012; Nicholson and Griffin, 2014), but also for organizations.

Centering on organizational outcomes, researchers focussed on decreased
engagement (Trudel and Reio, 2011), and affective commitment (Hershcovis, 2011),
as well as increased job dissatisfaction (Githens, 2011), withdrawal intentions
(Itzkovich, 2015), actual withdrawal from work (Porath and Pearson, 2012),
absenteeism (Porath and Pearson, 2012), and deviant behavior (Lim and Teo, 2009;
Sakurai and Jex, 2012).

Deviant behavior

Robinson and Bennett (1995) presented the concept of workplace deviance and defined
it as “voluntary behavior that violates significant organizational norms and in so doing
threatens the well-being of an organization, its members, or both” (p. 556).

Drawing on Hollinger’'s (1986) work, they introduced four distinct facets of
workplace deviance: property and production deviance, which intend to damage the
organization, and political deviance and personal aggression, which are interpersonal
in nature (Robinson and Bennett, 1995).

Despite the theoretical assembly of Robinson and Bennett (1995) and Hollinger’s
(1986) findings, Bennett and Robinson (2000) overlooked pervious findings (Hollinger,
1986) as well as their own theoretical model and introduced a measurement which does
not pertain to the four facets.

Since it was introduced, workplace deviance has been extensively investigated.
Some findings indicate that workplace deviance is a possible outcome of abusive
supervision (Tepper et al, 2009), and lack of justice perceptions (Aquino ef al, 2004),
yet to date, the relationship between incivility and deviant behaviors was overlooked.
Only three studies investigated the relationship between incivility and employee
deviance, yet two focussed on specific forms of incivility: e-incivility (Lim and Teo,
2009) or co-workers incivility (Sakurai and Jex, 2012), and one focussed on
interpersonal deviance (Wu et al., 2014).
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EMJB Social exchange theory (SET) and the relationship between incivility and deviance

11,2 SET posits that individuals constantly estimate their exchange with the organization.
Once they perceive the exchange as valuable, they are likely to reciprocate
affirmatively (Aryee ef al., 2013). On a parallel yet opposite route, a negative transaction
by one of the parties to the exchange, will lead to negative responses by the other side
(Cropanzano and Mitchel, 2005; Fiori et al., 2013; Helm et al., 1972).

306 On this basis, it is expected that employees would perceive uncivil experiences as lack

of the support that is expected from the employing organization (Alias et al, 2012), which

in turn might generate retaliatory behaviors of those employees toward the organization:

H1. Experiences of incivility will be positively related to employees’ deviance.

Job insecurity
Job insecurity was defined by Greenhalgh and Rosenblatt (1984, p. 438) as
“powerlessness to maintain desired continuity in a threatened job situation.”

While job security is perceived as a motivational factor or a precursor of job
satisfaction (Rosenblatt and Ruvio, 2000), job insecurity is considered to be a predictor
of dysfunctional personal feelings such as weakened perceptions of general health
(Bernhard-Oettel et al, 2011), as well as a predictor of dysfunctional organizational
attitudes and behaviors (Greenhalgh and Rosenblatt, 1984; Sora miana et al, 2011,
Vander Elst et al, 2011, 2014).

By highlighting that job insecurity is not limited to one facet of job security centered
on the perceived ability to maintain one’s current job, but that it could also be a potential
outcome of any possible loss of a variety of desired job features, Greenhalgh and
Rosenblatt (1984) introduced a comprehensive approach (O'Neill and Sevastos, 2013;
Rosenblatt and Ruvio, 2000). Under that multidimensional approach, it is safe to assume
that incivility represents the loss of civility, which is expected to be a desired feature of
work. Once civility is lost, perceptions of job insecurity are expected to increase:

H2. Incivility will be positively related to perceptions of job insecurity.

Relative deprivation
Relative deprivation theory suggests that comparison between individuals is a core
principle in the process of assessment of social and economic resources. The meaning is
that individuals constantly compare their resources (status, salary, relationship, etc.) to
those possessed by others in their immediate environment (Jiang et al, 2014). Such
comparison, in turn, can explain employees’ reactions to and perceptions of work situations
(Feldman and Turnley, 2004). As an example, Bolino and Turnley (2009) found that
employees’ perceptions of their relationship with their managers depend on perceptions of
deprivation and not on the objective nature of these relationships. Deprivation was also
found as an explanatory framework for deviancy. Feldman and Turnley (2004) showed
that employees working under precarious conditions perceived themselves as deprived and
were more inclined to negative behaviors and attitudes than permanent staff members
were, even after controlling for objective measures such as salary and work hours.
Drawing on the resource deprivation theory, Bolino and Turnley (2009) and
Feldman and Turnley (2004), it is assumed that individuals holding lower employment
status would perceive themselves as deprived compared to employees holding higher
employment status in their immediate work environment. It is also expected that those
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employees would perceive work situations and react to them in an inflated manner, Impact of

as exemplified by Feldman and Turnley (2004): employees’
H3. Employees holding low employment status will report higher levels of incivility status on
compared to employees holding a higher employment status. incivility

H4. The correlation between incivility and job insecurity will be inflated for
incivility targets holding low employment status compared to incivility targets 307
holding a higher employment status.

Hb5. The correlation between incivility and employee deviance will be inflated for
incivility targets holding low employment status compared to incivility targets
holding a higher employment status.

Method
The current study is based on Heilbrunn and Itzkovich’s (2015) research data.
Data for the study were gathered in 15 organizations of various types located in Israel
by students enrolled at the time of data collection in seminars on organizational
behavior in three colleges geographically located in the north, south, and center of
Israel. The students approached working adults from different industries and
occupational statuses to take part in our study, which is — following Lim and
Lee (2011) — an acceptable sampling method. The survey was administered in 2014
via a web link, accompanied by a cover letter stressing the importance of the
research, encouraging them to respond truthfully, and assuring their complete
anonymity. The final sample consisted of 684 individuals, after excluding
participants who answered less than 30 percent of the survey items. In total,
60 percent of the sample population was male and 40 percent female, with an average
age of 35 (SD = 10.1) ranging between 19 and 70. In all, 84 percent were employed on a
permanent basis and 16 percent were temporary employees. The mean years of
employment of the survey participants was six (SD =6.4) ranging from one to a
maximum of 45 years.

In order to ensure construct validity, principle component analyses was employed
using varimax rotation and reliability tests to all three scales.

Work incivility scale

The work incivility scale (WIS) developed by Cortina et al (2001) was used in order to
measure incivility perceptions. The scale consists of seven items on a five-point Likert
scale ranging from 1= “nearly never” to 5= “most of the time.” The seventh item (i.e.
made unwanted attempts to draw you into a discussion of personal matters) deleted
due to lack of consistency with the rest and low construct validity according to two
content experts. This item (i.e. the seventh) was not consistent with the other six items
in previous research which was employed in the same culture (Itzkovich, 2014).
Participants were asked “During the past year have you been in a situation where any
of your supervisors or co-workers:” and sample items were “Put you down or was
condescending to you?” and “Paid little attention to your statement or showed little
interest in your opinion?” The final Cronbach’s « of the sub-factor was 0.872.

Job insecurity scale

In order to measure job insecurity, the Vander Elst ef al (2014) scale was used. The scale
consists of four items on a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 = “strongly disagree”
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EMJB to 5="“strongly agree.” Sample items were “Chances are that I will soon
11.2 lose my job,” and “I am sure that I can keep my job.” The final Cronbach’s a of the
’ sub-factor was 0.731.

Employee deviance scale

To measure employee deviance, the Bennett and Robinson’s (2000) organizational
workplace deviance scale was used. The scale consists of twelve items on a seven-point
Likert scale. The scale ranges from 1= “never” to 7 = “every day.” Participants were
asked “During the past year how often have you:” and sample items were “Taken
property from work without permission” or “Discussed confidential company
information with an unauthorized person.”

Principle component analyses produced two separate sub-factors. Four items
collapsed into the property deviance sub-factor. A sample item of this sub-factor is
“Falsified a receipt to get reimbursed for more money than you spent on business
expenses.” Four additional items pertain to the second factor, which could be identified
as production deviance. A sample item for this factor is “Spent too much time
fantasizing or daydreaming instead of working.”

Four items were redundant due to insufficient loading to one of the factors or due to lack
of consistency with the content of the factor. Items that were excluded are: “Used an illegal
drug or consumed alcohol on the job,” “Put little effort into your work,” “Neglected to follow
your boss’s instructions,” “Littered your work environment.” Modified versions of the scale
were previously used (Dunlop and Lee, 2004; Mount ef al., 2006), yet in the current research,
principle component analysis and confirmatory factor analysis were used additionally, in
order to validate the revised version of the scale. Confirmatory factor analysis results
showed significant but not too high correlation between the two sub-factors (» =0.77,
p < 0.001). The final Cronbach’s a of the production sub-factor was 0.636 for the
production deviance sub-factor and 0.643 for the property deviance sub-factor.

Lastly, a dummy variable was computed in order to measure employment status
using three background questions “Are you a permanent employee in the
organization?” and/or “Are you working under a contactor?” which indicate the level
at which working arrangements are precarious, and/or the following question:
“The average monthly household expense in Israel today amounts to 13,800 NIS.
Is your average monthly household expense: much below average, below average,
average, above average, much above average?” This is an additional indicator of
employment status, and was considered a better predictor of poverty (McGregort and
Borooahtt, 1992). Those who answered that they were temporary workers or worked
under a contractor, or reported that their monthly household expense was much below
average or below average collapsed into the low employment status cluster, while all
the others collapsed into the high employment status cluster.

308

Findings

Structural equation modeling (SEM) was employed to test the research hypotheses. Data
used for the SEM were analyzed with the maximum likelihood method. Three fit indices
were computed in order to evaluate the model fit: 5* (df) (p > 0.05), CFI (> 09), and
RMSEA (< 0.08). The measurement model includes the following factors: The WIS, a
latent variable with six observed variables; job insecurity, a latent variable with four
observed variables; organizational deviance, a general latent factor composed of two sub-
factors: production deviance, a latent variable with four observed variables, and property
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deviance, a latent variable with four observed variables; and the employment status Impact of
dummy variable with two clusters: low employment status and high employment status. employees’
Furthermore, the path model was constructed as follows: paths were specified

between workplace incivility (latent variable) and job insecurity (latent variable), S.tat.us. on
and between workplace incivility (latent variable) and workplace deviance (latent mClV]hty
variable).

As illustrated in Figure 1, results showed a positive (moderate) significant 309

coefficient between incivility and job insecurity (f=0.34, p < 0.001), and a positive
(moderate) significant coefficient between incivility and the workplace deviance factor
(=043, p <0.001). In total, incivility explained 12 percent of the job insecurity
variance, and 18 percent of the variance of the employee deviance construct. The
goodness of fit of the data to the model yielded good fit results (;* = 313131, gr— 127,
»=0.000; CF1=0.951; RMSEA = 0.046).

In order to evaluate the differences in incivility perceptions between the low and
high employment status holders, a #-test was employed. Data revealed that there was a
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EMJB significant difference in the incivility scores between low employment status (M = 1.78,
11,2 SD=0.74) and high employment status (M =1.65 SD=0.66) conditions;
1672.8) =2.24, p < 0.05. Results indicated that those holding low employment status
reported higher levels of perceived incivility compared to employees holding high
employment status.
Additional SEM analysis, illustrated in Figure 2, revealed that there is no
310 significant coefficient between incivility and job insecurity for employees holding
high employment status. However, it was found that incivility explains 11 percent of
the variance in employee deviance for employees holding high employment status.
Specifically, a significant positive (moderate) coefficient between incivility and
deviant behavior was found for employees possessing high employment status
(p=0.34, p < 0.01).

Figure 3 indicates that for employees holding low employment status, the model
explains 30 percent of the variance of job insecurity and 21 percent of the variance in
employee deviance. Specifically, a significant positive (strong) coefficient was found
between incivility and job insecurity (f=0.55, p <0.01) and a moderate coefficient
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between incivility and deviant behavior (4= 0.46, p < 0.01) for employees holding low
employment status.

The goodness of fit of the data to the model yielded good fit results (* = 496.353, 4¢— 254,
p=0.000; CFI=0936; RMSEA = 0.037).

Additional SEM analysis indicated that incivility explained 13 percent of the variance
in the property deviance sub-factor, but only 7 percent of the variance in the production
deviance sub-factor for employees possessing high employment status. These findings
are illustrated in Figure 4. Specifically, it was found that incivility is significantly
positively connected with the property deviance sub-factor ($=0.36, p <0.01) and
positively connected with the production deviance sub-factor (= 0.27, p < 0.05).

Furthermore, incivility explained 18 percent of the variance in the property
deviance sub-factor, yet 22 percent of the variance in the production deviance sub-
factor for employees holding low employment status. These findings are illustrated in
Figure 5. Specifically, incivility was positively connected with the property deviance
sub-factor (=043, p<0.01) and positively connected with the production
deviance sub-factor (f=0.47, p < 0.01).
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The goodness of fit of the data to the model yielded sufficient fit results (* = 628.450,

Discussion and conclusions
In order to assess the impact of deviant interpersonal behaviors on employees’ perceptions
and behaviors in the framework of precarious work arrangements, the purpose of this
paper was to investigate the impact of incivility on perceived job insecurity and employee
deviance, comparing two separate groups of targets — targets who hold low employment
status due to their precarious employment assembly (i.e. contemporary or contractionary)
or due to their lower (compared to average) monthly household expenses, and targets who
hold high employment status due to their stable employment arrangement (permanent) or
higher (than average) household monthly expenses.

Specifically, it was hypothesized that incivility would enhance perceptions of
job insecurity. Additionally, it was hypothesized that incivility would enhance
employee deviance.
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These two hypotheses were accepted. The first hypotheses assumed a positive
correlation between incivility and employee deviance. The meaning is that when
perceptions of incivility increase, targets are inclined to retaliate. This notion was
theoretically presented by Anderson and Pearson (1999) as a reciprocity principle
which they defined as “tit for tat.” It is also based on the principles of SET that
postulates that individuals constantly estimate their exchange with the organization.
Once they perceive the exchange as valuable, they are likely to reciprocate
affirmatively (Aryee ef al, 2013). On a parallel yet opposite route, a negative transaction
by one of the parties to the exchange, will lead to negative responses by the other side
(Cropanzano and Mitchel, 2005; Fiori et al., 2013; Helm et al,, 1972). Although the above
presented reasoning, thus far only three empirical articles postulated that incivility is
related to deviant behavior. Moreover, these articles focussed on specific forms of
incivility — e-incivility (Lim and Teo, 2009) or co-workers’ incivility (Sakurai and Jex,
2012) and on the relationship between incivility and interpersonal deviance (Wu et al,
2014). In the current study, perceived incivility from a variety of sources was measured
in relation to organizational deviance, which is different from the interpersonal

Impact of
employees’
status on
incivility

313

Figure 5.

The structural model
with standardized
parameter estimates —
low employment
status — impact on
property and
production deviance
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EMJB deviance assessed by Wu et al (2014). This finding can also lean on the Helm et al
11,2 (1972) reciprocity for harm done principle, which states that individuals harm
those who harm them, and do not help those who harm them. As managers
are the main perpetrators (Schilpzand et al, 2016), and as they deprive targets of
emotional rewards by acting in an uncivil manner, they are reciprocated in a
negative covert manner through decreased work effort and other manifestations of
314 property deviance.

The second hypotheses assumed that incivility perceptions will enhance job
insecurity perceptions. The meaning of the positive correlation between incivility
and job insecurity is that when incivility is on the rise, employees’ perceptions of
their work vulnerability (i.e. job insecurity) increase as well. This can be explained
through the top-down nature of incivility. Most of the perpetrators enjoy a higher
status than their targets do (Schilpzand et al, 2016). Additionally, those on top
(Le. possessing higher status) control organizational assets and are in a formal
position that allows them to reward or punish those that are located at a lower level
of the organizational hierarchy (Aquino et al, 1999; Aquino and Bradfield, 2000).
Thus, it is expected that uncivil behavior, which is mainly perpetrated by higher
status figures, would be perceived by employees as an alert sign concerning their
ability to maintain their rewards and specifically their emotional rewards. In turn
these perceptions are formulated as perceptions of job insecurity. This explanation is
supported by the multidimensional approach to job insecurity. By stressing that job
insecurity refers to the gap between the desired level of security and the perceived
level of security in relation to a job’s characteristics over and above the overall
continuity of the job as a whole, Greenhalgh and Rosenblatt (1984) stressed that job
insecurity is not limited to one dimension of job insecurity centering around the
continuity or discontinuity of the job, but can also be a potential outcome of any
threat sourcing from a variety of working conditions (Rosenblatt and Ruvio, 2000),
thus inferring that uncivil working conditions can also produce job insecurity
perceptions. Thus far there are no empirical findings concerning the relationships
between incivility and job insecurity.

Additionally, it was expected that employees holding low employment status
(compared to employees with high employment status) would perceive themselves as
deprived, and therefore would report higher levels of incivility, and inflated correlations
between incivility and both job insecurity and employee deviance.

Based on the path models’ and #-test results for measuring incivility perceptions
between employees with low vs high employment status, H3-H5 were accepted.
Accepting these additional three hypotheses means that relative deprivation theory
can in part explain uncivil working relations. These findings are in line with
Bolino and Turnley (2009), who found that employees’ perceptions of their
relationship with their managers depended on perceptions of deprivation and
not on the objective nature of these relationships. These findings are also in
line with Feldman and Turnley (2004), who showed that employees working under
precarious conditions perceived themselves as deprived and were more inclined to
negative behaviors and attitudes than permanent staff members were, even after
controlling for objective measures such as salary and work hours. This is the first
research that leans on the relative deprivation theory as a framework for the
research of incivility and its implications. Such proffered explanation expands the
micro-level “tit for tat” relationship to the macro level of labor relations and
labor market.
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Additionally, it was found that employees holding high employment status are Impact of
more inclined toward property deviance, while those holding low employment employees’
status are more inclined toward production deviance. These findings can be

explained by the differences in the structure of work of the two groups. Those who S.tat.us. on
earn less and are employed precariously, have less access to organizational property. mClVIhty
The major weapon they have in order to retaliate is the production one. Yet, such

retaliation mechanisms are not adequate for employees working under favorable 315

working conditions, because lateness or absenteeism (which are examples of
production deviance) are less monitored for high employment status employees
than for low employment status employees. Moreover, for high employment
status employees, lateness might not be considered retaliation but a benefit of
their status. Furthermore, higher employment status employees have more access to
the organization’s financial resources, which allows them to falsify receipts and
report more overtime. This explanation contradicts a former explanation by
Hollinger (1986), who posits that property deviance is likely to characterize low
status employees who have less to lose if they are caught. While Hollinger’s
explanation relies on an inclination toward risk minimization, the present
explanation relies on differences in accessibility to organizational resources, which
are based on employment status.

The main limitation of this study concerns its cross-sectional design. Indeed, some
relationships in the model are likely reciprocal. For example, the analysis implies that
incivility enhances employee deviance; however, it is equally plausible that those who
act in a deviant manner (e are late for work) raise antagonism, and therefore
experience more incivility.

Another limitation is related to the fact that Israel is a multi-cultural country.
Thus, the findings of this research should be further validated in other countries which
are not characterized as multi-cultural.

Despite its limitations, this study elaborates on previous studies by showing
that incivility can predict job insecurity and employee deviance. Data related to
the potential deviant outcomes of incivility are relatively rare. Only three studies
investigated the relationship between incivility and employee deviance. Two
of them focussed on specific forms of incivility: e-incivility (Lim and Teo, 2009)
or co-workers’ incivility (Sakurai and Jex, 2012), and one measured the
relationship between incivility and interpersonal deviance (Wu et al, 2014).
Moreover, no research focussed on the relationship between incivility and job
insecurity.

Additionally, the current research framed incivility, which is a micro-level behavior,
in a wider context of employment relations. As precarious employment arrangements
are on the rise, it is necessary to understand its hidden implications and threats to both
employees and organizations.

From a methodological point of view, this study introduced a shorter version of
Robinson and Bennett’s (1995) workplace deviance scale, which is in line with the
authors’ initial division of property and production deviance, and with Hollinger’s
(1986) conceptualization.

In addition, the current findings contribute to the understanding of antecedents of
workplace deviance.

Lastly, this research was conducted in Israel. To date, only few studies investigated
incivility in a Mediterranean culture (Itzkovich, 2014, 2015). Investigating incivility in
different cultures is important in order to validate existing measurements.

Downl oaded from http://ww. emeral d. com enj b/ articl e-pdf/11/2/ 304/ 623383/ enj b- 09- 2015- 0045. pdf by Ariel University in Samaria user on 19 ,



EMJB References

11,2 Alias, M, Rasdi, RM. and Abu Said, AM. (2012), “The impact of negative affectivity, job
satisfaction and interpersonal justice on workplace deviance in the private organizations”,
Pertanika Journal of Social Science and Humanities, Vol. 20 No. 3, pp. 829-845.

Andersson, LM. and Pearson, C.M. (1999), “Tit for tat? The spiraling effect of incivility in the
workplace”, The Academy of Management Review, Vol. 24 No. 3, pp. 452-471.

Aquino, K. and Bradfield, M. (2000), “Preceived victimization in the workplace: the role
of situational factors and victim characteristics”, Organization Science, Vol. 11 No. 5,
pp. 525-537.

Aquino, K., Galperin, BL. and Bennett, R]. (2004), “Social status and aggressiveness as
moderators of the relationship between interactional justice and workplace deviance”,
Journal of Applied Social Psychology, Vol. 34 No. 5, pp. 1001-1029.

Aquino, K., Grover, LS. and Bradfield, M. (1999), “The effects of negative affectivity, hierarchial
status and self detemination on workplace victimization”, Organization Science, Vol. 14
No. 4, pp. 374-385.

Aryee, S., Walumbwa, F.O., Mondejar, R. and Chu, C.W.L. (2013), “Accounting for the influence of
overall justice on job performance: integrating self-determination and social exchange
theories”, Journal of Management Studies, Vol. 52 No. 2, pp. 231-252.

Bennett, RJ. and Robinson, S.L. (2000), “Development of a measure of workplace deviance”,
Journal of Applied Psychology, Vol. 85 No. 3, pp. 349-360.

Bernhard-Oettel, C., De Cuyper, N., Schreurs, B. and De Witte, H. (2011), “Linking job insecurity to
well-being and organizational attitudes in Belgian workers: the role of security
expectations and fairness”, The International Journal of Human Resource Management,
Vol. 22 No. 9, pp. 1866-1886.

Bolino, M.C. and Turnley, W.H. (2009), “Relative deprivation among employees in lower-quality
leader-member exchange relationships”, The Leadership Quarterly, Vol. 20 No. 3,
pp. 276-286.

Cortina, LM.,, Magley, V], Williams, JH. and Langhout, RD. (2001), “Incivility in the
workplace: incidence and impact”, Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, Vol. 6 No. 1,
pp. 64-80.

Cropanzano, R. and Mitchel, M.S. (2005), “Social exchange theory: an interdisciplinary review”,
Journal of Management, Vol. 31 No. 6, pp. 874-900.

Dunlop, P. and Lee, K. (2004), “Workplace deviance, organizational citizenship behavior, and
business unit performance: the bad apples do spoil the whole barrel”, Journal of
Orgamizational Behavior, Vol. 25 No. 1, pp. 67-80.

Feldman, D.C. and Turnley, W.H. (2004), “Contingent employment in academic careers:
relative deprivation among adjunct faculty”, Journal of Vocational Behavior, Vol. 64 No. 2,
pp. 284-307.

Fiori, K.L., Windsor, D., Pearson, E.L. and Crisp, A. (2013), “Can positive social exchanges buffer the
detrimental effects of negative social exchanges?”, Age and Gender Differences, Vol. 59 No. 1,
pp. 40-52.

Githens, R.P. (2011), “Diversity and incivility: toward an action-oriented approach”, Advances in
Developing Human Resources, Vol. 13 No. 1, pp. 40-53.

Greenhalgh, L. and Rosenblatt, Z. (1984), “Job insecurity: toward conceptual clarity”,
The Academy of Management Review, Vol. 9 No. 3, pp. 438-448.

Harold, CM. and Holtz, B.C. (2015), “The effects of passive leadership on workplace incivility”,
Journal of Organizational Behavior, Vol. 36 No. 1, pp. 16-38.

316

Downl oaded from http://ww. emeral d. com enj b/ articl e-pdf/11/2/ 304/ 623383/ enj b- 09- 2015- 0045. pdf by Ariel University in Samaria user on 19 ,



Heilbrunn, S. and Itzkovich, Y. (2015), “The impact of work-place incivility on horizontal Impact of
solidarity and perceptions of job-insecurity”, paper accepted for presentation in EuroMed, employees’
Verona, October.

Helm, B., Bonoma, T.V. and Tedeschi, J.T. (1972), “Reciprocity for harm done”, The Journal of S.tat.us.l.o n
Social Psychology, Vol. 87 No. 1, pp. 89-98. incivility
Hershcovis, M.S. (2011), “Incivility, social undermining, bullying ... oh my!: a call to reconcile
constructs within workplace aggression research”, Journal of Organizational Behavior, 317

Vol. 32 No. 3, pp. 499-519.

Hollinger, R.C. (1986), “Acts against the workplace: social bonding and employee deviance”,
Deviant Behavior, Vol. 7 No. 1, pp. 53-75.

Itzkovich, Y. (2014), “Incivility: the moderating effect of hierarchical status. Does a manager
inflict more damage?”, Journal of Management Research, Vol. 6 No. 3, pp. 86-98.

Itzkovich, Y. (2015), Uneconomic Relationships — The Dark Side of Interpersonal Interactions in
Orgamizations, Resling, Tel-Aviv, Hebrew.

Jiang, L., Probst, T.M. and Benson, W.L. (2014), “Why me? The frog-pond effect, relative
deprivation, and individual outcomes in the face of budget cuts”, Work and Stress, Vol. 28
No. 4, pp. 387-403.

Kim, S.S., Subramanian, S.V., Sorensen, G., Perry, MJ. and Christiani, D.C. (2012), “Association
between change in employment status and new-onset depressive symptoms in
South Korea — a gender analysis”, Scandinavian Journal of Work, Environment and Health,
Vol. 38 No. 6, pp. 537-545.

Lim, S. and Lee, A. (2011), “Work and non-work outcomes of workplace incivility: does family
support help?”, Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, Vol. 16 No. 1, pp. 95-111.

Lim, VKG. and Teo, TSH. (2009), “Mind your e-manners: impact of cyber incivility
on employees’ work attitude and behavior”, Information and Management, Vol. 46 No. 8,
pp. 419-425.

McGregort, P.P.L. and Borooahtt, V.K. (1992), “Is low spending or low income a better indicator of
whether or not a household is poor: some results from the 1985 family expenditure survey”,
Cambridge University Press, Vol. 21 No. 1, pp. 53-59.

Miner, K.N. and Eischeid, A. (2012), “Observing incivility toward coworkers and negative emotions:
do gender of the target and observer matter?”, Sex Roles, Vol. 66 No. 7, pp. 492-505.

Mount, M, Ilies, R. and Johnson, E. (2006), “Relationship of personality traits and
counterproductive work behaviors: the mediating effects of job satisfaction”, Personnel
Psychology, Vol. 59 No. 3, pp. 591-622.

Nicholson, T. and Griffin, B. (2014), “Here today but not gone tomorrow: incivility affects after-
work and next-day recovery”, Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, Vol. 20 No. 2,
pp. 218-225.

O'Neill, P. and Sevastos, P. (2013), “The development and validation of a new multidimensional
job insecurity measure (JIM): an inductive methodology”, Journal of Occupational Health
Psychology, Vol. 18 No. 3, pp. 338-349.

Pearson, C.M. and Porath, C.L. (2005), “On the nature, consequences and remedies of workplace
incivility: No time for ‘nice’? Think again”, Academy of Management Perspectives, Vol. 19
No. 1, pp. 7-18.

Pearson, CM., Andersson, L.M. and Wegner, J.W. (2001), “When workers flout convention: a
study of workplace incivility”, Human Relations, Vol. 54 No. 11, pp. 1387-1419.

Porath, CL. and Pearson, CM. (2012), “Emotional and behavioral responses to workplace
incivility and the impact of hierarchical status”, Journal of Applied Social Psychology,
Vol. 42 No. S1, pp. E326-E357.

Downl oaded from http://ww. emeral d. com enj b/ articl e-pdf/11/2/ 304/ 623383/ enj b- 09- 2015- 0045. pdf by Ariel University in Samaria user on 19 ,



EM]B Robinson, SL. and Bennett, R]J. (1995), “A typology of deviant workplace behaviors:
112 a multidimensional scaling study”, Academy of Management Journal, Vol. 38 No. 2,
4 pp. 555-572.

Rosenblatt, Z. and Ruvio, A. (2000), “Job insecurity of Israeli secondary school teachers:
a multidimensional approach”, Megamot, Vol. 40 No. 3, pp. 486-511, Hebrew.

Sakurai, K. and Jex, SM. (2012), “Coworker incivility and incivility targets’ work effort and
318 counterproductive work behaviors: the moderating role of supervisor social support”,
Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, Vol. 17 No. 2, pp. 150-161.

Schilpzand, P., De Pater, 1. and Erez, A. (2016), “Workplace incivility: a review of the literature
and agenda for future research”, Journal of Orgamizational Behavior, Vol. 37 No. SI,
pp. S57-S88.

Sora miana, B., Gonzalez-Morales, G.M., Caballer, A. and Peiro, ] M. (2011), “Consequences of job
insecurity and the moderator role of occupational group”, The Spanish Journal of
Psychology, Vol. 14 No. 2, pp. 820-831.

Taylor, S.G. and Pattie, M.W. (2014), “When does ethical leadership affect workplace incivility?”,
Business Ethics Quarterly, Vol. 24 No. 4, pp. 595-616.

Tepper, BJ., Carr, ].C., Breaux, D.M., Geider, S., Hu, C. and Hua, W. (2009), “Abusive supervision,
intentions to quit, and employees’ workplace deviance: a power/dependence analysis”,
Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, Vol. 109 No. 2, pp. 156-167.

Trudel, J. and Reio, T.G. (2011), “Managing workplace incivility: the role of conflict management
styles — antecedent or antidote?”, Human Resource Development Quarterly, Vol. 22 No. 4,
pp. 395-423.

Vander Elst, T., De Cuyper, N. and De Witte, H. (2011), “The role of perceived control in the
relationship between job insecurity and psychosocial outcomes: moderator or mediator?”,
Stress and Health, Vol. 27 No. 3, pp. 215-228.

Vander Elst, T., De Witte, H. and De Cuyper, N. (2014), “The job insecurity scale: a psychometric
evaluation across five European countries”, European Journal of Work and Organizational
Psychology, Vol. 23 No. 3, pp. 364-380.

Vives, A., Arnable, M., Ferrer, M., Moncada, S., Llorens, C., Muntaner, C., Benavides, F.G. and
Benach, J. (2010), “The employment precariousness scale (EPRES): psychometric properties
of a new tool for epidemiological studies among waged and salaried workers”,
Occupational and Environmental Medicine, Vol. 67 No. 8, pp. 548-555.

Wu, LZ., Zhang, H,, Chiu, RK,, Kwan, HK. and He, X. (2014), “Hostile attribution bias and
negative reciprocity beliefs exacerbate incivility’s effects on interpersonal deviance”,
Journal of Business Ethics, Vol. 120 No. 2, pp. 189-199.

Corresponding author
Yariv Itzkovich can be contacted at: itzkovichyariv@gmail.com

For instructions on how to order reprints of this article, please visit our website:
www.emeraldgrouppublishing.com/licensing/reprints.htm
Or contact us for further details: permissions@emeraldinsight.com

Downl oaded from http://ww. emeral d. com enj b/ articl e-pdf/11/2/ 304/ 623383/ enj b- 09- 2015- 0045. pdf by Ariel University in Samaria user on 19 ,


mailto:itzkovichyariv@gmail.com

