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Abstract: This empirical study aims to design and test a research model that investigates the effect of
job insecurity as a moderator of the relationships between perceived employability and employee
well-being (work engagement). It also measures the impact of perceived employability on work
engagement. Data were gathered from full-time frontline workers employed in five-star hotels
in Northern Cyprus to test the study variables; the partial least square structural equation model
(PLS-SEM) was applied and supported the research hypotheses. In line with the study predictions and
findings from previous literature, perceived employability was found to have a significant positive
impact on work engagement. The result revealed that, as a hindrance stressor, job insecurity negatively
affects the relationship between perceived employability and work engagement. The findings of
this study provide some insights concerning employability’s importance as well as influencing
factors on employees’ job selection and their attitudes during job performance in the organizations.
The knowledge gathered in this research is a source for stressing the value of employability in
developing professional skills and professional involvement, as well as for reducing the perception
of job insecurity, especially in the tourism industry, which has a delicate and sensitive structure.
The implications of the empirical findings are discussed and future research directions are offered.

Keywords: perceived employability; job insecurity; work engagement; frontline employees;
Northern Cyprus

1. Introduction

The definition of employability is of importance in meeting the instability demanded by the
industry, in growing an employee’s professional commitment, and in raising the perception of work
insecurity, particularly in the fragile and sensitive structure of the tourism sector [1]. Employability is
an employee’s awareness of his or her possibilities to attain a new job. It is an individual’s work-related
adaptability that enhances his or her ability to find and use job and career opportunities within or
outside the current workplace [2].

It has also been conceptualized in existing literature as a subjective measure that concerns the
beliefs of a person and how easy it is to find new jobs. Employability is dependent on specific
circumstances, context, and time [3]. Employability has a range of significant consequences for the
well-being of workers, and thus, further research is required to define the procedures, effects, and limits
of the requirements for organizational performance [4]. Besides, rapid globalization and technological
advances have become a reality in today’s life. Therefore, companies need to concentrate on adaptation
and employee involvement to stay ahead of their rivals. Fostering sustainable workplace employment
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is also crucially required to adjust and successfully react to environmental changes [5]. The economy
of Northern Cyprus is dominated by the service sector, which includes trade, education, and tourism.
In particular, the tourism and hospitality sector is at the forefront of development in the country [6].
Therefore, in this competitive market environment, especially for the tourism and hospitality sector,
the main concern is to be able to deliver high-quality services to customers. Finding and retaining
skilled and qualified employees who can provide frontline service jobs are priorities for hospitality
organizations [7]. With this realization, hospitality managers need to provide their employees with
sufficient support and peace of mind, which can motivate them to show high-quality performance in
the workplace. If those employees experience workplace stress and unjust behaviors or if they are not
assured about their job security, this will not be to the advantage of the organization [8]. Job insecurity
has been causing a stir among researchers [9–11] because the outcomes of perceived job insecurity are
often costly to service organizations in several aspects.

More research attention has lately been given to the connection between employability and
the subjective well-being of workers, such as through work engagement and job satisfaction [3].
“Work Engagement” refers to “a positive, fulfilling, work-related state of mind that is characterized by
vigor, dedication, and absorption” (Schaufeli et al., 2002, p. 74) [12].

In light of the information given above, the primary objective of this study is to propose and test a
conceptual model that evaluates work engagement as a positive outcome of perceived employability
via the moderating effect of job insecurity. According to the literature, perceived employability helps
workers to cope with job insecurity [4]. Employability stands with the perception of job insecurity,
which is a leading factor in organizational psychology and the labor market. Even though the beneficial
association between perceived employability and employee well-being (work engagement) has been
well known [13], it is conceivable that the attributes of these relationships may be decided by certain
prospective moderators like job insecurity.

Described as workers’ awareness of possible forced work cuts [14], the development of job
insecurity has been well known to be strongly related to perceived employability [15,16].

As a hindrance stressor, job insecurity has the potential to impede employees’ learning skills,
development, and progress [17]. This work thus not only describes the boundary state of perceived
employability concerning the performance of employees but also unravels the relative functions of
perceived employability and job insecurity.

Moreover, most of the recent employability research has been performed in Western countries,
where the employability concept was focused on the work background of staff. However, some of
these results might not be generalizable to other countries because of cultural and systemic distinctions.
As such, there is no knowledge about the accuracy of these works in different regions of the world.

We undertook this research in Northern Cyprus, which can provide fresh insights into this problem.
Our study also used remedies, such as time-lagged data collection for controlling common method
variance in the job insecurity research, to reduce the risk [18].

The need to investigate the above-alleged relationships and to answer the question of what an
organization can do to diminish the effects of job insecurity in a touristic Mediterranean island context
cannot be underestimated. By understanding frontline employees’ motivations to have an improved
commitment and performance, researchers and practitioners can develop guidelines that organizations
may use to avoid or reduce job insecurity.

2. Literature Review and Hypotheses

2.1. Perceived Employability: Definition

The definition of employability was first used in the early twentieth century. This was focused
on the dichotomy of “employable” individuals (capable and eager and/or wanting to work) and
“unemployable” individuals (unable to work and who needed help).
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According to [19–22], employability is an employee’s knowledge of his or her prospects for a new
career. This is an individual’s work-related adaptability that improves his or her ability to discover
and take advantage of job and career opportunities inside or outside the current workplace. However,
it is the worker’s understanding of potential employment prospects, either with the current employer
or with another employer. Such perspectives and understanding are focused on both human and
contextual factors. Human factors include human capital (educational level or training), social capital
(connections and networks), and adaptability [23,24]. Contextual factors, on the other hand, are
pressure problems, such as unemployment or labor market demands [25]. These variables can predict
workers’ perceptions of available employment [26].

2.2. Perceived Employability: Associations with Work Engagement

To maintain employability, individuals need to be able to respond to endless changes. Factors
such as globalization and the rapid growth and development of technology have had an impact on the
types of skills and abilities required to be successful in today’s organizations [27]. The emphasis of
most companies is on the acquisition of skilled employees who possess specialized skills and who
can continue to do so [28]. With the transition to knowledge work, the values of using talents and
continuing to grow, improve, and enhance one’s skills, abilities, and talents are core components of
career and personal success that have a direct effect on employability [29].

Most scholars define employability as a workplace benefit, causing control over one’s daily life
and, in a wider context, over one’s career. Control in this interpretation is close to the concept of
resources illustrated in common work-related theories and organizational psychology, such as the Job
Demands–Resources (JD-R) model [30,31]. The fundamental idea is that resources are positively linked
to employment-related and general well-being and has received substantial support from the JD-R
model. Considering that (perceived) employability is a human resource, it follows that (perceived)
employability is positively linked to employee well-being. It has also been confirmed that workers
who feel ‘closed up’ in jobs that they do not want and that experience challenges in seeking new
employment are likely to be less employable [32,33].

As a desirable result for the workforce, work engagement is defined as “a positive, fulfilling,
work-related state of mind that is characterized by vigor, dedication, and absorption” [34]. A host of
work engagement research has employed the JD-R paradigm as an explanatory tool [35]. The model
indicates that dedication to work derives from the motivating importance of two categories of resources:
employment resources, which contribute to various facets of work that are realistic for achieving
work goals, mitigating task demands, and fostering personal growth and development, and personal
resources. There are facets of self-reliance that are usually related to resilience and the willingness
to successfully monitor and affect one’s atmosphere (e.g., self-efficacy, self-esteem dependent on the
organization, motivation, and mental stability) [36].

As a type of personal resource, perceived employability is predicted to be positively associated
with work engagement. Empirically, reference [13] stated that there is a positive relationship between
perceived employability and work engagement. Employability has been claimed to provide people
with a sense of autonomy and to make them more likely to achieve participation at work. We, therefore,
suggest the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1 (H1). Perceived employability is positively related to work engagement.

Employability is linked to the sense of job insecurity and is a leading influence in occupational
psychology and the labor market. Currently, according to the literature, perceived employability helps
employees deal with workplace uncertainty, which is known as job insecurity [37,38], in such a manner
that employability increases the sense of being in charge of one’s life, which, in turn, decreases the
negative consequences of work instability [39]. This viewpoint reflects visions from studies on the Job
Demands–Resources model [40].
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Job demands refer to the aspects of a career that workers perceive as oppressive, such as workplace
instability. Job resources boost qualities that encourage professional growth and learning—attributes
that may contribute to higher levels of employability. Job resources are known to be “effective in the
achievement of work goals, but also the reduction of the health-related issues of job demands.”

Employability was found to be one of the possible antecedents of job insecurity [21,38].
High-employability employees were contrasted to low-employability employees in one study and
were less likely to suffer workplace dissatisfaction.

Managers should recommend jobs with a reasonable degree of protection to recruit and maintain
extremely productive workers that can quickly pursue alternate jobs in the case of unfavorable working
conditions. It was claimed by Schaufeli (1992) [12] that employees with lower academic levels are more
prone to facing job insecurity than highly qualified workers. They also assumed that the standard of
academic level should be a measure of employability [37,40].

Moreover, employees are expected to look for employment security rather than job stability, which
means that employees establish employment stability by moving across organizational boundaries
and from one job to the next, rather than staying within a single organization or job [41]. In this regard,
employment security is conditioned by employees’ employability [42]. They concluded that highly
employable employees are likely to face less job insecurity. Again, it has been suggested by researchers
that employability will possibly decrease the likely unfavorable consequences of job insecurity. It is
hypothesized that:

Hypothesis 2 (H2). Perceived employability is negatively related to job insecurity.

2.3. Moderating Role of Job Insecurity

Hindrance stressors have the potential to interrupt the development, progress, and progression
of workers. Such stressors obstruct their progress toward the accomplishment of objectives [17].
According to Wang et al. (2015) [43], “ . . . job-insecure employees are not able to be fully engaged at
work, because they are concerned about their job outcomes. Instead, they will experience greater anxiety,
anger, or frustration . . . , but less positive affect . . . ” Consequently, it is apparent that job insecurity
impedes employees’ work engagement. While we have concluded that perceived employability is
positively linked to work engagement, it is conceivable that the characteristics of these relationships
could be dependent on certain prospective moderators [4]. One of those possible moderators is job
insecurity, which refers to “the perceived stability and continuance of one’s job as one knows it” [44]
(p. 452). This represents the individual opinion of an employee as to whether the ideal aspects of his or
her work are intact and whether or not he or she should choose to do it. People with poor levels of
job security tend to feel uncertain regarding the potential availability of employment in the future.
Perceptions of job insecurity may have an effect not just on the cognitive well-being of employees, but
also on their own [34,45].

Based on the degree of job insecurity, people’s responses to perceived employability can differ.
Specifically, we speculate that a favorable correlation between perceived employability and work
engagement will diminish as individuals feel more uncertain regarding their jobs. Such a hypothesis
should be interpreted from the point of view of investing parties [4,46]. Perceived employability is
dependent not only on previous corporate commitment (e.g., training) but also on the comprehensive
involvement of employees in their human capital (e.g., education). As a consequence, employees
typically anticipate their investments to be compensated by businesses, and job security may be
a benefit of that nature [47]. If it is not, then highly employable workers can believe they are not
adequately paid for their contributions and thus suffer a psychological violation of the contract.
This has certain adverse effects, such as decreased loyalty, organizational engagement, job satisfaction,
and motivation at work [48]. According to a different study, the connection between perceived
employability and optimal functioning (i.e., in-role success and supportive behavior) is much less
than the rate of perceived job insecurity [49]. The present research would proceed to position the
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relationship between perceived employability and employment-related well-being in the sense of
perceived job insecurity. We, therefore, suggest the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 3 (H3). Job insecurity is negatively related to work engagement.

Hypothesis 4 (H4). When the job insecurity level is high, the positive affiliation between perceived employability
and work engagement is reduced.

The conceptual model displaying the above-mentioned hypothesized relationships can be seen in
Figure 1.
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3. Method

Sample and Procedure

The suggested hypothesis was tested based on data gathered from full-time frontline workers
at five-star hotels throughout Northern Cyprus. The research group included frontline employees
who spend much of their time interacting with clients’ queries in a face-to-face manner. This includes
employees who work as front desk staff, door attendants, reception clerks, bell attendants, concierges,
and customer service representatives. According to details obtained from the Ministry of Tourism,
Culture, and the Environment at the time of this research, there were 17 five-star hotels situated in
Northern Cyprus. The research group approached the administrations of all five-star hotels with a
letter containing the purpose of the study and asking for permission for data collection. As result,
the management of 12 five-star hotels approved their contributions to the empirical study.

Moreover, following the procedures given by Podsakoff et al. (2003) regarding common method
bias [18], a major risk that leads to the error of measurement, which, in consequence, can improve
or devalue the correlations observed between research variables [50,51], we used phase distinction
by adding a time gap of two weeks between the study variables. Two separate questionnaires were
used for this research: the Phase I and Phase II questionnaires. The Phase I questionnaire included the
perceived employability and job insecurity variables (predictor and moderator variables). The Phase II
questionnaire consisted of work engagement variables, as well as items related to control variables,
like respondents’ age, gender, education, and organizational tenure. The employees were instructed to
self-administer the questionnaire, to place it in an envelope, and to submit it to the research team.

The questionnaire was considered to be suitable for data collection depending on the findings
of a pilot study performed with 15 employees. Approximately 216 questionnaires were given to
frontline workers after approval was received from the hotel management. Besides, a corresponding
letter specifically stating the purpose of the survey and the confidentiality of the respondents’ profiles
was added to the copies of each questionnaire. Out of the 216 copies distributed, 198 questionnaires
were received in a two-week time period. As a result of missing data, 13 questionnaires were
rejected, leaving 185 usable questionnaires for further analyses with a response rate of 85%, which is a
remarkable number.

Out of the 185 questionnaires, 68% of the respondents were men, while the other 32% were
women. Most of them appeared to be adults between their mid-20s and mid-40s, such that the elderly
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participants accounted for only about 6%. Among the participants, 45% were high school leavers or
those with high school diplomas, 32% were university graduates, and the remaining group had either a
primary school leaving certificate or a secondary school certificate. A good number of the participants,
35%, had worked in the same organization for two to four years, and another 28% had between 5 and
7 years of tenure. Remarkably, almost 29% of the 185 respondents had working tenure in the same
organization of 11 years or above, while just a small amount of the 8% were new and had served for a
year or less.

4. Measurement

To measure perceived employability, a four-item scale used by De Cuyper et al. (2011b) was
adopted [52] (e.g., “I am optimistic that I would find another job if I looked for one”, “I could easily
switch to another employer if I wanted to”). Seven items from Hellgren and Sverke (2003) [14] were
used to measure job insecurity (e.g., “There is a risk that I will have to leave my present job”, “I am
worried about having to leave my job before I would like to”). For measuring work engagement, this
study utilized the shortened version of the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale developed by Schaufeli,
Bakker, and Salanova (2006) [53]. This scale consisted of nine items (e.g., “At my work, I feel bursting
with energy”, “I am enthusiastic about my job”). All 20 items representing the study variables, together
with control variables (age, gender, education, organizational tenure), were gauged on Likert scales
of five points, from 1 indicating strongly disagree to 5 denoting strongly agree. All items in Phase
I and Phase II questionnaires were originally prepared in English and then translated into Turkish
through the back-translation method of Parameswaran and Yaprak (1987) [54]. Consistently with the
current literature, the potential effects of age, gender, organizational tenure, and education on the study
relationships were controlled. However, the results revealed that the aforementioned variables did not
confound the statistical results.

5. Results

5.1. Measurement Results

The measuring model necessitates the determination of convergent validity, the reliability of
internal consistency and continuity, the differential validity, and the corresponding validity of the
item [55]. The reliability of internal consistency applies to all objects being evaluated under the same
definition [56]. Cronbach’s alpha (CA) and composite reliability (CR) are used as internal performance
estimators in management studies [57]. The CR was selected to assess the internal accuracy of the
measures undertaken in the present report. The description in this study using CR was established as
a rule of thumb according to Bagozzi and Yi (1988) [58]. Additionally, the CR must be more than 0.70,
as recommended by Hair, Ringle, and Sarstedt (2011) [59]. The results of the CR, AVE, and CA are
shown in Table 1. The levels for each latent construct in the AVE must have values of 0.50 or more to
reach acceptable convergent validity according to Chin (1998) [60]. All values in our research met the
commonly accepted cut-off criteria (>0.50).

Table 1. Item loadings, construct reliability, and validity.

Construct Items Loadings AVE CR Alpha VIF

Employability 0.61 0.86 0.782
EM1 0.814 2.038
EM2 0.877 2.486
EM3 0.826 1.928
EM4 0.573 1.351

Job Insecurity 0.639 0.876 0.817
JS1 0.764 2.154
JS2 0.85 2.514
JS3 0.805 1.497
JS4 0.776 1.475
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Table 1. Cont.

Construct Items Loadings AVE CR Alpha VIF

Work Engagement 0.631 0.939 0.926
WE1 0.847 3.028
WE2 0.869 3.038
WE3 0.854 3.028
WE4 0.859 2.267
WE5 0.728 1.886
WE6 0.673 2.988
WE7 0.806 3.408
WE8 0.780 3.420

5.2. Discriminant Validity

Once the values of the variables are bigger than the values for other constructs (loadings greater
than 0.1) and the square root of the AVE for each component is greater than the differences between
pairs of constructs and is above 0.5., discriminant validity occurs [61]. In this research, the AVE values
vary between 0.610 and 0.639, which is acceptable. Moreover, the heterotrait–monotrait ratio (HTMT)
assesses the discriminant validity of the partial least square structural equation model (PLS-SEM).
Therefore, Table 2 presents the HTMT values between reflective constructs that are below the commonly
accepted criteria of 0.90 [62].

Table 2. Results of the heterotrait–monotrait Ratio (HTMT) of correlations.

Employability Job Insecurity Moderating Effect

Job Insecurity 0.542
Moderating Effect 0.089 0.149
Work Engagement 0.652 0.620 0.223

5.3. Assessment of the Structural Model

According to Baron and Kenny (1986) [63], moderation is to “measure and test the differential
effect of the independent variable on the dependent variable as a function of the moderator.” As was
found using SmartPLS3, job insecurity moderates the direct relationship between employability
and work engagement. In our study, we used a basic structural model consisting of work
engagement as a dependent variable, employability as an independent variable, and job insecurity as a
moderator variable.

The following section will provide the results considering the testing of the hypotheses compared
to the main effects. This research applied the partial least squares (PLS) technique by utilizing standard
bootstrapping with several 5000 samples and 185 cases to understand and compare the importance of
the path values [64] (see Table 3).

Table 3. Structural model assessment with moderation.

Hypothesis Beta Mean Standard Deviation T-Value p Values

H1 Employability→WE 0.355 0.357 0.071 5.021 0.000
H2 JIS→WE 0.416 0.418 0.065 6.379 0.000
H3 Moderating Effect→WE −0.19 −0.181 0.077 2.477 0.013

As shown in Table 4, the highest correlation value is 0.45 (between perceived employability and
work engagement). The symbol “**” indicates significance at the 0.01 level, which is in line with our
hypothesis (H1). On other counts, job insecurity denoted a direct negative correlation with perceived
employability at −0.34 ** (p < 0.01 level), as was hypothesized (i.e., H2). Meanwhile, the Pearson
correlation extraction depicted a significant and negative correlation between job insecurity and work
engagement at −0.27 **, as was hypothesized (H3).
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Table 4. Means, standard deviations, and correlations of variables.

Variables Mean Standard
Deviation Age Gender Education Tenure Perceived

Employability
Job

Insecurity
Work

Engagement

Age 1.70 0.79 1
Gender 0.44 0.48 −0.12 1

Education 3.44 0.82 0.25 ** 0.16 1
Tenure 1.75 0.61 0.38 0.08 −0.11 1

Perceived 4.02 0.79 0.16 0.29 −0.09 0.11 1
Employability 1
Job Insecurity 3.25 1.06 0.18 0.36 0.32 0.14 −0.34 **

Work
Engagement 4.57 1.25 0.16 0.11 −0.29 0.07 0.45 **

−0.27 **
1

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed Pearson Correlation).

5.4. Moderating Effect of Job Insecurity

Job insecurity is introduced as a moderator variable in this research. Job insecurity is assumed to
negatively affect the link between employability and work engagement. The findings also show that the
higher the influence of job insecurity, the weaker the link between employability and work engagement.
Utilizing 5000 samples in the two-step bootstrapping approach with SmartPLS 3, the moderating effect
of job insecurity was analyzed [65].

Simple slope analysis for understanding the moderation effect was also used in SmartPLS 3.
The relationship between employability and work engagement is positive for all three lines, as indicated
by their positive slopes in Figure 2. Hence, lower levels of employability are associated with lower
levels of work engagement. The line (in blue) that represents a lower level of the moderator (job
insecurity) has a flatter slope, while the line (in green) representing a higher level of the moderator has
a steeper slope. The simple slope plot shows the negative interaction term: Lower job insecurity levels
demand a stronger relationship between employability and work engagement, and vice-versa.
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6. Discussion and Conclusions

In this research, we suggested and tested a research model that investigates the effect of perceived
employability on organizational well-being, as well as the moderating effect of job insecurity on
the relationship between perceived employability and work engagement, via data gathered from
employees working in five-star hotels in Northern Cyprus. All of the relationships proposed in our
study were supported by the empirical data. The research findings offer important insights concerning
the abovementioned relations.

According to the JD-R model, and assuming that perceived employability is an individual resource,
it follows that perceived employability is related to employee well-being.
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Therefore, according to the results, we established that employability was associated with
well-being: Employability was positively related to engagement (H1), that is, an outcome outside the
workplace, which suggests that employability may be a powerful predictor. Still, not much variance
could be attributed to employability, possibly because well-being is a fairly broad concept that is
predicted by many other variables, or because employability prevents the development of negative
experiences, such as unemployment or feelings of being locked in. This idea of employability as a
prevention tool does not imply strongly favorable correlates; employability may have the potential to
reduce negative feelings rather than to induce positive feelings.

In addition, in our second hypothesis (H2), we argued that perceived employability is negatively
associated with job insecurity, which is supported according to our results. Employees are dedicated
to the idea of long-term secure employment as a return for human capital investments. Moreover,
employees are expected to look for employment security rather than job stability, which means that
employees establish employment stability by moving across organizational boundaries and from one
job to the next, rather than staying within a single organization or job [37]. In this regard, employment
security is conditioned by employees’ employability, which is in line with the study from [15].

Job insecurity, as a hindrance stressor, impedes the learning of employees and hinders their
growth and development [42]. In such situations, workers have a low degree of dedication to their
work. Our finding concerning the influence of job insecurity on work engagement is in line with the
findings in the works of [13,66,67].

Besides, in comparison with the work of [13], which predicted that job insecurity acts as a mediator
between employability and employee well-being, this study focused on job insecurity by hypothesizing
it as a moderator. Our empirical findings support our claim, which is a support for our proposed H3
and H4. Our study thus unfolds the different roles performed by perceived employability and job
insecurity and also demonstrates the impact of perceived employability on work-related outcomes.

To conclude, employability is a personal resource that has been mostly dealing with different
demands, such as job insecurity and work- and life-related variations. According to the literature,
perceived employability helps employees deal with workplace uncertainty, which is known as job
insecurity [37,38], in such a manner that employability increases the sense of being in charge of one’s
life, which, in turn, decreases the negative consequences of work instability [23].

Also, it is has been discussed by [32] that “highly employable workers may perceive a situation
that leads to job insecurity as less threatening than less employable workers.” this clarifies that, as a
resource, employability is expected to decrease employees’ job insecurity or the fear of not having
employment chances, and it has been claimed to provide people with a sense of autonomy and to
make them more likely to achieve participation at work [13].

6.1. Managerial Implications

Our study suggests some practical implications for managers. In thinking about a sustainable
tourism market environment, job insecurity is a fact, especially in the Northern Cyprus hotel industry.
Thus, companies must reduce workers’ perception of job insecurity. When they feel more secure at
work, the positive impact of perceived employability on work engagement can be better accomplished,
and they will participate more in their jobs. The management of the hotels should consider all
stakeholder groups in the process of decision-making for their organization. In particular, as an
important social characteristic of organizational sustainability, job security should be provided to
all employees who perform their tasks properly according to the requirements of the organization.
Based on our findings, managers should also seek to facilitate and enhance perceived employability for
employees. The value of employability is manifested in developing professional skills and professional
involvement and reducing the perception of job insecurity, especially in the tourism industry, which has
a delicate and sensitive structure.

To enrich employees’ work engagement, the management should support the dedication of
workers to their work. To do this, managers can organize monthly meeting sessions and show
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appreciation to highly dedicated and successful employees of that month. Meanwhile, they can ask
employees to discuss and give their feedback about the factors that trigger their intention to be more
engaged and motivated while working. Gathering this information from employees will be helpful for
managers to find better solutions for employees to remain devoted and loyal to their work.

6.2. Limitations and Further Research

Nevertheless, a set of shortcomings in our research should be noted. Given that little research is
accessible on the position of perceived employability in non-Western nations, this analysis strengthens
our comprehension in this regard by utilizing samples from Northern Cyprus. It is worth noting that
according to our results, employee reactions to perceived employability in terms of work engagement
are similar to those of employees in certain Western countries. Further cross-cultural research will be
conducted in such a way as to check the applicability of this paradigm in certain contexts. Second,
the cross-section of our research addresses the question of causality. The causal relation between
perceived employability and work engagement cannot be readily identified. A longitudinal study that
lets researchers assess the causal path and the mutual association between test variables is also desirable.

Moreover, to be able to capture another angle of employability, its influence, and its role, other
authors could examine it as a mediator/moderator. Besides, other variables such as emotional
intelligence could be implemented as a more acute subjective variable in place of employability.
Moreover, since perceived employability can reduce employees’ negative feelings, emotions,
and consequences, then variables like burnout, exhaustion, cynicism, or service sabotage can be
used as an outcome of perceived employability to display the abovementioned relationship well.
This is to say that the limitations of our model design and survey methods should be side-stepped in
future studies.

Another shortcoming of this method lies in the use of self-report questionnaires. For instance,
the possibilities of common method bias could inflate the results, alter the correlations, or may even be
the cause of low loadings, as some items were forced to be dropped along the way. Another study
could probably utilize other methods to eliminate bias, like the use of time-lapse-like [54] time interims,
or drawing a response from all hotel workers and increasing the number of responses, instead of
just the frontline ones, just to avoid selection bias. Again, the use of interviews alongside self-report
questionnaires is a fine way to extend the study and obtain more results.
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