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The use of email for business communication has surged 
in recent years, becoming a primary tool for informa-
tion exchange among employees (Park et al., 2018). The 
COVID-19 pandemic further accelerated this trend, with 
over half of the global workforce relying on emails for 
work-related communication (The Radicati Group, 2022). 
However, the convenience of email comes with growing 
concerns about rude emails. Thus, the anonymity, invisibil-
ity, and asynchronicity of emails can trigger cyber incivility 
(Nag et al., 2023). Additionally, the lack of prompt feedback 
and non-verbal cues in emails increases the chances of con-
tent misinterpretation (Yuan et al., 2020). As a result, email 
incivility is a globally widespread phenomenon (Shahwar 
& Dhar, 2023).

To date, little attention has been paid to email incivil-
ity from colleagues, with most studies focused on email 
incivility from supervisors (Tasoulis et al., 2023) and other 
related constructs, such as cyberbullying (Wang, 2022). 
Filling this gap is relevant as the effects of incivility on 
employees may differ depending on its source (Sliter et 
al., 2012). Additionally, employees are unlikely to show 
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Abstract
Recent years have seen an increase in the use of email for work-related matters. Although it represents a convenient 
way to communicate, it can expose workers to the risk of being victims of rude email communications. This two-sample 
study investigates whether email incivility is related to work-life conflict and emotional exhaustion, directly and indirectly 
through techno-invasion. In the second study, we replicate the findings in a different country and extend our findings by 
additionally examining the moderating role of resilience. A total of 199 Italian (Study 1) and 330 British (Study 2) workers 
completed online questionnaires. In both countries, employees who reported email incivility from colleagues were more 
likely to experience work-life conflict and emotional exhaustion both directly and indirectly through techno-invasion. In 
Study 2, resilience moderated the association between email incivility and techno-invasion. When confronted with email 
incivility, workers who scored low and moderate on resilience were more likely to experience techno-invasion and then 
work-life conflict and emotional exhaustion, unlike workers high in resilience, for whom the indirect effect was nonsig-
nificant. Our findings suggest that organizations should put in place ‘‘netiquette’’ codes to provide their employees with 
rules about writing emails in a civil tone. Moreover, workers could benefit from psychological resilience training in addi-
tion to training on email management.
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habituation effects toward social stressors from colleagues 
(Sommovigo et al., 2023). This is because relations with 
colleagues are characterized by continuity and insufficient 
intimacy to prevent arguments from being perceived as a 
major threat to one’s basic human need to preserve high 
social esteem (Sommovigo et al., 2023). Considering the 
growing popularity of team-based company structures, 
further scientific knowledge on email incivility from col-
leagues is then essential to effectively counteract its harm-
ful effects.

While there is some research on the impact of cyber inci-
vility on work-related attitudes and behaviours (McCarthy 
et al., 2019), the effects of email incivility on employee 
well-being have received less attention. Recent studies iden-
tified email incivility as a daily stressor generating burnout 
symptoms, including emotional exhaustion (Xiao et al., 
2023). Furthermore, research has evidenced that the distress 
from email incivility at work can spill over onto employees’ 
private lives, suggesting its potential impact on work-life 
conflict (Park et al., 2018).

In this regard, techno-invasion could help explain how 
email incivility is linked to employee work-life conflict. 
Thus, given that email incivility manifests itself through 
information communication technology (ICT) and problem-
atic email interactions are recorded, there is preliminary evi-
dence that email incivility can be “reexperienced” by targets 
who can ruminate about the uncivil email even outside of 
work (Park et al., 2018). Although the key role of techno-
invasion in affecting employee emotional exhaustion (Ma 
et al., 2021) and work-life interface (Harris et al., 2022) has 
been demonstrated, the link between email incivility and 
techno-invasion has been neglected.

Further, individual differences in resilience could 
shape how employees react to email incivility (Hobfoll 
et al., 2018). Thus, this personal resource has been iden-
tified as a protective factor against the harmful effects 
of mistreatment experiences and face-to-face workplace 
incivility (Sommovigo et al., 2019; Nguyen & Besson, 
2023). However, it remains unclear whether the protec-
tive role of resilience can be extended to uncivil online 
communications. Addressing this gap is relevant because 
resilience can be enhanced via training (Joyce et al., 
2018).

Therefore, drawing on the Conservation of Resources 
(COR) theory (Hobfoll et al., 2018), this study aims to 
investigate whether email incivility from colleagues 
would be directly and indirectly (via techno-distress 
invasion) related to emotional exhaustion and work-life 
conflict and whether these associations would be con-
ditional on resilience. In pursuing these objectives, this 
study moves a step forward as it is the first to investi-
gate whether techno-invasion can be a psychological 

mechanism explaining how email incivility is linked 
to emotional exhaustion and work-life conflict among 
affected employees. In doing so, this study answers the 
call for more research to comprehend the impact of inci-
vility on non-work settings (Park et al., 2018), thereby 
extending scholarly understanding of the spillover effects 
of email incivility. Additionally, by identifying resilience 
as a protective factor against the harmful consequences of 
email incivility, this study deepens our understanding of 
the personal conditions that can buffer the link between 
email incivility and well-being outcomes. In doing so, 
this study provides insights for designing interventions to 
help employees maintain optimal functioning in the face 
of uncivil emails.

Theoretical model and hypotheses

Email incivility and emotional exhaustion

Email incivility has been described as a specific form of 
cyber incivility referring to uncivil behaviours and com-
ments that violate workplace norms of mutual respect 
exhibited through email-mediated interactions (Lim & 
Teo, 2009). According to the COR theory (Hobfoll et 
al., 2018), email incivility represents a stressful event 
as it threatens employees’ valued conditions (e.g., being 
respected at work), personal (e.g., self-esteem) and social 
(e.g., co-worker support) resources. When confronted 
with email incivility, employees are likely to spend 
resources to self-regulate negative emotional states (e.g., 
feelings of rejection) and think about their situation (e.g., 
worrying about the intentionality and motives behind the 
uncivil email; Park et al., 2018; Sommovigo et al., 2020). 
Whether employees are unsuccessful in counterbalanc-
ing the resource loss via appropriate conservation of 
resources strategies (e.g., by replacing the lost resources 
with other resources in order to counterbalance the loss), 
they may feel resource-depleted, eventually developing 
feelings of emotional exhaustion (the core dimension of 
burnout referring to feelings of being emotionally overex-
tended by one’s work; Maslach et al., 2001). Accordingly, 
previous studies have shown that being targeted of work-
place mistreatment (Anjum et al., 2022), cyber incivility 
from supervisors (Shahwar & Dhar, 2023) and general 
cyber incivility (Xiao et al., 2023) increased the likeli-
hood that victims developed burnout symptoms. Hence, 
we propose:

Hypothesis 1  Email incivility will be positively associated 
with emotional exhaustion.
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Email incivility and work-life conflict

Recently, we have witnessed the development of a body of 
research focused on the spillover effects of workplace inci-
vility on employees’ private lives. According to this stream 
of research, employees confronted with incivility from 
outsiders (Sommovigo et al., 2022) or intra-organizational 
members (He et al., 2021) are likely to experience greater 
work-to-life conflict. Thus, victims of incivility tend to carry 
the resulting negative emotions home and therefore become 
more easily upset with their family members and less will-
ing to engage in social interactions at home, which makes 
it even harder for them to restore their resources (Lim et 
al., 2018; Sommovigo et al., 2022; Wang et al., 2022). In 
addition to the spillover of their negative emotions into the 
private life domain, victims of incivility frequently spend 
time worrying about the incivility incidents or adopt dys-
functional coping strategies, such as withdrawal (Lim et al., 
2018; Sommovigo et al., 2022). Based on the COR theory 
(Hobfoll et al., 2018), such reactions are likely to interfere 
with employees’ capability to fulfil requirements from the 
private life domain (Lim et al., 2018) because they leave 
employees with fewer resources available to meet role 
demands from their non-working life sphere. There is also 
some evidence that cyber incivility at work can spill over 
to the family domain, resulting in negative family-related 
outcomes. In this regard, Park and Haun (2018) showed that 
email incivility-related stress went beyond the targets’ work 
domain, crossed over to their partners, and further spilled 
over back to the partners’ workplace. Thus, based on the 
COR theory (Hobfoll et al., 2018), using resources to deal 
with email incivility may leave affected employees with 
lower resources to perform extra-work activities, resulting 
in work-life conflict. This is also consistent with the spill-
over theories suggesting that people may experience blur-
ring of work-family boundaries, such that emotions, and 
behaviours experienced in the work domain can have an 
impact (either positive or negative) in the family domain 
(Bernuzzi et al., 2021). Therefore, we suggest:

Hypothesis 2  Email incivility will be positively associated 
with work-life conflict.

The mediating role of techno-invasion

In recent years, the adoption of remote working arrange-
ments and the use of technology for this purpose, make it 
increasingly difficult for employees to mentally disconnect 
themselves from work during non-working time (Park et 
al., 2018). The possibility to read work emails on personal 
mobile devices can create the conditions for employees to 

receive and read uncivil work-related emails even during 
their free time. Even when problematic email communica-
tions are received during working hours, employees can read 
them at any time because such communications are recorded 
and easily retrievable outside of work via personal devices 
(Park et al., 2018). Given the ambiguous nature of incivil-
ity, employees may then be tempted to read the content of 
the email multiple times in an attempt to disclose the mean-
ing and intention behind the electronic communication. As 
a result, employees may spend a lot of time and energy and 
attribute excessive attention to the received uncivil com-
munication, thus engaging in rumination tendencies (Park 
et al., 2018). Accordingly, previous studies demonstrated 
that being victims of incivility by intra-organizational mem-
bers increased the likelihood of rumination (Demsky et al., 
2019). Therefore, employees may continue to think about 
uncivil emails during non-working time, which may leave 
them with fewer resources (Hobfoll et al., 2018) and the 
feeling that work-related technology permeates their private 
life (i.e., techno-invasion, the component of technostress 
related to the feeling that ICT-based work demands invade 
employees’ non-work time; Molino et al., 2020). Thus, we 
hypothesize that:

Hypothesis 3  Email incivility will be positively related to 
techno-invasion.

Recently, Park and colleagues (2018) found that on days 
when employees were exposed to cyber incivility, they 
experienced higher affective and physical distress at the end 
of the workday which, in turn, was related to greater distress 
the next morning. This was especially likely when targets of 
incivility did not properly recover their lost resources. This 
is understandable based on the COR theory (Hobfoll et al., 
2018). In line with this theory, employees have to mobilize 
their available resources by engaging in resource conser-
vation strategies to restore resources depleted by stressful 
work events (e.g., email incivility). However, if employ-
ees are unsuccessful in doing so, they may lose further 
resources. In this regard, previous research suggests that 
given that email interactions are recorded email incivility 
can be “reexperienced” by targets, resulting in rumination 
about uncivil emails (Park et al., 2018). This may make feel 
targets invaded by technologies and unable to compensate 
through appropriate resource replacement strategies (Park et 
al., 2018). In such a situation, further loss of resources may 
occur, increasing the risk of emotional exhaustion. Accord-
ingly, previous studies demonstrated that techno-distressed 
employees and employees experiencing techno-invasion 
were more likely to be emotionally exhausted (Ma et al., 
2021). Notably, Bauwens and colleagues (2021) showed 
that techno-invasion was the dimension of technostress 
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events, such as workplace incivility, as significant obstacles 
to the quality of their work functioning (Clercq & Belau-
steguigoitia, 2023; Sommovigo et al., 2019). Thus, draw-
ing on the COR theory (Hobfoll et al., 2018), people with 
high resilience levels possess a wide range of resources they 
can rely on to flexibly cope with and proactively prepare 
themselves for addressing uncivil emails (Sommovigo et 
al., 2019), being less vulnerable to resource loss (Hobfoll 
et al., 2018). Indeed, highly resilient employees tend to 
adopt effective strategies to mobilize available resources 
to protect themselves against resource losses (Sommovigo 
et al., 2019) and recover from mistreatment and incivility 
experiences (Sommovigo et al., 2019). This may also allow 
them to perceive uncivil emails as fewer threatening events 
resulting in lower intrusive thoughts about these events, and 
less use of ICT outside of work (Clercq & Belausteguigoitia, 
2023; Sommovigo et al., 2019). Resilient employees could 
then be less likely to feel invaded by ICTs in their private 
life domain (De Clercq & Belausteguigoitia, 2023). Accord-
ingly, previous studies have shown that resilience can help 
people cope with mistreatment and uncivil experiences, 
buffering its negative effects on employee work-related out-
comes (Sommovigo et al., 2019; Nguyen & Besson, 2023). 
Therefore, we hypothesize:

Hypothesis 6  Resilience will buffer the positive effect of 
email incivility on techno-invasion.

Overview of the current research

Previous methodologists have claimed that research 
involving multiple studies can substantially contribute to 
the literature via replication and extension (Montani et al., 
2020). Likewise, some scholars have recommended exam-
ining theoretical models, or a portion of them, through 
improved, or at least diverse, independent empirical 
attempts (Cortina et al., 2017). Following these recom-
mendations and in line with what was done by previous 
researchers (e.g., Montani et al., 2020), we conducted two 
studies to test how email incivility would be related to 
work-life conflict and emotional exhaustion. Study 1 used 
a cross-sectional design and was conducted on a small 
sample of Italian workers during the pandemic to test the 
direct relationship between email incivility and two out-
comes (i.e., work-life conflict and emotional exhaustion) 
and the mediating role of techno-invasion in this rela-
tionship. Study 2 aimed to replicate Study 1’s findings in 
another country during post-pandemic times using a larger 
sample of full-time workers from United Kingdom and 
extend the previous results by examining the moderating 
role of resilience (Fig. 1).

most likely to predict employees’ emotional exhaustion. 
Hence, we expect that:

Hypothesis 4  Techno-invasion will mediate the relationship 
between email incivility and emotional exhaustion.

The technostress literature has widely demonstrated that the 
detrimental effects of techno-invasion in the workplace are 
likely to spill over to the private life domain, resulting in 
work-life conflict (Molino et al., 2021; Harris et al., 2022). 
Although the link between techno-invasion and work-life 
conflict is well-documented, no previous studies have 
examined whether the spillover effects of techno-invasion 
onto employees’ private life may be fuelled by email inci-
vility. Nevertheless, drawing on the COR theory (Hobfoll 
et al., 2018), we expect that victims of email incivility will 
be likely to deploy time and energy to attribute meaning to 
the uncivil email (e.g., to figure out the reason for the disre-
spectful treatment), think about it, self-regulate their nega-
tive emotions, and manage the subsequent stress associated 
with the resulting feeling that ICT technology penetrates 
the home boundaries (as the uncivil message is mediated by 
email; Harris et al., 2022; Park et al., 2018). This can leave 
employees with lower time and fewer energy resources left 
to meet demands from their private life domain, making it 
harder for them to maintain a high-quality performance and 
engage satisfactorily in this domain (Bernuzzi et al., 2022a, 
b). Thus, employees are likely to take after-work time and 
energies devoted to face additional tasks resulting from 
the cognitive and emotional interference related to uncivil 
emails received via work technologies (e.g., mobile email) 
away from home duties, reducing their ability to handle 
competing demands arising from the private life domain 
(Harris et al., 2022). Therefore, we hypothesize:

Hypothesis 5  Techno-invasion will mediate the relationship 
between email incivility and work-life conflict.

The moderating role of resilience

Consistent with the COR theory (Hobfoll et al., 2018), per-
sonal characteristics represent resources to the extent that 
they aid stress resistance. As such, individuals with more 
resources are less vulnerable to resource loss than those with 
fewer resources. In this study, we argue that resilience, which 
refers to a dynamic process that enables individuals to cope 
with stressful circumstances and recover from hardships 
(Bernuzzi et al., 2022a, b), can be a key personal resource. 
Indeed, based on previous research, resilience can enable 
employees to face professional challenges successfully and 
reduce their odds of perceiving potentially ego-threatening 
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colleagues) and eight respondents because of incomplete 
responses (i.e., less than 60% of the questionnaire). Thus, 
the final sample was composed of 199 Italian workers. Most 
participants were women (67.30%) with an average age 
of 34.52 years old (SD: 11.87). Approximately half of the 
respondents (47.90%) had begun to work remotely due to 
COVID-19. Respondents worked an average of 34.70 h per 
week (SD: 10.41). The sample was distributed by sector as 
follows: professional, scientific, and technological activi-
ties (24.3%); administrative and support service activities 
(18.0%); human health and social work activities (11.7%); 
and financial, and real estate activities (10.1%); public 
administration (9.0%); accommodation and food service 
activities (7.9%); education (7.9%); transportation and stor-
age (7.4%); and information and communication (3.7%).

Measures

Email incivility was assessed using the 14-item Cyber Inci-
vility Scale (Lim & Teo, 2009). Participants rated how 
frequently over the last six months they were usually con-
fronted with uncivil behaviours enacted by their colleagues 
via emails, such as making derogatory remarks about the 
person through email or inserting sarcastic comments 
between paragraphs in emails (e.g., Put you down or was 
condescending to you in some way through email), on a 
5-point Likert scale (1 = not at all, 7 = all the time). Since an 
Italian validation of this scale was not available, we trans-
lated this scale following standard guidelines for translating 
surveys (Sousa & Rojjanasrirat, 2011). The forward transla-
tion made by one native Italian-speaking scholar was revised 
by a bilingual expert panel that identified suitable alterna-
tives to inappropriate expressions. Then, an independent 

Study 1

The purpose of study 1 was to investigate whether email 
incivility would be related to emotional exhaustion and 
work-family conflict, directly and indirectly as mediated by 
techno-invasion.

Method

This cross-sectional study was conducted between Febru-
ary and March 2021 during the COVID-19 emergency in 
compliance with the ethical standards included in the Dec-
laration of Helsinki and provided by the Italian National 
Psychological Association. All participants provided 
their informed consent before taking part in the research. 
After receiving ethical approval from the relevant univer-
sity Research Ethics Committee, two master’s students in 
psychology distributed the online survey through social 
network sites (i.e., LinkedIn, Facebook, WhatsApp, and 
Instagram). The survey was administrated utilizing a form 
from a spreadsheet in Google Sheets. The inclusion criteria 
were as follows: to be at least 18 years of age, to be working 
in Italy at the time of partaking, to be performing working 
activities (in the office or remotely) that required the fre-
quent use of email in communication with one’s colleagues, 
and to provide an informed consent form. The survey cover 
sheet provided respondents with information about the study 
goals and ensured the voluntary nature of their participation 
and the anonymity of the responses. The resulting conve-
nience sample included 215 workers. We excluded eight 
participants who did not meet the study criteria (i.e., they 
were not using email frequently to communicate with their 

Fig. 1  Conceptual model
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the study variables ranged from 0.86 to 0.96. Likewise, all 
average variance extracted values for the study variables 
were above the 0.50 cut-offs ranging from 0.55 to 0.90. All 
study scales had satisfactory internal consistencies showing 
Cronbach’s alphas ranging from 0.71 to 0.92. The descrip-
tive statistics, and correlations for the study variables are 
reported in Table 1.

We also conducted a series of comparative confirma-
tory factor analyses (see Table  2). Given the size of our 
sample (i.e., 199) relative to the number of items (i.e., 27), 
we adopted the parceling technique to maintain an optimal 
indicator-to-sample-size ratio (Little, 2013). Thus, model fit 
indices can become problematic when the subject-to-item 
ratio is below the recommended 10:1 ratio (Little, 2013), 
as in the case of our research. According to what has been 
proven by Little (2013), item parcels ameliorate the sample 
size-to-parameter ratio, reducing the odds that parcels will 
be affected by the method effects related to single items. 
Moreover, item parcels are more reliable as they reflect a 
broader proportion of true-score variance and increase con-
vergence and stability, being especially suitable for models 
having an unfavorable indicator-to-sample-size ratio (Mon-
tani et al., 2020). Following Little’s (2013) suggestions, we 
then created three parcels for the measures of email incivil-
ity, work-life conflict, and emotional exhaustion by combin-
ing items with higher factor loadings with those with lower 
factor loading. The fit indices of the four-factor model were 
satisfactory (χ2 = 95.61, df = 48, p = .00, RMSEA = 0.07, 
RMSEA [90% CI] = [0.05, 0.09], SRMR = 0.05, CFI = 0.97, 
TLI=. 96) and outperformed all alternative models, support-
ing the distinctiveness of the study variables.

Harman’s single-factor test was conducted to detect com-
mon method variance. The results indicated that the first 
factor explained the 42.31% of variance without rotation. 
Then, no single factor had particularly significant explor-
atory power, suggesting that common method bias did not 
seem to substantially impact our study.

Hypotheses testing

To test the hypothesized mediating role of techno-invasion 
in the relationship between email incivility and its expected 
two outcomes (i.e., work-life conflict, and emotional 
exhaustion), we conducted a mediation analysis with the 
ML method of Mplus Version 8, using the bootstrapping 
test and a bias-corrected 95% confidence interval (CI) with 
a resampling procedure of 1,000 bootstrap samples. In line 
with our hypothesized model (see Table 3), email incivility 
was positively related to techno-invasion (β = 0.27, p < .01, 
95% CI [0.10, 0.41) which, in turn, was positively related 
to work-life conflict (β = 0.49, p < .001, 95% CI [0.31, 
0.62) and positively associated with emotional exhaustion 

translator translated all items back into English. The result-
ing back-translated version was compared with the original 
version of the scale by bilingual experts and further amends 
were implemented.

Techno-invasion was measured using the 3-item Techno-
invasion subscale from the Italian Technostress Creators 
Scale (Molino et al., 2020). Respondents indicated how fre-
quently they felt their personal life was invaded by work 
emails (e.g., I feel my personal life is being invaded by work 
emails; α: 0.92) on a 7-point Likert scale (1 = strongly dis-
agree, 5 = strongly agree).

Work-life conflict was evaluated using the 5-item Work-
Family Conflict Scale in its Italian validation (Colombo 
& Ghislieri, 2008). Respondents indicated the extent to 
which they agreed with each item concerning the interfer-
ences of job demands on non-work duties (e.g., My job pro-
duces strain that makes it difficult to fulfil non-work duties; 
α: 0.92) on a 7-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, 
7 = strongly agree).

Emotional exhaustion was evaluated using the 5-item 
subscale from the Italian validation of the Maslach Burnout 
Inventory-General Survey (Borgogni et al., 2005). Respon-
dents indicated how frequently they suffered from lack of 
energy and emotional fatigue experiences (e.g., I feel used 
up at the end of the workday, α: 0.92) on a 7-point Likert 
scale (0 = never, 6 = daily).

Control variables. We controlled for gender, age, hours 
worked per week, and remote work since previous studies 
indicated that these variables are related to techno-invasion, 
work-life interface, and psycho-physical well-being (e.g., 
Molino et al., 2020; Harris et al., 2022).

Results

Measurement reliability and confirmatory factor 
analysis

Using IBM SPSS Statistics 25, we first examined the psy-
chometric properties of the study scales. There was no sign 
of multicollinearity because the variance inflation factor 
values ranged from 1.11 to 1.38 and the tolerance values 
ranged from 0.72 to 0.90, which is far below the recom-
mended threshold of 10. The skewness values (ranging from 
0.03 to 1.18) and kurtosis (ranging from − 1.07 to 1.90) 
were appropriate. All factor loadings of items on their corre-
sponding constructs were statistically significant and above 
the 0.5 cut-off points, suggesting at least a medium corre-
lation with their respective construct (i.e., email incivility: 
0.55-0.78; techno-invasion: 0.74-0.88; work-life conflict: 
0.83-0.93; emotional exhaustion: 0.83-0.88). Moreover, the 
results showed that the composite reliability coefficients for 
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(β = 0.36, p < .001, 95% CI [0.20, 0.49]). Email incivility was 
positively and directly related to work-life conflict (β = 0.18, 
p < .01, 95% CI [0.01, 0.29]) and emotional exhaustion 
(β = 0.30, p < .01, 95% CI [0.12, 0.43]). Moreover, techno-
invasion partially mediated the relationship between email 
incivility and work-life conflict (β = 0.10, p < .05, 95% CI 
[0.04,0.18]). Likewise, techno-invasion partially mediated 
the relationship between email incivility and emotional 
exhaustion (β = 0.13, p < .05, 95% CI [0.05,0.23]).

Study 2

In Study 2, we replicated the approach of Study 1 with a 
sample of workers from the UK. We administrated the same 
survey in its original English version with the addition of the 
resilience scale. We conducted the same analyses, extending 
the previous mediation model by examining the moderating 
role of resilience in the relationship between email incivil-
ity and the two outcomes (i.e., work-life conflict, and emo-
tional exhaustion).

Method

Before beginning data collection, we obtained ethical 
approval from the relevant univeristy research ethics com-
mittee. Data were collected between June and July 2022 in 
a post-pandemic period. Participants were recruited using 
Prolific Academic, an online crowd-sourcing research plat-
form that enables researchers to collect data for applied 
research projects from a large and various workforce. There 
is evidence that data obtained through online platforms are 
at least as reliable and different as those collected using tra-
ditional approaches (e.g., Walter et al., 2019). To partici-
pate, respondents were required to be working in the UK at 
the time of filling, to be using email to communicate with 
their colleagues, to be 18 years of age or older, to provide 
an informed consent form (i.e., we applied the same recruit-
ment criteria we used to select Italian respondents). Par-
ticipants who completed the online survey were rewarded 
with £2.10. To check the quality of the data collected, we 
included attention checks. After being informed about 
the study goals and ensured of the confidentiality of their 
answers, all participants gave their informed consent before 
taking part in the research. We excluded three cases because 
they failed to answer attention checks.

The final sample included 330 workers from several UK 
firms. Most participants were women (59.70%) with an 
average age of 38.64 years old (SD: 4.50). More than half of 
the respondents (88.50%) were working remotely. Respon-
dents worked an average of 37.82 h per week (SD: 10.39). 
The sample was distributed by sector as follows: financial, 
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Results

Measurement reliability and confirmatory factor 
analysis

In a similar fashion to that of Study 1, we examined the 
psychometric properties of the study scales. There was 
no evidence of multicollinearity (VIF values ranged from 
1.04 to 1.45; tolerance values ranged from 0.69 to 0.96). 
and the skewness (ranging from − 0.38 to 1.18) and kurtosis 
values (ranging from − 1.14 to 1.09) were appropriate. All 
factor loadings of items on their corresponding constructs 
were statistically significant and above the 0.5 cut-off points 
(i.e., email incivility: 0.50-0.79; techno-invasion: 0.82-0.92; 
work-life conflict: 0.88-0.95; emotional exhaustion: 0.83-
0.94; resilience: 0.50-0.81). Moreover, the results showed 
that the composite reliability coefficients for the study vari-
ables ranged from 0.90 to 0.97. Likewise, all average vari-
ance extracted values for the study variables ranged from 
0.51 to 0.86. All study scales had satisfactory internal con-
sistencies showing Cronbach’s alphas ranging from 0.85 to 
0.96 (see Table 1).

As in Study 1, a CFA with the ML method was run 
to test the factor structure of the study variables. Again, 
to keep a favorable indicator-to-sample-size ratio, we 

and real estate activities (26.4%); professional, scientific, 
and technological activities (17.6%); information and com-
munication (17.6%); human health and social work activi-
ties (13.0%); administrative and support service activities 
(11.8%); public administration (11.8%); accommodation 
and food service activities (0.6%); education (0.6%); trans-
portation and storage (0.6%).

Measures

The same scales as those used in Study 1 were adopted to 
measure the extent to which participants were confronted 
with email incivility (14 items, Cyber-incivility Scale, Lim 
& Teo, 2009; α: 0.87) and experienced techno-invasion (4 
items, Technostress Creators Scale, Ragu-Nathan et al., 
2008; α: 0.85), work-life conflict (5 items, Work-family Con-
flict Scale, Netemeyer et al., 1996; α: 0.96), and emotional 
exhaustion (5 items, Maslach Burnout Inventory-General 
Survey, Maslach et al., 2001; α: 0.95). In addition, resil-
ience was measured using the 10-item Connor-Davidson 
Resilience Scale (Campbell-Sills et al., 2007). Respondents 
indicated the extent to which they agreed with each state-
ment regarding ways of handling problems and responding 
to stressful circumstances (e.g., Under pressure, I am able 
to focus and think clearly, α: 0.90) on a 5-point Likert scale 
(0 = almost always false, 4 = almost always true).

Table 2  Results of expected CFA and alternative models
ITALY
Model χ2 df p RMSEA RMSEA [90% CI] SRMR CFI TLI
4-factor modeld 95.612 48 0.00 0.07 [0.05, 0.09] 0.05 0.97 0.96
3-factor modelc 169.11 51 0.00 0.11 [0.09, 0.13] 0.07 0.92 0.89
2-factor modelb 474.11 53 0.00 0.20 [0.18, 0.22] 0.10 0.72 0.65
1-factor modela 744.78 54 0.00 0.25 [0.24, 0.27] 0.15 0.54 0.43
UK
Model χ2 df p RMSEA RMSEA [90% CI] SRMR CFI TLI
5-factor modelh 109.40 80 0.02 0.03 [0.01, 0.05] 0.03 0.99 0.99
4-factor modelg 415.42 84 0.00 0.11 [0.10, 0.12] 0.09 0.91 0.85
3-factor modelf 789.94 87 0.00 0.16 [0.15, 0.17] 0.11 0.82 0.78
2-factor modele 1501.33 89 0.00 0.22 [0.21, 0.23] 0.13 0.64 0.57
1-factor modela 2103.07 90 0.00 0.26 [0.25, 0.27] 0.17 0.48 0.40
Note df = degree of freedom; RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; SRMR = Standardized Root Mean Square Residuals; 
CFI = Comparative Fit Index; TLI = Tucker-Lewis Index
aAll indicators load on a single factor
b Work-life conflict, techno-invasion, and emotional exhaustion load on the first factor, email incivility loads on the second factor
c Cyber incivility and techno-invasion load on the first factor, work-life conflict loads on the second factor, emotional exhaustion loads on the 
third factor
d Email incivility, techno-invasion, work-life conflict, and emotional exhaustion load on different factors
e Work-life conflict, techno-invasion, emotional exhaustion, email incivility load on the first factor, resilience loads on the second factor
f. Work-life conflict and techno-invasion load on the first factor, email incivility and emotional exhaustion load on the second factor, resilience 
loads on the third factor
g Work-life conflict loads on the first factor, email incivility and techno-invasion load on the second factor, emotional exhaustion loads on the 
third factor, resilience loads on the fourth factor
h Email incivility, techno-invasion, work-life conflict, emotional exhaustion, and resilience load on different factors
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Harman’s single-factor test. The results indicated that the 
first factor explained the 40.80% of variance without rota-
tion, suggesting that common method bias did not seem to 
substantially affect our study.

Hypotheses testing

As in Study 1, we conducted a mediation analysis with 
the ML method, using the bootstrapping test and a bias-
corrected 95% CI with a resampling procedure of 1,000 
bootstrap samples. In our expected model (see Table  3), 
email incivility was positively related to techno-invasion 
(β = 0.27, p < .01, 95% CI [0.16, 0.40) which, in turn, was 
positively related to work-life conflict (β = 0.58, p < .001, 
95% CI [0.49, 0.66) and positively associated with emo-
tional exhaustion (β = 0.44, p < .001, 95% CI [0.32, 0.53]). 
Email incivility was positively and directly related to 
work-life conflict (β = 0.11, p < .05, 95% CI [0.02, 0.20]) 
and emotional exhaustion (β = 0.21, p < .01, 95% CI [0.10, 
0.31]). Moreover, techno-invasion partially mediated the 
relationship between email incivility and work-life conflict 
(β = 0.12, p < .001, 95% CI [0.08,0.19]). Likewise, techno-
invasion partially mediated the relationship between email 
incivility and emotional exhaustion (β = 0.16, p < .001, 95% 
CI [0.10,0.24]).

In Study 2, we also aimed to investigate the moderat-
ing role of resilience in the previous mediation model. 
To this aim, we added a moderator variable (i.e., resil-
ience) to our previous mediation model. The results of 
the subsequent moderated mediation model (see Table 4; 
Fig.  2) indicated that resilience moderated the associa-
tion between email incivility and techno-invasion. The 
interaction effect was negative (β= − 0.35, p < .05, 95% 
CI [-0.62,-0.07]) suggesting that resilience protected 
against the negative effects of email incivility in terms 
of techno-invasion and then both work-life conflict and 
emotional exhaustion. When confronted with email inci-
vility, workers who scored low (β = 0.92, p < .001, 95% 
CI [0.55,1.30]) and moderate (β = 0.60, p < .01, 95% CI 
[0.30,0.90]) on resilience were more likely to experience 
techno-invasion and then work-life conflict, unlike high-
resilient workers for whom the indirect effect was non-
significant (β = 0.28, ns, 95% CI [-0.14,0.70]). Likewise, 
when exposed to email incivility, workers who scored 
low (β = 0.68, p < .001, 95% CI [0.39,0.97]) and moder-
ate (β = 0.44, p < .01, 95% CI [0.21,0.67]) on resilience 
were more likely to experience techno-invasion and then 
emotional exhaustion, unlike high-resilient workers for 
whom the indirect effect was nonsignificant (β = 0.20, ns, 
95% CI [-0.11,0.52]).

created three parallel parcels for the latent constructs 
of email incivility, techno-invasion, work-life conflict, 
emotional exhaustion, and resilience to save degrees of 
freedom. The expected five-factor model outperformed 
all alternative models, yielding a very satisfactory fit 
(see Table  2). These results support the distinctiveness 
of the substantive variables. As in Study 1, we conducted 

Table 4  Path coefficients and conditional effects for the moderated 
mediation model (Study 2)
Paths Effects

B S.E. 95%CI
Email incivility → 
Techno-invasion

0.64*** 0.19 [0.33,0.96]

Resilience → Techno-invasion − 0.04 0.06 [-0.14,0.05]
Email incivility * Resilience → 
Techno-invasion

− 0.35* 0.16 [-0.62, − 0.07]

Techno-invasion → WLC 0.93*** 0.09 [0.78,1.09]
Techno-invasion → Exhaustion 0.69*** 0.09 [0.53,0.84]
Email incivility → WLC 0.51* 0.25 [0.09,0.93]
Email incivility → Exhaustion 0.99*** 0.27 [0.55,1.44]
Gender→ Techno-invasion 0.04 0.11 [-0.14,0.22]
Age→ Techno-invasion 0.01 0.01 [-0.01,0.01]
Work hours→ Techno-invasion 0.06*** 0.01 [0.04,0.08]
Remote work→ Techno-invasion 0.43* 0.17 [0.16,0.70]
Gender→ WLC − 0.02 0.15 [-0.27,0.23]
Age→ WLC − 0.01 0.01 [-0.02,0.04]
Work hours→ WLC 0.00 0.02 [-0.03,0.03]
Remote work→ WLC − 0.45 0.23 [-0.83, − 0.07]
Gender→ Exhaustion − 0.04 0.16 [-0.30,0.21]
Age→ Exhaustion − 0.02** 0.01 [-0.03, − 0.01]
Work hours→ Exhaustion 0.02 0.02 [-0.01,0.05]
Remote work→ Exhaustion − 0.66** 0.24 [-1.05, − 0.27]
Email incivility *Low levels of 
resilience→ Techno-invasion→ 
WLC

0.92*** 0.23 [0.55,1.30]

Email incivility *Moderate 
levels of resilience→ Techno-
invasion→ WLC

0.60** 0.18 [0.30,0.90]

Email incivility *High levels of 
resilience→ Techno-invasion→ 
WLC

0.28 0.26 [-0.14,0.70]

Email incivility *Low levels of 
resilience→ Techno-invasion→ 
Exhaustion

0.68*** 0.18 [0.39,0.97]

Email incivility *Moderate 
levels of resilience→ Techno-
invasion→ Exhaustion

0.44** 0.14 [0.21,0.67]

Email incivility *High levels of 
resilience→ Techno-invasion→

0.20 0.19 [-0.11,0.52]

Index of moderated mediation 
(WLC)

− 0.32* 0.16 [-0.58, − 0.06]

Index of moderated mediation 
(Exhaustion)

− 0.24* 0.12 [-0.43, − 0.04]

Note WLC = work-life conflict; Exhaustion = emotional exhaustion
*p < .05, **p < .01
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the resource depletion associated with email incivility may 
negatively affect employees’ available resources to meet 
work and non-work demands and motivate them to scale 
back their resource investments to protect their remaining 
resources. In such a situation, employees may not only suf-
fer from feelings of being worn out by their work, but also 
spillover effects in the private life domain may occur in 
the form of work-life conflict. This is in line with spillover 
theory which states that an individual’s experiences in the 
work domain can flow into the non-work domain (Bernuzzi 
et al., 2022a, b). This study then contributes to the growing 
body of research analysing the spillover effects of interper-
sonal stressors from work to non-work domains (e.g., Shah 
& Huang, 2023), expanding the current knowledge on the 
relationship between email incivility and work-life conflict.

Second, this study moves a step forward in the cyber 
incivility and technostress literature as it is the first to 
identify techno-invasion as a psychological mechanism 
explaining how email incivility from colleagues is linked 
to feelings of emotional exhaustion and work-life conflict 
experiences among affected employees. This is in line with 
previous research showing that techno stressors related 
to the private life domain as afforded by technologies 
are likely to produce distress in the same domain as the 
intrusiveness of ICT technologies generates incompatible 
differences between what an individual is expected to do 
during non-working time, and the job demands as medi-
ated via technology (e.g., via mobile email), compromising 

Discussion

These empirical studies tested whether, how, and under 
which personal conditions email incivility from colleagues 
is associated with employees’ emotional exhaustion and 
work-life conflict. In two countries, we replicated the same 
findings showing that techno-invasion is a psychological 
mechanism explaining how email incivility can be condu-
cive to emotional exhaustion and work-life conflict during 
the pandemic and post-pandemic times. Moreover, in Study 
2, we provided evidence for the protective role of resilience 
against the detrimental effects of email incivility in terms of 
techno-invasion and then emotional exhaustion, and work-
life conflict. Overall, the results provide further empirical 
evidence for the harmful effects of email incivility from col-
leagues and its spillover effects on the private life domain, 
shedding light on how and when these may occur.

Theoretical contributions

The present study offers three main theoretical contribu-
tions. First, by demonstrating that email incivility from 
colleagues is associated with emotional exhaustion and 
work-life conflict, this study adds to the limited but increas-
ing body of research on the costs of cyber incivility from 
colleagues and answers the call for more research on the 
spillover effects of workplace incivility on non-work 
domains (Park et al., 2018). In line with the COR theory, 

Fig. 2  Moderating effect of resilience in the relationship between email incivility and techno-invasion (Study 2)
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the literature on individual differences in cyber incivility 
perceptions.

Practical implications

From a practical standpoint, organizations should take steps 
to prevent email incivility from occurring in the first place. 
Establishing “netiquette” codes to provide staff with clear 
rules on what email communication is appropriate (i.e., the 
acceptable window to return an email before a follow-up is 
needed) may be effective in decreasing the occurrence of 
email incivility. Moreover, organizations could benefit from 
providing their supervisors with awareness programs on 
the costs of email incivility for employee well-being and 
work-life interface so that they can become role models 
for civil communications at work. Supervisors could also 
be trained on how to address episodes of email incivility, 
being appointed as contact persons to whom victims of 
email incivility may refer to get appropriate support. Fur-
thermore, workplace civility workshops and cultural change 
initiatives, such as Civility, Respect, and Engagement in the 
Workplace (CREW) programs, could be helpful tools to pro-
mote respectful behaviors among colleagues (Sawada et al., 
2021). These initiatives could be combined with electronic 
media norms training and interactive activities on how to 
write civil emails (Gabbiadini et al., 2023). Alternatively, 
companies could consider incorporating the topics of email 
incivility into their formal staff training programs.

Since email incivility can spill over into victims’ pri-
vate life through techno-invasion, companies could provide 
their staff with techno-effectiveness and email management 
training to teach them how to healthy use ICT technolo-
gies. These programs could also be integrated with train-
ing initiatives aimed at fostering employees’ recovery and 
coping skills to set work-home boundaries. Additionally, 
the management could consider establishing clear company 
guidelines about email response times and family-friendly 
practices concerning disconnection during non-working 
times to ensure their employees’ right to disconnect is 
respected. Finally, given the protective role of resilience 
against the detrimental effects of email incivility, employees 
could benefit from psychological resilience training (Joyce 
et al., 2018). Organizations could also consider introducing 
psychological support programs to support victims of email 
incivility.

Limitations and future research directions

This study is subject to some limitations that may provide 
helpful suggestions for future research. The data were col-
lected using a cross-sectional design, preventing causal links 
between variables from being established. Additionally, we 

employees’ capabilities to recover their lost resources 
(Demsky et al., 2019; Park et al., 2018). In line with the 
COR theory (Hobfoll et al., 2018), whether employees con-
tinue to be affected by resource losses without being able 
to successfully counterbalance via the adoption of proper 
conservation of resources strategies (e.g., as mobile email 
blurs the work-life boundaries, employees may have diffi-
culties in disconnecting from uncivil emails), they may fur-
ther deplete their resources (Lim et al., 2018; Sommovigo 
et al., 2020). As their resource reservoirs become depleted, 
techno-invasion-related demands may exceed employees’ 
coping resources and distract them from investing time 
and energy in the private life domain (Harris et al., 2022). 
Employees may then feel emotionally exhausted and 
under-resourced to handle effectively competing demands 
from different life domains, experiencing work-life conflict 
(Bernuzzi et al., 2022a). By unveiling the mediating role 
of techno-invasion in the link between email incivility and 
employees’ well-being and work-life interface, this study 
extends our understanding of this specific techno-stressor 
confirming its potential to spill over into the non-work 
domain.

Third, to our knowledge, this is the first study to sup-
port the protective role of resilience against techno-invasion 
experienced by victims of email incivility. Drawing on the 
COR theory (Hobfoll et al., 2018), resilience represents a 
personal coping resource that enables employees to perceive 
ambiguous interpersonal situations (i.e., email incivility) as 
a challenge, easily use the resources available to proactively 
prepare themselves to cope with such situations in a highly 
adaptive way (Singh et al., 2022). Thus, given their ten-
dency to have a sense of control over their life and positive 
reframing skills, resilient employees are able to reappraise 
demanding situations (i.e., email incivility) in an optimistic 
way, which facilitates adaptive and flexible problem-solv-
ing (Bernuzzi et al., 2022a, b; Trent & Allen, 2019). As a 
result, resilient employees are better equipped to effectively 
replenish lost resources (e.g., detachment and recovery 
experiences) and reach a balanced use of work-related ICT 
technologies, being less likely to perceive techno-invasion 
and thus maintain adequate resources to meet work and non-
work demands (De Clercq & Belausteguigoitia, 2023). This 
finding is in line with previous studies showing that personal 
characteristics may shape the extent to which individuals 
perceive interpersonal breaches as incivility and resilience 
buffers the detrimental effects of face-to-face workplace 
incivility on individuals’ work-related (Sommovigo et al., 
2019) and well-being outcomes (Trent & Allen, 2019). By 
identifying resilience as a protective factor against techno-
invasion related to email incivility, this study deepens our 
understanding of the personal boundary conditions shap-
ing the detrimental effects of email incivility, adding to 
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associated with email incivility effects to gather a deeper 
understanding of this increasingly widespread phenomenon.
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