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Abstract  

Employees’ affective well-being may be negatively affected by situations in which there is a 

lack of information on their job future. Yet, further knowledge is needed regarding the 

mechanisms that underlie this relationship, as it could help managers to counteract the 

pernicious effects of the emergence of uncertainty situations in firms. One potential underlying 

mechanism could be the level of anxiety experienced by employees in uncertainty situations, 

especially when these situations are perceived as threats to their immediate job future. Structural 

equation modelling, specifically through partial least squares -Smart PLS 4.0-, was used to test 

this point, and responses from a sample of 205 hotel employees in Spain after the first wave of 

the COVID-19 pandemic were statistically analysed for such a purpose. The findings revealed 

that, as expected, job-related uncertainty perceptions reduce the affective well-being of 

employees not directly but rather indirectly by increasing their level of anxiety, which reveals 

that the predicted full mediating effect of employee anxiety was, therefore confirmed. This study 

thus demonstrates that job anxiety is increased by job-related uncertainty perceptions, and that 

job anxiety reduces the affective well-being of the employees, which could be dangerous for the 

competitiveness of firms. Managers should therefore activate policies and systems that reduce 

the level of anxiety of employees, so that the well-being of employees will not be reduced when 

uncertainty arises.   
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Times of change and crisis lead to uncertainty among the population, as shown by the recent 

COVID-19 pandemic that was declared in March 2020, and this uncertainty was particularly 

evident in the hospitality sector. The pandemic provoked severe changes and unpredictable 

challenges in the socioeconomic context, both during and after the declaration of this crisis, with 

the hospitality sector being one of the industries most affected (Škare et al., 2021). People who find 

themselves in these types of situations of crisis are gripped by uncertainty, particularly that related 

to their future in the organisation and specifically in their jobs. Low expectations of employment-

related stability abound in situations of this nature (i.e., times of crisis) (Jung et al., 2021), and 

individuals feel trapped by uncertainty and their inability to accurately predict their future, probably 

as the result of not having sufficient information or of having ambiguous and contradictory 

information (cf., Bordia et al., 2004). These workers’ affective or emotional well-being (i.e., the 

https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0278431920302553?casa_token=b2gfScjJNjsAAAAA:MJ4sqFU8w5WHD_P18DVyoBSQF73kicefkPT_xAI4TG-B52MDuXQM_ZDPtt9gFei-icfBT4sr7w#bib0285
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degree to which they experience positive effects with more frequency than negative affects) 

(Daniels, 2000; Luhmann, 2017), is probably negatively affected as a consequence of this 

(Venkatesh, 2020), and it may have serious and negative effects on the productivity and 

competitiveness of the business in which they work. One of the potential strategies that could be 

employed to combat this situation is that of reducing the anxiety levels that workers may feel when 

confronting uncertainty in the workplace. As already indicated in previous research, a reduction in 

levels of anxiety is probably critical if employees are to feel affectively well (Malone & Wachholtz, 

2018). It has been shown that anxiety produces a state in which the individual experiences 

unpleasant feelings of tension, apprehension, nervousness, and worry (Spielberg & Rickman, 1990, 

p. 73), which is normally a reaction to their perceived inability to effectively deal with a threatening 

challenge, and is also a response to a lack of information on what is occurring in a particular 

situation and how to cope with it (Sarason et al., 1990). Situations in which employees are uncertain 

about their job security, or opportunities for promotion or their role in their job could, therefore, 

ostensibly lead to increases in levels of anxiety, and may eventually have an effect on their levels 

of affective well-being. In theory, the conservation of resources (COR) theory (Hobfoll, 1989; 

Hobfoll et al., 2018) supports this idea. According to this theory, the simple threat of losing a 

resource such as one’s job, or hopeless information concerning one’s future in the organisation, 

may lead to stress and anxiety in individuals. However, no research analysing the effect that job-

related uncertainty may have in regard to increasing employees’ anxiety levels has been carried out 

to date, and neither are there any studies analysing whether anxiety can explain this negative 

relationship between job-related uncertainty and employees’ affective well-being. The objective or 

research question of this study is consequently to test whether employees’ anxiety can explain the 

anticipated reduced level of affective well-being among those employees who perceive job-related 

uncertainty.  

The pursuit of this objective will make it possible to explore the mechanisms underlying the 

negative relationship between job-related uncertainty and employee affective well-being in greater 

depth and provide more knowledge on potential strategies that could be employed to maximise 

employees’ affective well-being, even when they perceive job-related uncertainty. The specific 

basis used in this work was the COR theory (Hobfoll, 1989, 2001), which was employed in order 

to test a model that encompasses employee anxiety as a mediator. As will be explained, the 

objective of this model is to provide evidence that job-related uncertainty has a negative effect on 

employees’ affective well-being, and that the only explanation for this relationship is an increase 

in the anxiety felt by these employees in uncertainty-related situations of this nature. It is, therefore, 

our intention to show for the first time that job-related uncertainty does not have a direct effect on 

affective well-being, but that the effect is rather indirect by increasing employees’ anxiety levels. 

The model produced, therefore, contributes to literature by confirming the proposition provided in 

the COR theory that the lack of resources or the threat of a loss of resources (job-related certainty) 

may be a potential cause of employees’ anxiety and poor affective well-being. 

 

2. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND AND HYPOTHESES 

2.1. Job-related uncertainty, employee anxiety and employee affective well-being 

Affective well-being can be defined as a state in which positive effects such as enthusiasm or 

happiness are present more frequently than negative effects (e.g., fear, sadness) (Daniels, 2000; 

Luhmann, 2017), i.e., when the experiences of pleasure and arousal dominate in day-to–day life 



 

https://doi.org/10.7441/joc.2024.01.08  133 

 

(Warr, 1994). This state is easily affected by the experiences that one may have, and one of these 

experiences is perceived uncertainty with regard to the current job.  

Those who perceive job uncertainty experience a sense of doubt and a lack of control over future 

events related to the job (Bordia et al., 2004), and it is probable that these people will consequently 

believe that they may soon have no control over matters related to their jobs (Rezvani & Khosravi, 

2019). Being certain about one’s future in a job is, in fact, a highly appreciated resource for people 

in general, since it provides them with knowledge or information on career advancement 

opportunities or job security, among others. Since resources are, from the perspective of the COR 

theory, mostly contributors to well-being, which is a commonly valued and universal resource 

(Hobfoll, 1989; Hobfoll et al., 2018), it consequently follows that when an appreciated resource of 

this nature (certainty about one’s job) is at risk of being lost, or there are serious threats regarding 

its loss, people’s levels of affective well-being may decrease. The first hypothesis proposed in this 

paper is, therefore, the following:  

H1. Job-related uncertainty has a negative effect on employee affective well-being.  

Anxiety is defined as a negative emotional state that is characterised by feelings of worry, tension 

and apprehension (Spielberg et al., 1983), and often occurs in situations of uncertainty and crisis 

(Brashers, 2001; Bordia et al., 2004), particularly when those situations are perceived as threats 

(Brashers, 2001). One reason for serious uncertainty that could be viewed as a threat is job-related 

uncertainty. Despite being a self-perception that may not affect all employees (Brashers, 2001), for 

those that it does affect, job-related uncertainty implies uncertainty regarding how to perform the 

job, how to obtain promotion in the organisation, or one’s continuity in the job/organisation 

(Ruppel et al., 2022). Job related uncertainty is, therefore, a probable cause of anxiety among 

employees because they are unsure about certain highly valued aspects (their future in the job, how 

to advance in their working life, which aspects are critical to an excellent performance in the job, 

etc. (Ruppel et al., 2022). Previous research has, for example, shown that job-related uncertainty 

increases employees’ levels of anxiety (Bordia et al., 2004; Ruppel et al., 2022). The second 

hypothesis proposed here is, therefore, the following:   

H2a. Job-related uncertainty has a negative effect on employee anxiety. 

When a person experiences severe anxiety or finds themselves in a stressful situation, they see 

themselves in a future-oriented state dominated by uncontrollability and unpredictability 

concerning a situation that greatly affects their lives (Barlow, 2002), and this frequently provokes 

negative thoughts and concerns. Moreover, being in a temporary state of anxiety leads people to 

have an unpleasant feeling of fear, discomfort and apprehension regarding something that is 

unknown (Avey et al., 2011), and this will probably have a subsequent effect on their quality of 

life and ability to function on a daily basis. The affective well-being of people who have high levels 

of anxiety may, therefore, be negatively affected, since negativity dominates over positivity (cf., 

Baruch & Lambert, 2007). Pleasant feelings (e.g., joy, excitement) may consequently not occur, 

whereas negative emotions (e.g., sadness, anger) may occur frequently. Previous research has, for 

example, noted that the anxiety associated with the COVID-19 pandemic had a negative effect on 

the psychological well-being of the individuals surveyed (Silva et al., 2021). Other studies have 

also noted a connection between the state of high levels of anxiety and its reflection in the poor 

emotional states of health centre workers (Uncu et al., 2007). This leads to the proposal of the 

following hypothesis: 

H2b. Employee anxiety has a negative effect on employee affective well-being. 
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The aforementioned arguments suggest that job-related uncertainty may have a negative effect on 

employees’ affective well-being by increasing their levels of anxiety. In fact, the negative effects 

that job-related uncertainty has on employees' affective well-being could be owing to the lack of 

control that they may perceive when confronted with an uncertain situation of this nature, and may, 

therefore, be owing to the increased levels of anxiety they may experience as a result of this lack 

of control (DiFonzo & Bordia, 2002). Given that, according to the COR theory (Hobfoll et al., 

2018), personal control is a key resource that people wish to have at work (Hobfoll et al., 2018, 

p.108), and given its strong connection with people’s well-being (Bordia et al., 2004), its absence 

could lead to high levels of anxiety, which could seriously harm their affective well-being. 

According to the COR theory, work-related resources such as personal control over one’s job are 

critical if primary resources such as well-being are to be achieved (Westman et al., 2005); these 

comprise the driving force that affects and enhance one’s well-being (Hobfoll, 1989). Job-related 

uncertainty may, therefore, harm people’s well-being owing to the strong sense of anxiety (the loss 

of control) that this perception may cause in employees (cf., Hobfoll, 1989). It is, therefore, 

supposed that the anxiety produced in employees as a result of this lack of control and information 

will account for the negative effect of job-related uncertainty on their affective well-being. Stated 

formally:  

H3. Employee anxiety fully mediates the negative relationship between job-related uncertainty and 

employee affective well-being. 

 

3. RESEARCH OBJECTIVE, METHODOLOGY AND DATA 

3.1. Sample and data collection 

This study tests whether employee anxiety is behind the pernicious effects of perceived job-

uncertainty on employee affective well-being in the workplace, for which a quantitative and cross-

sectional technique was used to collect and analyse data. The data required were collected by 

distributing questionnaires to Spanish hotel employees. The scales employed were originally in 

English, and Brislin’s (1980) back-translation procedure was, therefore, used to transform them 

into Spanish. The items were then translated from English into Spanish by a bilingual language 

professional, and they were subsequently translated back into English by another professional in 

order to ensure semantic equivalence. The questionnaire was pilot tested with 5 hotel managers, 4 

union representatives and 6 hotel employees, and the focus group method was employed to assess 

the clarity of the items and their suitability (Choi et al., 2014).  

The data were collected between August and October 2020 using a survey that was uploaded to the 

LimeSurvey platform. The questionnaire was distributed to the associate members of one of the 

main national unions in Spain. A total of 205 employees filled in the questionnaire, thus providing 

a sample size that was sufficient to obtain a sampling error below the threshold of ±7.0 (Aaker & 

Day, 1990), bearing in mind that there were 1,486,000 people working in the Spanish hospitality 

sector in the third quarter of 2020 (344,200 in hotels, Spanish National Institute of Statistics, 2021). 

The sampling error for 205 workers was 6.78% (confidence level of 95%, p = q = 0.5), and this 

guaranteed that the sample size would be sufficiently representative of the population of workers 

in the Spanish hotel industry. According to Zoghbi-Manrique-de-Lara and Ruiz-Palomino (2019), 

the length of employment at a hotel is a key aspect in regard to being familiar with the variables of 

a hotel (one of which is supervisor servant leadership), and we therefore excluded those 

respondents who had worked for less than 6 months. Any questionnaires from which a large 

https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0001879115000469?casa_token=KtDoc6QLlT0AAAAA:V6dps6xdIvyE1F32w0XmGWvZFeJOlLpcFuy9svfZafT9xbZTraQo-yhuFtaBnPvDOCjRR_pHGSs#bb0105
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percentage of responses were missing were also discarded.  

With regard to demographics, as will be noted in Tab. 1, approximately 58.2% of the respondents 

were female, and over half of them (53%) had attained qualifications above the level of secondary 

education, since approximately 52% held either a professional qualification or a university degree. 

The respondents were not, in general, particularly young, since only 2.10% of them were under 26, 

and more than 57% were over 45. In the case of service, 76.4% had been employed at the hotel for 

a long period and had been at the same hotel for at least 6 years. Only a small number of them 

(2.80%) stated that they had been employed at the hotel for between 6 months and 1 year. Finally, 

the components of the sample worked in a large variety of departments (i.e., restaurant, kitchen, 

reception, cleaning, maintenance, entertainment), with maintenance and entertainment 

representing only 2.4% and 1%, respectively.  

Tab. 1 – Sample profile 

Variable    Total sample  

(% of Total) n= 205 

Education level  Primary education 17.3 

Secondary education 29.9 

Intermediate vocational training 19.3 

Advanced vocational training 20.3 

Graduate 10.7 

Postgraduate degree   2.5 

Gender Male 40.8 

Female 58.2 

Age   20-25 years old   2.1 

26-35 years old 19.6 

36-45 years old 21.1 

46-55 years old 32.5 

Over 55 years old  24.7 

Hotel department Restaurant 34.1 

Kitchen 19.0 

Reception 28.3 

Cleaning services 15.1 

Maintenance    2.4 

Entertainment   1.0 

3.2. Measures 

 All of the variables were Mode A composites formed by means of linear combinations of their 

reflective indicators (Hair et al., 2022). As stated below, all the scales employed five-point Likert 

response formats and were obtained from previous studies (see items descriptions in Tab. 2).  

Job-related uncertainty. The certainty with which the employees viewed both the future of their 

position in the organisation and what they would have to do in order to advance in it (1 = very 

uncertain; 5= very certain) was evaluated using the 2-item scale by Bordia et al. (2004). The higher 

the score obtained in this scale, the stronger the perceived job-related uncertainty.  
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Employee anxiety. This was assessed using the four-item scale designed by Caplan et al. (1980), 

which has proved to have good psychometric properties, as demonstrated in previous research 

(Spector et al., 2015). The extent to which the respondents had lately felt or felt a series of negative 

emotions was rated from 1 (not at all) to 5 (every day). For example, one item was “I feel nervous.” 

When the employees felt greater anxiety, this was indicated by higher scores.  

Employee affective well-being. We used the 5-item short scale designed by the World Health 

Organization (1998), which has proved to have good psychometric characteristics in previous 

research (Ariza-Montes et al., 2018). This scale provides an efficient reflection of affective well-

being (Kusier & Folker, 2019) and includes, “the pleasantness dimension of emotions (e.g., feeling 

cheerful, in good spirits), along with the arousal dimension of emotions (e.g., vigour)” (Kusier & 

Folker, 2019, p. 4). The respondents were requested to evaluate their emotional state in the last 

month, and one sample item was “I have felt active and vigorous.” The higher the scores on this 

scale, the greater the affective well-being of the employees surveyed. 

Finally, three control variables used as antecedents of affective well-being in previous research 

were used in order to demonstrate that our predicted links to employee well-being had explanatory 

power beyond those controls. These were specifically gender, educational level, and age. The three-

step process designed by Bernerth and Aguinis (2016), however, indicated that it was not necessary 

to include these control variables, since the analysis carried out showed that there were no 

significant differences among the three models analysed (a model containing all the control 

variables, a model containing only those control variables with a significant effect on the dependent 

variable, and a model containing no control variables).  

Common method variance (CMV) in the data was mitigated by employing procedural remedies 

when designing the questionnaire (i.e., Podsakoff et al., 2012). This was confirmed by applying 

the marker variable approach, as recommended in Lindell and Whitney (2001), since a variable 

that was, in theory, unrelated to any of the study variables (i.e., “When I want to buy things on the 

web, I find information from other consumers online by accident,” 1= totally disagree, 5= totally 

agree), had non-significant correlations with any of the other study variables. Moreover, having 

partialled out the second-smallest correlation between the marker variable and the study variables 

(rm = –0.004) from the uncorrected correlations, all the correlations that had previously been 

significant remained significant, so CMV was of no concern in our study. 

 

3.3. Data analysis  

Our hypotheses were tested using structural equation modelling (SEM) techniques, and particularly 

partial least squares (PLS), which were implemented by employing Smart PLS 4 (Ringle et al., 

2022). PLS-SEM is a robust statistical procedure in which no demanding assumptions regarding 

the distribution of the variables are required (Hair et al., 2022). We also performed a power analysis 

using G*Power 3 (Faul et al., 2007) for the regression with the largest number of independent 

variables in the model (2 independent variables). This yielded a power of 99.99%, thus showing 

that there was a sufficiently large number of informants with which to test the relationships 

proposed and to detect medium effect sizes (Cohen, 1988) without sustaining Type II errors. We 

used 10,000 subsamples in order to generate standard errors and bootstrap t-statistics with n – 1 

degrees of freedom (where n is the number of subsamples) so the statistical significance of the path 

coefficients could be properly assessed (Hair et al., 2022).  



 

https://doi.org/10.7441/joc.2024.01.08  137 

 

4. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION  

4.1. Evaluation of the measurement model  

The analyses demonstrated that the measures used in the research model were both reliable and 

valid. For example, in the case of the reliability of the items, there were no serious problems, since 

the values attained were higher than the recommended threshold of 0.707 (Hair et al., 2022, Tab. 

2). Moreover, the composite internal consistency, composite reliability indices and Cronbach 

alphas were all above the 0.70 cut-off (Hair et al., 2022), which supports the internal consistency 

of all the constructs (Tab. 2). Support was additionally attained for convergent validity, since the 

average variance extracted (AVE) was also above 0.5 for all the constructs (Hair et al., 2022, Tab. 

2). Finally, in the case of discriminant validity, all the mode A composites were different from each 

other, since the AVE exceeded the square correlations between the composites, and the HTMT 

indices were below 0.85 (Hair et al., 2022, Tab. 3).  

Tab. 2 – Item Loadings, Construct Reliability and Convergent Validity 

Composite/Items  
Loading  

 

Cronbach’s 

α 

 

Composite 

reliability 

rho a 

 

AV

E  

Job-related uncertainty (UNCER)…to what 

extent do you feel, or have you felt 

uncertainty regarding the following aspects in 

your organization? […] 

 0.74 0.75 0.79 

UNCER1. About the future of your position in 

the organization. 0.91    

UNCER2. About what you need to do to 

advance within the organization. 
0.87    

Employee anxiety (ANX). Please indicate the 

extent to which you feel or have felt the 

following emotions lately… 
 0.90 0.91 0.76 

ANX1. I feel (have felt) nervous. 0.90    

ANX2. I feel (have felt) jittery. 0.88    

ANX3. I feel (have felt) calm. (reversed) 0.86    

ANX4. I feel (have felt) fidgety. 0.84    

Employee affective well-being (AWB; 

positive mood, vitality, general interest) 
 0.90 0.91 0.71 

Please indicate the degree to which you feel 

or have felt the following, lately… […] 
    

AWB1. I have felt cheerful and in good spirits. 0.85    
AWB2. I have felt calm and relaxed. 0.87    

AWB3. I have felt active and vigorous. 

EP3 

0.82    
AWB4. I woke up feeling fresh and rested. 

EP4 

0.87    
AWB5. My daily life has been filled with 

things that interest me. 

EP5 

0.80    

Notes. AWB = affective well-being; ANX = employee anxiety; UNCER= Job-related uncertainty 

Tab. 3 – Descriptive statistics, correlation matrix and discriminant validity 
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 Constructs  Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 

1. Job-related 

uncertainty 
3.20 1.08 0.89 0.25 0.13 0.06 0.05 0.03 

2. Employee anxiety 2.98 1.00 0.23** 0.87 0.47 0.11 0.05 0.03 

3. Employee affective 

well-being 
3.31 0.92 -0.08 -0.40** 0.84 0.14 0.06 0.05 

4. Gender  --- --- 0.01 0.11 -0.13 ---- 0.18 0.12 

5. Age 4.58 1.12 -0.02 -0.07 0.05 -0.18* ---- 0.24 

6. Education  2.85 1.35 -0.02 0.08 -0.04 0.13 -0.25* ---- 

Notes. **p< 0.01 or better (two-tailed test). SD = standard deviation. Bold values on the diagonal 

are the square roots of the AVE. Off-diagonal elements below the diagonal are correlations 

between the constructs. Off-diagonal elements in italics and above the diagonal are the HTMTs. 

Gender (0= male, 1 = female), Age (1= 20-25 years, 5= Over 56 years), Education (1= Primary, 6 

= Postgraduate). 

 

4.2. Structural model evaluation 

As will be noted in the results obtained for the structural model for the total sample shown in Fig. 

1, almost all the path coefficients are significant. The results particularly showed that those hotel 

employees who perceive job-related uncertainty are more likely to experience anxiety, thus 

supporting H2a (β = 0.202, p < 0.01). Moreover, and as predicted, employee anxiety had a negative 

influence on the employees’ positive mood, vitality and general interest in life (i.e., affective well-

being) (β = -0.442, p < 0.001), thus supporting H2b. The prediction that job-related uncertainty 

would have a negative effect on employee affective well-being was not, however, confirmed (β = 

-0.001, ns), signifying that it was not possible to support H1. In fact, when an empirical analysis of 

the structural model was carried out without including the mediator (i.e., employee anxiety), no 

significant relationship was found between job-related uncertainty and employee affective well-

being either (β = -0.132, ns., R2affective well-being = 0.017). However, and as foreseen, this was 

owing to the full mediation effect of employee anxiety on this relationship, as revealed by our 

findings. In fact, we discovered a significant negative indirect effect of job-related uncertainty on 

employee affective well-being (indirect effect = -0.084, p < 0.05), and H3 (that employee anxiety 

has a mediation effect on the relationship studied) was, therefore, supported. The data specifically 

revealed that there was a full negative mediation effect of employee anxiety on this relationship, 

which was medium to large as regards size (f2 = 0.22, Cohen, 1988, Tab. 4), and that this increased 

the explained variance of affective well-being by approximately 200% (from R2 = 0.017 to R2 = 

0.196, Fig. 1). 
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Tab. 4 – Size of the mediating effect of employee anxiety 

Variance explained 

(Employee affective well-being) 

Size of the 

mediation effect 

R2 in an unmediated 

model 

R2 in a mediated 

model 
 variance explained (f 2) 

0.017 0.196 0.179 
0.22  

(medium-large effect) 

Notes. f2 = (R2 excluded – R2 included)/(1 – R2  excluded); effect sizes of f2 ≥ 0.02, ≥ 0.15, and ≥ 

0.35 are small, medium, and large, respectively (Cohen, 1988). 

 

With regard to the quality of the model tested for the total sample, the results yielded an R2 of 

approximately 0.196 for the key dependent variable employed in the study, i.e., employee affective 

well-being, which is much higher than the 0.10 threshold (Falk & Miller 1992) (Fig. 1). The model 

was not, however, able to explain a significant amount of variance of the mediator and explained 

an R2 of around only 0.041. Moreover, the PLS predict analysis with k-folds = 10 and 10 repetitions 

recommended by Shmueli et al. (2016) yielded Q2 values of over 0 for both employee anxiety (Q2 

= 0.07) and employee affective well-being (Q2 = 0.02), signifying that these two variables were 

effectively predicted by our research model for the total sample (Hair et al., 2022). Because the Q2 

predict values of the indicators of these two variables were, in general, positive, and because more 

than half of them (4 out 5 for affective well-being, 4 out 4 for employee anxiety) in the PLS-SEM 

model attained RMSE (root mean squared error) values that were smaller than those obtained by a 

multiple lineal regression model, then the model can be said to have moderate predictive power 

(Chua, 2023). Finally, the standardised root mean square residual (SRMR) value yielded by the 

model was 0.07 (below the 0.080 cut-off), while its 95% bootstrap quantile was 0.08, and this was 

higher than the SRMR value, thus showing that the overall model fit was good for the total sample 

and that it is probable that the empirical data originate from a world that functions as theorised by 

the model.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig. 1 – Research model. Hypothesis testing 
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4.3. Discussion  

The occurrence of the COVID-19 pandemic in 2020 led to considerable changes and uncertainties 

in most industries. It was to be expected that employees would perceive job-related uncertainty in 

such a turbulent situation (Bordia et al., 2004) and that their levels of affective well-being would 

be reduced (Yang & Ma, 2020), with all that this implies in terms of reduced productivity (Pradhan 

& Hati, 2019) and firm competitiveness. However, there is little literature regarding how job-

related uncertainty may have a negative effect on employees’ affective well-being. Our research 

objective in this study was, therefore, whether the level of anxiety explains the negative impact of 

job-related uncertainty on employees’ affective well-being. 

According to our findings, it was possible to confirm that the levels of anxiety experienced by 

employees as a response to perceptions of job-related uncertainty explain the negative relationship 

between job-related uncertainty and employees’ affective well-being. There were no direct effects, 

and only an indirect effect via employee anxiety, which assists in understanding the role played by 

uncertainty as regards affecting employees’ affective well-being. The findings shown therefore 

contribute to existing literature in one principal way. New light is shed on how job-related 

uncertainty affects employees’ affective well-being. It has particularly been possible to show that 

the negative effect of job-related uncertainty is not direct but rather indirect, via the level of anxiety 

that employees tend to experience when confronted with this perceived uncertainty. This is a new 

contribution to the literature, since only one recent piece of research has demonstrated the positive 

effect of job-related uncertainty on employees’ job-related anxiety (Ruppel et al., 2022). Moreover, 

although the COR theory (Hobfoll, 1989; Hobfoll et al., 2018) supports the idea that job-related 

uncertainty (i.e., the perception that personal control no longer exists) has a negative effect on 

employees’ well-being, and despite previous studies having proved it (e.g., De Witte et al., 2015), 

the objective of many of these studies was to predict other measures of well-being (e.g., mental 

health, Nelson et al., 2018).  

In addition to the theoretical contributions of this study, two principal implications for managers 

emerge. First, the negative effects of job-related uncertainty on employees’ affective well-being 

could be avoided by focusing on the design and implementation of a strategy that would incorporate 

procedures and systems oriented towards reducing their employees’ anxiety levels. It would, for 

example, be possible for managers to ensure that their employees receive participant-driven mental 

fitness training, thus allowing them to improve their resiliency, self-awareness and emotional 

regulation and consequently reduce their anxiety levels. They could also offer mental wellness 

webinars or handouts on potential resources that might help to reduce their employees’ anxiety 

(e.g., daily exercise, good sleep habits, etc.), or even onsite health services or employee assistance 

programmes (telehealth options, onsite medical care, etc.). Second, and most importantly, 

managers should also make a considerable effort to provide their employees with educational 

resources (how to regulate emotions, etc.) (Hernández-Perlines et al., 2016) in order to reduce their 

anxiety, and managers could even provide workplace structures that are flexible, decentralised and 

not excessively formalised, thus avoiding work alienation and consequently favouring a good 

atmosphere that reduces their levels of anxiety in general. 

4.4. Limitations and further research directions 

Despite the limitations of this study, they could be useful with regards to suggesting some future 

compelling lines of research. For example, the cross-sectional design of the study does not make it 

possible to provide strong causal inferences. However, the reason for not carrying out a longitudinal 
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study was the great sensitivity of one of the variables (level of anxiety), which obliged us to 

guarantee the respondents’ anonymity, since some previous research (Randall & Fernandes, 1991) 

has stated that this is critical if responses are to be obtained and the social desirability bias in this 

type of analyses avoided. Nevertheless, it might be advisable to carry out longitudinal research on 

this subject in order to provide stronger causal inferences. 

Another important limitation is related to having focused only on explaining the affective 

dimension of employee well-being (i.e., when positive (as opposed to negative) affects are 

experienced frequently). Other well-being related measures were not, however, analysed, including 

life satisfaction -quality of life, attitude towards life- and eudaimonic well-being, i.e., the degree to 

which individuals have fulfilled their potential as humans or have flourished as humans 

(Vladisavljević & Mentus, 2019). Despite the fact that negative links between job-related 

uncertainty variables, such as the effect of job insecurity on life satisfaction (Lee & Tsai, 2022) 

and eudaimonic well-being (van Dam et al., 2020), have been shown in previous research, these 

other well-being measures could be included in future research models in order to verify whether 

the mediator(s) or the path employed to explain these outcomes are different from those found here 

for affective well-being (i.e., employee anxiety). 

 

5. CONCLUSIONS 

Overall, this paper shows that job-related uncertainty has a negative influence on employees’ levels 

of affective well-being. However, this effect is not direct, but rather indirect, signifying that the 

aspect that fully explains why job-related uncertainty reduces employees’ affective well-being is 

the anxiety that they feel when perceiving uncertainty as regards their future in a job. The principal 

conclusion of this study is that hotel managers should not overlook the huge benefits of utilising 

various mechanisms that will reduce their employees’ levels of anxiety, as this can provide the 

entire workforce with a defence if (and, more probably, when) confronted with uncertain times that 

may undermine their affective well-being.   
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