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The goal of the present research was to identify the mechanism through which job security exerts its different effects on organizational citizenship behaviors (OCB) among contract and permanent employees from social identity and social exchange perspectives. Our research suggests two distinct, yet related explanatory mechanisms: organizational identification and psychological contract breach, to extend the job security literature by examining whether psychological contract breach and organization identity complement each other and explaining the mechanism of different behaviors response to job security across employment status. Data were collected from 211 Chinese employees and 61 supervisory ratings of OCBs. Our results showed that relative to psychological contract breach, organizational identification plays a stronger mediating role in the association between job security and OCBs. Evidence from multi-group analyses also suggested employment status moderated the mediation mechanism of organizational identification between job security and OCB. Implications for job security and hybrid employment management are discussed.

Keywords: job security, stress theory, counterproductive work behavior, turnover intention, employment status


INTRODUCTION

Low perception of job security reflects concerns about the continuity of future employment or the threat of losing a current job, which would bring various reaction into an employee’s work, life, and health (Sverke et al., 2002; Hans, 2005; Lam et al., 2015; Shoss, 2017). High levels of job security can create substantial benefits to organizations and employees (Greenhalgh and Rosenblatt, 1984; Hans, 2005; Stynen et al., 2013; Shoss, 2017; Vuuren et al., 2020). However, low levels of job security have become a sizeable social phenomenon, caused by fundamental changes in the economic system of China, such as increase in contractor, technological innovations, and economic downturn (Jiang et al., 2020). For example, previous research demonstrated that the use of contingent workers threatened permanent employees job security because permanent employees may attribute the use of temporary workers to management intentions to change internal structures (Kraimer et al., 2005). Meanwhile, due to the limited employment period of contract workers, they are also at a lower level of job security. Consequently, studies have begun to focus on providing practical suggestions for curbing the negative results of low job security (Hans, 2005; Piccoli et al., 2017; Jiang et al., 2020; Kim et al., 2020; Wang et al., 2020). This burgeoning research has demonstrated that employees’ undesired behaviors, such as low job performance or organizational citizenship behaviors (OCB), may be a result of low job security (Hans, 2005; Haijiang et al., 2014; Ma et al., 2015; Stynen et al., 2013; Callea et al., 2016).

Despite the progress made in the literature in examining the effect of low levels of job security, notable omissions remain. First, research on why job security influences individuals’ discretionary behaviors is scarce and has mainly focused on one explanation, neglecting the possible interplay of manifold mediators in the same relationship (De Witte et al., 2016). Previous research mainly based on stress theory or social exchange theory to explore its effect on individuals’ attitudes and behaviors (Reisel et al., 2014; Lee and Jeong, 2017), and few researches compared the different mediating mechanism between job security and OCB. This is a noteworthy gap, and explicitly testing competing models can sharpen our theoretical understanding of job security.

A second important gap in the extant literature relates to the examination of the difference association between job security and discretionary behaviors among contract and permanent worker in Chinese hybrid employment context. Increased competition prompts organizations to increasingly opt for contract employment relations with their employees. Hybrid employment in organizations is becoming a prevailing phenomenon (Johnson and Ashforth, 2008; Cappelli and Keller, 2013; De Jong et al., 2018; Stefano et al., 2018), which questions whether the effects of job security on discretionary behaviors are different across employment status, and begs examining why. Although previous research has demonstrated that the relationship between job security and OCBs could be different across employment status (Liu et al., 2017), it remains unclear why job security motivates contract employees to engage in more or less OCB compared to permanent employees. It is noteworthy that Witte and Naswall (2003)’s research indicates that job security includes objective and subjective phenomenon, and contract workers typically display lower objective job security than permanent worker due to their poor job conditions. However, research also demonstrated that irrespective of the objective situation, workers might perceive different levels of job security (Klandermans et al., 2010). In our research, we focused on subjective job security among contract and permanent worker.

These are important omissions in the literature, and addressing these problems can further our understanding of the mechanisms by which job security exerts its effects in hybrid employment contexts. Therefore, our research aimed to extend the job security literature by providing multiple explanatory mechanisms for the different discretionary behaviors associated with job security across employment status. In this study, we aim to increase the understanding of the effects of job security on discretionary behaviors, that is, OCB. OCB, defined as individuals’ discretionary behaviors that go beyond formal job descriptions and contribute to the organization’s success, are part of contextual performance and are critical for organization (Organ, 1997). Therefore, in order to prompt employees’ OCB, it is important to understand how and why job security may motivate employees’ OCB and to suggest theoretical explanations for these relationships.

Our aim was to explain the relationship between job security and outcomes across employment status by two distinct, yet related mechanisms: psychological contract breach and organizational identification. From the perspective of psychological contract theory, psychological contract refers to an implicit, unwritten agreement between parties to respect each other’s norms, which contain mutual obligations between organization and employees (Robinson et al., 1994). One of its fundamental principles is the balance between employees’ investment and outcomes (Rousseau and Tijoriwala, 1998; Piccoli, and De Witte, 2015). Contract employees who sign a limited contract with an organization perceive fewer and a narrower range of employer obligations (Broschak and Davis-Blake, 2006; Cappelli and Keller, 2013). This imply they would be less likely to believe that the employer is obligated to secure their jobs, compared to employees with permanent positions. By contrast, the content of the psychological contract of permanent employees includes a broader array of employer’s obligations and with a long-term focus (De Cuyper et al., 2009). Accordingly, permanent employees may interpret low levels of job security relatively more than contract worker as a breach of the psychological contract. Extending this to the employees’ obligation to perform OCBs, we would expect that contract employees would be more likely to engage in OCBs than permanent worker when they experience psychological contract breach related with low levels of job security.

Another perspective that explains the different effects of job security on OCB across employment status is expressed by the social identity theory (Riketta, 2005; Ashforth et al., 2008). Organizational identification refers to a “part of an individual’s self-concept that derives from his knowledge of his membership of a social group (or groups) together with the value and emotional significance attached to that membership” (Ashforth et al., 2008). Social identity perspective emphasizes the motivation of employees’ self-enhancement and uncertainty reduction by seeking organizational identification. This perspective argues that individuals will use the status of their organization to assist them in assessing their self-worth (Fuller et al., 2016). In the hybrid employment context, contract employees are usually associated with the organization’s periphery, which, in turn, has been related with inferior job characteristic and lower organization status (Stamper and Masterson, 2002). At the same time, they are confronted with low levels of job security. Therefore, the contract employees’ urge of seeking organizational identification is stronger than permanent employees, due to their poor job situation. The research model is shown in Figure 1.


[image: image]

FIGURE 1. Conceptual model.


Our investigation contributes to the job security literature in three major aspects. First, we extend the knowledge on the theoretical explanations of the positive outcomes associated with job security by integrating the two previously presented mechanisms of organizational identification and psychological contract breach in hybrid employment contexts. We build on the social identity and psychological contract breach perspective to make predictions on the relationship between job security and OCB (Rousseau and Tijoriwala, 1998; Riketta, 2005; Fuller et al., 2016). Second, we help to clarify the relative importance of psychological contract breach and organizational identity mechanisms with respect to the association between job security and OCB. We also contribute to the job security literature. Third, by exploring why contract employees engage in more or less OCBs than permanent employees from the perspective of organizational identification and physical contract breach. This enables examining which of psychological contract breach and organizational identity plays a more leading role in accounting for the different levels of OCB related to job security across employment status by using a two-phase survey design, which broadens the research related to job security.



THEORY AND HYPOTHESIS DEVELOPMENT


Job Security and OCBs

According to the social exchange theory, the norm of reciprocity indicates that when organizations treat employees in a positive manner, employees should respond favorably by engaging in positive behaviors, such as OCBs (Cropanzano and Mitchell, 2005; Lam et al., 2015). Thus, in our research, we assumed that job security is positively related with OCB. Employees usually consider a secured employment as part of their implied contract with the employer, and expect that the organization will reciprocate by offering them rewards in terms of job security when they work hard (Piccoli et al., 2017). Whereas, employees under the threat of a job loss may perceive the unbalanced exchange relationship between their investment and outcomes they received, which would weaken their motivation to reciprocate the organization in terms of OCBs. The imbalanced exchange relationship resulting from a low job security damages the reciprocity principle of social exchange theory, and employees may restore the balance of the exchange relationship with the organization by reducing their OCBs. However, employees with a high job security tend to view it as a benefit from the organization; they are more likely to establish trust and mutual care relationships with the organization, thus, performing more OCBs in return for concerns and helps from colleagues. There are also numerous empirical researches that demonstrate job security is positively related to OCB. For example, research used a multiple-group path analysis of age groups to show that qualitative job insecurity can frustrates people’s intrinsically motivated OCB (Stynen et al., 2013). Ma et al. (2015) also demonstrated that job insecurity is negatively related with OCB in the Chinese context (Ma et al., 2015). Thus, we hypothesize that:

H1. Job security is positively related to OCBs.



Mediating Effects of Psychological Contract Breach

Job security, as part of a high-quality exchange relationship, is expected to exert a negative influence on employees’ psychological contract breach. Psychological contract has been mainly used as a framework that captures the implicitness of the exchange relationship between an employee and their employer. Reciprocity is a critical foundation to explaining psychological contract breach. One psychological contract may be the provision of hard work and effort by employees in exchange for a secured employment at the organization (Cuyper and Witte, 2006; Probst et al., 2018). When job security declines, employee perceives their employer has not fulfilled their obligations and a breach of the moral norm of reciprocity, which lead to a psychological contract breach. Existing studies have also shown that a low level of job security could lead to employees’ perception of psychological contract breach (Cuyper and Witte, 2006).

Furthermore, employees react to treatments received from organization based on the social exchange theory and principle of reciprocity (Cropanzano and Mitchell, 2005). On the one hand, OCB may be an indicator of favorable exchange relationship with organization. However, psychological contract breach indicates the low quality of employee-organization exchange relationship. According to social exchange theory, employees may decrease their OCBs when they perceive a psychological contract breach based on the reciprocity principle. The implicit assumption is that employees’ judgment regarding whether their organization have kept their contract terms would be a motivation for performing OCBs. On the other hand, research also considers a psychological contract breach an emotional manifestation of a broken promise, accompanied by feelings of betrayal, letdown, disappointment, frustration, and resentment (Hill et al., 2009), which will distract their resources from performing OCBs. Psychological contract breach is reportedly a vital antecedent of employees’ attitudes and behavior in the workplace (a) through the mechanism of depressive mood states (Priesemuth and Taylor, 2016) and (b) by depleting and draining employees, making them absorbed in conserving any remaining resources (Rai and Agarwal, 2017). Hence, low levels of job security could lead to an imbalanced perception between efforts and rewards, which would trigger employees’ perception of psychological contract breach and cut down their OCBs retaliation to the organization. We propose that:

H2. Psychological contract breach mediates the relationship between job security and OCBs.



Mediating Effects of Organizational Identification

Drawing on social identity theory, employees may return the benefits they receive from their organization in terms of organizational identification (Cropanzano and Mitchell, 2005; Ashforth et al., 2008). This implies that employees are more likely to identify with their organization when they are appreciated by the organization, whereas if employees perceive unfavorable organizational treatments, such as low job security, they may have a low level of organizational identification (Fuller et al., 2016). When employees perceive that the organization cares about their value and provides them with a stable job, they are likely to perceive themselves as insiders and appreciate the organization, which foster identification with the organization (Stamper and Masterson, 2002). In contrast, a low job security is likely to undermine employees’ judgment of their value in the organization, and results in lower levels of organizational identification (Ashforth et al., 2008). Furthermore, organizational identification serves to fulfill the belongingness need (Wu et al., 2016). Low levels of job security threaten employees’ perceived stability and continuance with the organization and hinders the satisfaction of belongingness. Employees under job threatening may perceive that they are no longer a member of the organization, which could jeopardize employee’s ability to launch a self-categorization, generate affiliation, and establish self-concept in the organization (Riketta, 2005). It also deprives employees’ sense of meaningful existence by implying that he is unworthy to the organization. Accordingly, employees with low job security may lessen their sense of belongingness and their identification with the organization based on the norm of reciprocity.

Organizational identification, in turn, may affect OCBs from two aspects–cognitive and affective. From the cognitive standpoint, organizational identification reflects the employees’ self-categorization; when employees no longer regard themselves as part of the organization, they are less inclined to integrate their objectives with the organization’s goals, which may discourages their OCBs (Ashforth et al., 2008). Employees who highly identify with the organization, however, would see themselves as personifying the organization (Johnson and Ashforth, 2008), and dedicate to behaviors that are beneficial to the organization, compared to those who do not. From the affective angle, employees with a lower level of organizational identification may become psychologically separated from their organization, which may damage their motivation to invest more effort that benefits the organization (Roeck and Delobbe, 2012). Numerous empirical evidence also indicates that organizational identification is positively related with OCBs (Reisel et al., 2014; Ma et al., 2015; Stynen et al., 2013; Callea et al., 2016; Wu et al., 2016; Shoss, 2017). As such, we hypothesize that:

H3. Organizational identification mediates the relationship between job security and OCBs.



Moderating Effect of Employment Status

We further propose that the negative relationship between job security and psychological contract breach is stronger for permanent employees than for contract employees. First, a psychological contract contains mutual expectancies between employers and employees regarding the obligations of both parties (Piccoli, and De Witte, 2015). Contract employees who sign a limited contract with an organization usually associate with the organization’s periphery, which, in turn, has been related with inferior job characteristics and organization status (Saloniemi et al., 2004). Therefore, contract employees, as compared with permanent employees, engage less in relational psychological contracting because they hold low expectancies regarding their job security than permanent employees. Second, the psychological contract theory also indicates that contract employees have a more transactional contract and have less relational expectation from the organization, whereas permanent employees hold a more relational psychological contract with the organization (Rousseau and Tijoriwala, 1998). This implies that contract employees focus on economic exchange, whereas permanent employees focus on economic and socio-emotional exchange with the organization. Permanent employees under a low job security may perceive that the organization has failed to fulfill their obligations by applying for a stable job in exchange for their effort (Vander Elst et al., 2016). However, contract employees who signed a limited contract with the organization do not interpret low job security as a breach of the implicit psychological contract between them and their employer because they are more focused on the economic social exchange with the organization. As a result, low job security is expected to be problematic for permanent employees, but not for temporaries. Thus, we hypothesize that permanent employees may more likely perceive psychological contract breach associated with low job security.

H4. Employment status moderates the relationship between job security and psychological contract breach, such that the negative relationship is stronger for permanent employees than contract employees.

Overall, we propose that a low job security will evoke a psychological contract breach mechanism with the organization and, thus, prevents employees under low job security from engaging in OCBs. We suggest that the effect of job security on a psychological contract breach is more prominent for permanent employees because they have more relational contract expectancies toward the organization. Our proposed model represents a first stage moderated mediation model. To test the moderated mediation effect in the model, we propose the following formal hypothesis:

H5. Employment status moderates the mediation effect of psychological contract breach on the relationship between job security and OCBs, such that the mediation effect is stronger for permanent employees than contract employees.

Social identity theory could also be used to investigate the different effects of job security on OCB across employment status. According to the social identity theory, the basic motive for identifying with a group is self-enhancement and uncertainty reduction motivation; that is, individual identify to provide the basis for thinking of themselves in a positive light and establish a stable future (Ashforth et al., 2008). Previous research has provided empirical findings that describe the different situations across employment status that suggest that relative to permanent employees, contract employees experience inferior job status and higher levels of job instability (Broschak and Davis-Blake, 2006; Cappelli and Keller, 2013; Camuffo and Stefano, 2016). Social identity theory indicates that employees use groups as sources of information about themselves (Fuller et al., 2016). This imply that employees may use the status of their organization to assist them in assessing their self-worth and thinking of themselves in a positive light by seeking organizational identification. Therefore, for contract employees, the basic needs for establishing a positive self-esteem and reducing uncertain by identifying with the organization are stronger, compared to permanent employees, due to their inferior situation, which results in a stronger positive relationship between job security and organizational identification.

However, the effect of job security on organizational identification may be less influential among permanent employees because, with a more predictable job future, they are less likely to rely on the quality of job security as an identification cue to satisfy the uncertainty reduction and self-enhancement motives. Whereas, for contract employees, job security provides them crucial assurances and resources regarding their job future and their organizational membership, which is more critical for them and propels them to develop their organizational identification. Therefore, we hypothesize that:

H6. Employment status moderate the relationship between job security and organizational identification, such that the negative relationship is stronger for contract employees than permanent employees.

Overall, we propose that a low job security will less evoke a social identity mechanism with the organization and, thus, prevent employees from engaging in OCBs. We suggest that the effect of job security on organizational identification is more prominent for contract employees because they have a stronger motivation for uncertainty reduction and self-enhancement than permanent employees. Our proposed model represents a first stage moderated mediation model. To test the moderated mediation effect in the model, we propose the following formal hypothesis:

H7. Employment status moderate the mediation effect of organizational identification on the relationship between job security and OCBs, such that the mediation effect is stronger for contract employees than permanent employees.



RESEARCH METHODS


Data and Sample

We collected data from employees of a state-owned airline company in China. The participants in our research include managers, professional, service, and support staff. Separate questionnaires were developed and administered to 235 employees and 70 direct supervisors. Each employee completed a survey containing items tapping job security, psychological contract breach, organizational identification, employment status, and individual demographic information. One month later, their immediate supervisor rated the employees’ OCBs. In total, data were collected from 211 employees and their 61 supervisors, a response rate of 89.8% for employees and 87.1% for supervisors. In the process of data collection, uncompleted responses were excluded, 211 subordinate-supervisor dyads were obtained with a 97.23% effective rate. Of the 211 respondents, 102 were contract employee (48.3%) and 109 (51.7%) were permanent employees, more than half of the respondent (57.35%) were female, 46.1% of the employees were younger than 30 years old and had completed university degrees.



Measures

For all measures, respondents rated the items on a five-point scale, ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree. The questionnaires were presented in Chinese language.


Job Security

Job security was measured with a six-item scales developed by Gong and Chang (2009). A sample item was “Employees in our firm can expect to stay for as long as they wish.” The Cronbach α coefficient for the scale was 0.86.



Organizational Identification

We assessed organizational identification using a five-item scale proposed by Smidts et al. (2001). The questionnaire was filled by employees. A sample item was “I feel proud to work for my company.” The reliability was 0.84.



Psychological Contract Breach

We adapted Tekleab et al.’s (2005) three-item scale to measure psychological contract breach. A sample item was “The company has repeatedly failed to meet its obligations to me.” The Cronbach α coefficient for the scale was 0.83.



Organizational Citizenship Behaviors

Organizational citizenship behaviors were assessed with Farh et al.’s (1997) four-item scale and reported by employees’ supervisors. A sample item was “Willing to cover work assignments for colleagues when needed.” The Cronbach α coefficient for the scale was 0.93.



Employment Status

Employment status was reported by the supervisors; permanent employees was coded as 0, and contract employees was coded as 1.



Control Variables

Several demographic characteristics of employees were controlled in our analysis. Employees reported their gender (coded 1 = male; 2 = female), age (coded 1 < 30 years old; 2 = 30–39 years old; 3 = 40–49 years old; 4 ≥ 50 years old), education experience (coded 1 = middle school or below; 2 = high school or secondary school; 3 = junior college; 4 = university; 5 = post-graduate or above), and tenure (coded 1 < 2 years; 2 = 2–3 years; 3 = 4–5 years; 4 = 6–7 years; 5 ≥ 8 years).



Analysis

Following Anderson and Gerbing (1988) instruction, the analysis had two steps: first, the measurement model was tested by using confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) to examine the divergent validity. The measurement model was first fitted to the data separately for temporary and permanent workers, which is critical to establish discriminant validity. Second, we compared the fit index among several competing structural model; then, the best fitted model was chosen for subsequent multiple group analyses. Data were analyzed using the Amos 24.0 and SPSS software package.

Specifically, we first test the divergent validity of variables, including job security, organizational identification, psychological contract breach, and OCB separately for contract and permanent employees, before testing it for all 211 employees. If the measurement model had a good fit, we then used the maximum-likelihood method to examine the structural model to assess whether it is fitted to the data. Among the different competing models, the best fitted was selected for further analyses. A number of goodness-of-fit indices was used to examine the model fit: Chi-square/degree of freedom (χ2/df), root-mean-square residual (RMR), comparative fit index (CFI), incremental fit index (IFI), root-mean-square error of approximation (RMSEA), parsimony normed fit index (PNFI), and parsimony comparative fit index (PCFI). Lastly, multiple-group analysis was applied to compare the path coefficients of contract and permanent employees, and judge whether significant differences exist between the two groups.



RESULTS

Table 1 presents the respective means and standard deviations for permanent and contract employees, and correlations of all samples. All the internal consistencies were satisfactory. Job security was positively correlated with organizational identification, OCB, and negatively related with psychological contract breach; the permanent employees (M = 3.78) tend to gain more job security than contract employees (M = 3.24). Except for psychological contract breach, other key variables show a significantly difference between permanent and contract employees.


TABLE 1. Means, standard deviations, correlations of variables.

[image: Table 1]

The Measurement Model

We first texted a measurement model that estimated all focal latent constructs by having their respective measurement items load on their corresponding latent factors as indicators. Obtaining a satisfactory fit for the measurement model is critical to establish discriminant validity and to inspect risks associated with common method variance (Podsakoff et al., 2003). For the variables rated by contract employees (i.e., job security, organizational identification, psychological contract breach, OCB), the CFA results showed that the hypothesized four-factor model yielded a satisfactory fit [χ2(129) = 239.315, CFI = 0.922, RMR = 0.044, RMSEA = 0.091, IFI = 0.923, TLI = 0.907], than a three-factor model (i.e., job security, psychological contract breach, OCB) as a combined factor [χ2(132) = 307.48, CFI = 0.88, RMR = 0.06, RMSEA = 0.11, IFI = 0.88, TLI = 0.86], a two-factor model (i.e., job security, organizational identification) as a combined factor [χ2(134) = 501.78, CFI = 0.74, RMR = 0.10, RMSEA = 0.16, IFI = 0.74, TLI = 0.70], and a one-factor model, with all three variables as a combined factor [χ2(135) = 584.51, CFI = 0.68, RMR = 0.10, RMSEA = 0.18, IFI = 0.69, TLI = 0.64].

For the permanent employees, the CFA results showed that the hypothesized four-factor model (i.e., job security, organizational identification, psychological contract breach, OCB) yielded a satisfactory fit [χ2(129) = 268.01, CFI = 0.92, RMR = 0.06, RMSEA = 0.05, IFI = 0.92, TLI = 0.90] than a three-factor model (i.e., job security, psychological contract breach, OCB) as a combined factor [χ2(132) = 715.24, CFI = 0.66, RMR = 0.11, RMSEA = 0.20, IFI = 0.66, TLI = 0.60], a two-factor model (i.e., job security, organizational identification) as a combined factor [χ2(134) = 779.20, CFI = 0.62, RMR = 0.09, RMSEA = 0.21, IFI = 0.63, TLI = 0.57], or a one-factor model, with all three variables as a combined factor [χ2(135) = 1,233.57, CFI = 0.36, RMR = 0.13, RMSEA = 0.27, IFI = 0.36, TLI = 0.27]. The CFA provided a support for the discriminant validity of measurement.



The Structural Model

As seen in Table 2, the baseline model (model 1) included a good fit to the data: χ2(258) = 494.74, RMR = 0.05, CFI = 0.91, IFI = 0.91, and RMSEA = 0.07. We then added some constraints to the model. First, we restricted the equality of variance in model 2, yielding a fit [χ2(280) = 657.46, RMR = 0.07, CFI = 0.85, IFI = 0.85, and RMSEA = 0.09]; and then restricted the equality of path coefficient in model 3, revealing that χ2(272) = 517.62, RMR = 0.05, CFI = 0.90, IFI = 0.90, and RMSEA = 0.07. Lastly, in model 4, we restricted both variance and path coefficient, which did not yield an adequate fit: χ2(294) = 678.91, RMR = 0.10, CFI = 0.85, IFI = 0.85, and RMSEA = 0.08. Overall, these restricted models did not yield an adequate fit.


TABLE 2. Fit Indices of structural models.
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Hypothesis Test

As observed in Table 3, after controlling the demographic characteristics, the positive association between job security and OCB was significant (β = 0.305, p < 0.001), which supported Hypothesis 1. Following Preacher and Hayes’ (2008) suggestion, investigating multiple mediation should involves two parts: (1) investigating the total indirect effect; and (2) testing hypotheses regarding individual mediators, that is, investigating the indirect effects associated with each mediator. We use this macro because it allows us to compare the strengths of two indirect effects in order to explore which underlying theory should be given more credence, namely, a contrast test. Therefore, as shown in Table 4 and Figure 2, we first found that job security was positively related to OCB through organizational identification and psychological contract breach: the total indirect effect was 0.20 (p < 0.001). Specifically, the relationship between job security and psychological contract breach was negative (−0.27, p < 0.001). Job security also had a positive relationship with organizational identification (0.28, p < 0.001). In turn, psychological contract breach was positively related to OCB (−0.17, p < 0.001) and organizational identification was positively related to OCB (0.53, p < 0.001).


TABLE 3. Main effect of job security on OCB.
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TABLE 4. Results of the analyses for the multiple mediation model using the SPSS-macro of Preacher and Hayes (2008).
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FIGURE 2. Final model estimators for total workers. ***p < 0.001.


Furthermore, the results of the single and multiple mediator tests are displayed in Table 4, respectively. The results of the single mediator analysis with psychological contract breach as the mediator showed that psychological contract breach mediated the relationship between job security and OCB. This result supported Hypothesis 2, considering the indirect effect (−0.27, p < 0.001). Next, the single mediator analysis with organizational identification as the mediator supported that organizational identification mediated the relationship between job security and OCB (indirect effect 0.28, p < 0.001), which is in line with Hypothesis 3. We further examined the mediating role of psychological contract breach and organizational identification simultaneously using OLS analysis. The mediating mechanism of psychological contract breach between job security and OCB is not significant when considering the two mediators. The test of the difference between the indirect effects of both mediators also indicated that organizational identification was the most important factor in mediating the impact of job security on OCB (see the contrast result in Table 4).

We used a multiple-group path model to determine why there was a significant difference between contract and permanent employees in terms of the effect of job security on OCB. The baseline model showed a fit [χ2(262) = 575.56, p < 0.01], and the model with a restricted path coefficient to equality yielded a fit [χ2(280) = 630.15, p < 0.01]. Therefore, the chi-square difference between these two models was significant (Δχ2 = 54.59, p < 0.01); that is, the paths exhibited differences between two types of workers in our model, and can be compared. We used critical ratios for differences between parameters (CRD) to judge if these paths have significant differences. An absolute value of CRD greater than 1.96 indicates estimators are significantly different; if below 1.96, the difference between estimators can be regarded as significantly equal to 0 (Hu and Bentler, 1999).

Hypothesis 4 stated that employment status moderates the relationship between job security and psychological contract breach, such that the negative relationship is stronger for permanent employees than contract employees. In this study, the estimators between job security and psychological contract breach showed a CRD value of 1.39, indicating the estimators between job security and psychological contract breach in permanent employees has no significant difference compared with those in contract employees. The results did not support Hypothesis 4. And Hypothesis 5 stated that employment status moderates the mediation effect of psychological contract breach on the relationship between job security and OCBs, such that the mediation effect is stronger for permanent employees than contract employees. As there is no significant difference between job security and psychological contract breach across employment status, this Hypothesis 5 was also not supported. However, our results revealed that the CRD value between psychological contract breach and OCB (−2.81) was above 1.96, manifesting the divergent relationship between psychological contract breach and OCB in permanent employees (β = −0. 20, p > 0.05) and contract employees (β = 0.20, p < 0.05). And Figure 3 shows the results for temporary and permanent workers. The results indicate that job security is negatively related with psychological contract breach for both temporary (β = −0.61, p < 0.001) and permanent employees (β = −0.42, p < 0.001). In turn, psychological contract breach is positively related with OCB for temporary workers (β = 0.20, p < 0.05). This path was not significant for permanent workers (β = −0.20, p > 0.05).
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FIGURE 3. Final model estimators for contract and permanent employees (in parentheses). *p < 0.05; ***p < 0.001.


Hypothesis 6 stated that employment status moderates the relationship between job security and organizational identification, such that the negative relationship is stronger for contract employees than permanent employees. For the estimators between job security and organizational identification (−2.93), the CRD value was above 1.96, indicating that the estimators between job security and organizational identification for permanent employees was significantly different from contract employees. For contract employees (β = 0.74, p < 0.001), the job security-organizational identification was significantly stronger, compared to permanent employees (β = 0.27, p < 0.001), which supported Hypothesis 6. Hypothesis 7 stated that employment status moderates the mediation effect of organizational identification on the relationship between job security and OCBs, such that the mediation effect is stronger for contract employees than permanent employees. The results demonstrated that the effect of organizational identification on OCB (CRD value: −5.18) in permanent employees (β = 0.81, p > 0.05) was significantly higher than contract employees (β = 0.13, p < 0.05), which supported Hypothesis 7.



DISCUSSION

The first aim of the present article was to understand the reasons of discretionary OCBs resulting from subjective job security, extending knowledge on theoretical explanations. However, research on why job security influence individuals’ OCB is scarce and is mainly focused on a single explanation, neglecting the possible interplay of manifold mediators in the same relationship (De Witte et al., 2016). For example, Callea et al. (2016) research focused on the mediating mechanism of organizational identification between job security and OCB. Another aim of the present study was to understand the potential differences in the OCB respond to subjective job security among permanent and contract workers from the perspective of social identity and social exchange in Chinese hybrid employments. The increasing use of contract employees necessitates the need to consider the prevailing hybrid employment contexts in exploring the equivocal relationship between job security and OCBs. Although previous research has demonstrated that job security can have different effects on OCBs across employment status (Liu et al., 2017), no research has explained the reason for these effects. In particular, we assumed psychological contract breach and organizational identity as two different mechanisms to delineate the effect of job security on OCB for all employees and across employment status. We also investigated whether psychological contract breach or organizational identification plays a leading role in how job security affects employees OCBs.

Using 211 dyads of employees and supervisors, the results indicated that job security could influence employees’ psychological contract breach and organizational identification, in turn, impacting their OCBs, which replicated earlier studies that revealed the negative influence exerted by low level job security on OCBs (Ma et al., 2015; Piccoli et al., 2017). For all employees sampled, organizational identification performed a bigger mediating function than psychological contract breach in the relationship between job security and OCBs. This may be attributed to the fact that incentives-based relationships between employees and their organization proceed more from employees’ inner identification to the organization than simply from reciprocity of behavior.

Results of this study support using an identification perspective to understand the different association between job security and OCB among contract and permanent worker. We found that for contract employee, the associations between job security and organizational identification as well as organizational identification and OCB is stronger than permanent employees. This can be explained by the social identity theory, individuals tend to form organizational identification to uncertainty reduction motivation; that is, individuals identify to provide the basis for thinking of themselves in a positive light and establish a stable future (Ashforth et al., 2008). Contract employee usually signed a limited contract and in a relative low status situation, the basic needs for establishing a positive self-esteem and reducing uncertain by identifying with the organization are stronger than permanent employees and thus they are more likely to engage in OCB. Besides, our finding also suggests that there is no significant relationship between permanent workers’ organizational identification and their OCB (β = 0.13, p > 0.05). This finding may be explained by the employees in Chinese state-owned company who tend to view job security for granted and may not engage in OCB to reciprocate their company. Even though they identify their organization, they are less likely engage in OCB due to the motivation of job security is not important to them.

Contrary to expectations, the results also showed that there is no significant difference between job security and psychological contract breach among contract and permanent workers. This may be because everyone is pursuing stable and sustainable working conditions, whether it is permanent or contract worker. Therefore, in the case of a low level of job security, there will be no significant difference responding to job security with psychological contract breach across employment status.

Another surprising result were findings the association between psychological contract breach and OCB is non-significant among permanent workers (β = −0.20, p > 0.05), and positive among contract workers (β = 0.20, p < 0.05). These ties are not consistent with previous studies (Lo Presti et al., 2019). This may be explained by the special properties of Chinese state-owned employment context in which permanent employees cannot be easily dismissed; the stimulus for a decreased psychological contract breach has not been sufficient to promote their conduction on the OCBs. On the other hand, permanent employees in Chinese state-owned enterprise who tend to possess high levels of human capital than permanent employees and thus less likely to be influenced by psychological contract breach resulted from low levels of job security. While for contract worker, even if they experience a lower level of job security, leading to the breach of their psychological contract, they still participate in OCB. The results can be explained by the social exchange theory (Cropanzano, 2005), which suggests that the organization could provide inducement to employees by means of providing an opportunity to join and stay in exchange for their contribution to the organization. The lure of stable work works well for contract employees, compared to permanent employees, as they do not perceive having a formal status in the organization in their job stability situation. Thus, contract employees would be empowered to enhance their OCBs, even with a perceived chance of a psychological contract breach (β = 0.20, p < 0.05), which increases their likelihood of joining the organization, as they expect to obtain a permanent contract (De Cuyper et al., 2014). By contrast, higher job security would have a less effect on the OCBs of permanent employees through psychological contract breach in Chinese state-own organizations. Therefore, for contract employees, OCB can serve as an instrumental means to gaining favor and recognition with the employer, and, thus, job security can enhance their OCB through preventing them from suffering a psychological contract breach. On the other hand, even though they are confronted with psychological contract breach, they are unlikely to decrease their OCB because they look forward to obtain a permanent position in the organization.


Theoretical Implications

First, we fill the gap in research on behavioral responses to job security, using social identify and psychological contract breach perspective to provide a more detailed explanation of the process of job security in shaping employees’ OCBs across employment status. Although previous research has found a negative relation between job security and employees’ behavior through organizational identity or psychological contract breach (Ma et al., 2015; Piccoli, and De Witte, 2015), these studies have neglected the possible interplay of multiple mediators in the job security-OCB relationship. Our research provides a more comprehensive explanation for the behavioral consequences associated with job security by considering social identity and psychological contract breach. Extending these models, our research unpacked not just the coexistence of such mechanisms in the job security domain, but their relative significance in the presence of each other. Our findings revealed that organizational identification has a greater mediating effect than psychological contract on the interplay of job security and OCBs, shedding new lights on how job security affects employee behavior on a broader perspective.

Second, we also contribute to the job security literature by examining the mechanisms that interpret the reasons for the different relationship between job security and OCB among permanent and contract employees. We build on findings that suggest employment status differences are likely to explain the inconsistent finding of the effect of job security on OCB by further investigating the differences from psychological contract breach and social identification perspectives (Liu et al., 2017). Our study reveals that job security could promote contract employees’ OCBs through the mechanism of social identity. We showed that job security has stronger effects on organizational identification, and leads to a stronger motivation for performing OCBs in contract employees compared to permanent employees. This extension is meaningful because it suggests that job security can shape different levels of organizational identification among employment status and, thus, influence the intrinsic force driving OCBs.

Third, we also broadened previous research by demonstrating that for permanent employees, organizational identification and psychological contract breach resulting from job security cannot sufficiently propel them to perform OCBs in Chinese state-owned contexts, which calls for more explanations and comments. This finding is distinct from previous research (Callea et al., 2016; Vander Elst et al., 2016), and also unexpected from the standpoint of social identity (once employee with high level organizational identification, they are more likely to reciprocate their organization with OCBs). Further, the observation also challenges the psychological contract breach perspective (permanent employee would balance the exchange relationship with organization by reducing their OCBs when psychological contract breach is concerned), supplementing the job security research in the Chinese context. This may be due to the fact that although the organization provides employees with job security, and induces employees to form an organizational identity, it does not inspire individuals to perform more OCBs because employees are guaranteed a lifetime contract. For these employees, there is no need to make additional efforts to obtain the sustainability of the work, and their motivation for engaging in OCB is reduced.

Fourth, previous research has not clarified the relationship between job security and organizational identification among permanent and contract employees (De Cuyper et al., 2009). Our results addressed this gap by revealing that the relationship between job security and organizational identification is more positive for contract employees than for permanent employees. The finding of a more positive relationship between job security and organizational identification furthermore concurs with our interpretation that contract workers have more self-enhancement and uncertainty reduction needs than permanent employees–may be more encouraged to cultivate organizational identification when the employer provides a secured job for them.



Practical Implications

The current findings also have two important practical implications. First, our results provide some evidence that employees with less job security perform discretionary OCBs according to their perceptions of a psychological contract breach and organizational identification. Therefore, organizations may need to pay attention to the promise of psychological contract and fulfill their obligations to these employees. For example, managers should maintain proactive communication with employees to elaborate their psychological contract and predict employees’ attitudes toward the organization, which may contribute to the lowering of the employees’ perception of a psychological contract breach. Most importantly, organizational identification exerts a more leading influence on the effect of job security on OCBs than a psychological contract breach. Practitioners may use this knowledge to forestall low levels of job security that results in fewer OCBs. In this respect, organizations may need to exert more effort in realizing the socialization process of employees and cultivate all employees’ identity toward the organization.

Our results also highlight that organizational identification related with job security is not enough to elicit permanent employees’ OCBs, but that contract employees’ job security is more likely to encourage the formation of organizational identification and restrain the negative effect of psychological contract breach. These results imply that managers should design different organizational interventions to motivate employees of different status. What’s more, organization should pay more attention to improve the work condition of temporary workers, such as providing a promotion opportunity for contract workers as well as more organizational support to them. In the employee-organization relationship, reciprocity principle play a leading role in the process of exchange, and thus, the organization should exhibit as much humanity concern for contract employee to motivate their OCB. Previous research also suggested that temp-to permanent strategy can improve the organizational outcomes of workforce blending (Fisher and Connelly, 2017).



Limitations and Future Research

There are some limitations in our research. First, the data were collected merely from one company in China, limiting the generalizability of the results. We encourage further research to draw on various firms and industries to increase the generalizability of the results. Second, our results showed job security affected contract employees’ OCBs through the mechanisms of psychological contract and organizational identification, but these two mechanisms were not operational in permanent employees. This may be resulted from our limited samples. Future research could replicate this study to reveal this “black box” to better understand the effects of job security on permanent employees’ OCBs in the Chinese context by a larger number of permanent and contract workers participants. Besides, due to the main purpose of our research is to explore the different response across employment status in the hybrid employment context, our research did not consider the chained intermediary mechanism of organizational identification and psychological contract breach between job security and OCB. Since both organizational identification and psychological contract breach represent different state employee-organizational relationships, future research can further explore the chained intermediary mechanisms of organizational identity and psychological contract breakdown between job security and OCB. Finally, some indicators of our research sample model are not perfect, such as the RMSEA and RMR are too high, and it is more perfect if these indices are lower than 0.05.



DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

The raw data supporting the conclusions of this article will be made available by the authors, without undue reservation.



ETHICS STATEMENT

Ethical review and approval was not required for the study on human participants in accordance with the local legislation and institutional requirements. The patients/participants provided their written informed consent to participate in this study.



AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

WL is a Ph.D. student in human resource management. She is responsible for conception and design of the study, analysis and interpretation of the data, drafting of the manuscript. XL is a assistant professor in human resource management. She is responsible for design of the survey, revising of the manuscript. SL is a professor with a doctorate in human resource management. He is responsible for conception and design of the study and collection of the data. CQ is a Ph.D. student in human resource management. She is responsible for revising of the manuscript and improving of the English writing. All authors contributed to the article and approved the submitted version.



FUNDING

The research was funded by the Key Project of National Natural Science Foundation of China (71832003), the Youth Project of National Natural Science Foundation of China (72002072), the Humanities and Social Sciences Youth Project of the Ministry of Education (19YJC630106), Guangdong Philosophy and Social Science Planning Project (GD20YGL01), The Yangcheng Young Scholars Project of 13th Five-Year Plan of Guangzhou City Philosophy and Social Sciences (2020GZQN04), Guangdong Medical Science and Technology Research Fund Project (C2019117), China Postdoctoral Science Foundation (2018M640786) as well as partial support offered by Fundamental Research Business Expenses of Central Universities (x2gsC2191190).



REFERENCES

Anderson, J. C., and Gerbing, D. W. (1988). Structural equation modeling in practice: a review and recommended two-step approach Psychol. Bull. 103, 411–423.

Ashforth, B. E., Harrison, S. H., and Corley, K. G. (2008). Identification in organizations: an examination of four fundamental questions. J. Manag. 34, 325–374. doi: 10.1177/0149206308316059

Broschak, J. P., and Davis-Blake, A. (2006). Mixing standard work and nonstandard deals: the consequences of heterogeneity in employment arrangements. Acad. Manag. J. 49, 371–393. doi: 10.5465/amj.2006.20786085

Callea, A., Urbini, F., and Chirumbolo, A. (2016). The mediating role of organizational identification in the relationship between qualitative job insecurity, OCB and job performance. J. Manag. Dev. 35, 735–746. doi: 10.1108/jmd-10-2015-0143

Camuffo, A., and Stefano, F. D. (2016). “Work as commons: internal labor markets, blended workforces and management,” in The Structuring of Work in Organizations: Research in the Sociology of Organizations, Vol. 47, eds L. E. Cohen, M. D. Burton, and M. Lounsbury (Bingley: Emerald Group Publishing Limited), 363–382. doi: 10.1108/s0733-558x20160000047024

Cappelli, P., and Keller, J. R. (2013). Classifying work in the new economy. Acad. Manag. Rev. 38, 575–596. doi: 10.5465/amr.2011.0302

Cropanzano, R. (2005). Social exchange theory: an interdisciplinary review. J. Manage. 31, 874–900. doi: 10.1177/0149206305279602

Cropanzano, R., and Mitchell, M. S. (2005). Social exchange theory: an interdisciplinary review. J. Manag. 31, 874–900. doi: 10.1177/0149206305279602

Cuyper, N., and Witte, H. (2006). The impact of job insecurity and contract type on attitudes, well-being and behavioural reports: a psychological contract perspective. J. Occup. Organ. Psychol. 79, 395–409. doi: 10.1348/096317905x53660

De Cuyper, N., Castanheira, F., De Witte, H., and Chambel, M. J. (2014). A multiple-group analysis of associations between emotional exhaustion and supervisor-rated individual performance: temporary versus permanent call-center workers. Hum. Resour. Manag. 53, 623–633. doi: 10.1002/hrm.21608

De Cuyper, N., Notelaers, G., and De Witte, H. (2009). Job insecurity and employability in fixed-term contractors, agency workers, and permanent workers: associations with job satisfaction and affective organizational commitment. J. Occup. Health Psychol. 14, 193–205. doi: 10.1037/a0014603

De Jong, J. P., Wilkin, C. L., and Rubino, C. (2018). The association between perceived personal power, team commitment and intrinsic motivation for permanent and temporary workers. Econ. Industr. Democr. 40, 257–279. doi: 10.1177/0143831x18805848

De Witte, H., Pienaar, J., and De Cuyper, N. (2016). Review of 30 years of longitudinal studies on the association between job insecurity and health and well-being. Is there causal evidence? Aust. Psychol. 51, 18–31. doi: 10.1111/ap.12176

Farh, J. L., Earley, P. C., and Lin, S. C. (1997). Impetus for action: a cultural analysis of justice and organizational citizenship behavior in Chinese society. Adm. Sci. Q. 42, 421–444. doi: 10.2307/2393733

Fisher, S. L., and Connelly, C. E. (2017). Lower cost or just lower value? modeling the organizational costs and benefits of contingent work. Acad. Manag. Discover. 3, 165–186. doi: 10.5465/amd.2015.0119

Fuller, J. B., Hester, K., Barnett, T., Frey, L., Relyea, C., and Beu, D. (2016). Perceived external prestige and internal respect: new insights into the organizational identification process. Hum. Relat. 59, 815–846. doi: 10.1177/0018726706067148

Gong, Y., and Chang, S. (2009). Institutional antecedents and performance consequences of employment security and career advancement practices: evidence from the people’s republic of china. Hum. Resour. Manag. 47, 33–48. doi: 10.1002/hrm.20196

Greenhalgh, L., and Rosenblatt, Z. (1984). Job insecurity: toward conceptual clarity. Acad. Manag. Rev. 9, 438–448. doi: 10.2307/258284

Haijiang, W., Changqin, L., and Luo, L. (2014). Do people with traditional values suffer more from job insecurity? The moderating effects of traditionality. Eur. J. Work Organ. Psychol. 23, 107–117. doi: 10.1080/1359432x.2012.712751

Hans, D. W. (2005). Job insecurity: review of the international literature on definitions, prevalence, antecedents and consequences. SA J. Industr. Psychol. 31, 1–6. doi: 10.4026/1303-2860.2015.0307.x

Hill, J. A., Eckerd, S., Wilson, D., and Greer, B. (2009). The effect of unethical behavior on trust in a buyer-supplier relationship: the mediating role of psychological contract violation. J. Operat. Manag. 27, 281–293. doi: 10.1016/j.jom.2008.10.002

Hu, L. t, and Bentler, P. M. (1999). Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance structure analysis: conventional criteria versus new alternatives. Struct. Equat. Model. 6, 1–55. doi: 10.1080/10705519909540118

Jiang, L., Hub, S., Näswallc, K., López Bohle, S., and Wang, H.-J. (2020). Why and when cognitive job insecurity relates to affective job insecurity? A three-study exploration of negative rumination and the tendency to negative gossip. Eur. J. Work Organ. Psychol. 29, 678–692. doi: 10.1080/1359432x.2020.1758669

Johnson, S. A., and Ashforth, B. E. (2008). Externalization of employment in a service environment: the role of organizational and customer identification. J. Organ. Behav. 29, 287–309. doi: 10.1002/job.477

Kim, Y.-K., Kramer, A., and Pak, S. (2020). Job insecurity and subjective sleep quality: the role of spillover and gender. Stress Health (in press). doi: 10.1002/smi.2974

Klandermans, B., Hesselink, J. K., and Van Vuuren, T. (2010). Employment status and job insecurity: on the subjective appraisal of an objective status. Econ. Ind. Democr. 31, 557–577. doi: 10.1177/0143831X09358362

Kraimer, M. L., Wayne, S. J., Liden, R. C., and Sparrowe, R. T. (2005). The role of job security in understanding the relationship between employees’ perceptions of temporary workers and employees’ performance. J. Appl. Psychol. 90, 389–398. doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.90.2.389

Lam, C. F., Liang, J., Ashford, S. J., and Lee, C. (2015). Job insecurity and organizational citizenship behavior: exploring curvilinear and moderated relationships. J. Appl. Psychol. 100, 499–510. doi: 10.1037/a0038659

Lee, S. H., and Jeong, D. Y. (2017). Job insecurity and turnover intention: organizational commitment as mediator. Soc. Behav. Pers. Int. J. 45, 529–536. doi: 10.2224/sbp.5865

Liu, X., Huang, Q., Wang, H., and Liu, S. (2017). Employment security and employee organizational citizenship behavior: does an ‘iron rice bowl’ make a difference? Int. J. Hum. Resour. Manag. 30, 2077–2096. doi: 10.1080/09585192.2017.1381859

Lo Presti, A., Manuti, A., and Briscoe, J. P. (2019). Organizational citizenship behaviors in the era of changing employment patterns: The complementary roles of psychological contracts and protean and boundaryless careers. Career Dev. Int. 24, 127–145. doi: 10.1108/CDI-05-2018-0137

Ma, B., Liu, S., Liu, D., and Wang, H. (2015). Job security and work performance in Chinese employees: the mediating role of organisational identification. Int. J. Psychol. 51, 123–129. doi: 10.1002/ijop.12137

Organ, D. W. (1997). Organizational citizenship behavior: It’s construct clean-up time[J]. Hum. Perform. 10, 85–97. doi: 10.1207/s15327043hup1002_2

Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., Lee, J.-Y., and Podsakoff, N. P. (2003). Common method biases in behavioral research: a critical review of the literature and recommended remedies. J. Appl. Psychol. 88, 879–903. doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.88.5.879

Piccoli, B., De Witte, H., and Reisel, W. D. (2017). Job insecurity and discretionary behaviors: social exchange perspective versus group value model. Scand. J. Psychol. 58, 69–79. doi: 10.1111/sjop.12340

Piccoli, and De Witte, H. (2015). Job insecurity and emotional exhaustion: testing psychological contract breach versus distributive injustice as indicators of lack of reciprocity. Work Stress 29, 246–263. doi: 10.1080/02678373.2015.1075624

Preacher, K. J., and Hayes, A. F. (2008). Asymptotic and resampling strategies for assessing and comparing indirect effects in multiple mediator models. Behav. Res. Methods 40, 879–891. doi: 10.3758/brm.40.3.879

Priesemuth, M., and Taylor, R. M. (2016). The more I want, the less I have left to give: the moderating role of psychological entitlement on the relationship between psychological contract violation, depressive mood states, and citizenship behavior. J. Organ. Behav. 37, 967–982. doi: 10.1002/job.2080

Probst, T. M., Petitta, L., Barbaranelli, C., and Austin, C. (2018). Safety-related moral disengagement in response to job insecurity: counterintuitive effects of perceived organizational and supervisor support. J. Bus. Ethics 162, 343–358. doi: 10.1007/s10551-018-4002-3

Rai, A., and Agarwal, U. A. (2017). Linking workplace bullying and work engagement: the mediating role of psychological contract violation. S. A. J. Hum. Resour. Manag. 4, 42–71. doi: 10.1177/2322093717704732

Reisel, W. D., Probst, T. M., Chia, S.-L., Maloles, C. M., and König, C. J. (2014). The effects of job insecurity on job satisfaction, organizational citizenship behavior, deviant behavior, and negative emotions of employees. Int. Stud. Manag. Organ. 40, 74–91. doi: 10.2753/imo0020-8825400105

Riketta, M. (2005). Organizational identification: a meta-analysis. J. Vocat. Behav. 66, 358–384. doi: 10.1016/j.jvb.2004.05.005

Robinson, S. L., Kraatz, M. S., and Rousseau, D. M. (1994). Changing obligations and the psychological contract: a longitudinal study. Acad. Manag. J. 37, 137–152. doi: 10.5465/256773

Roeck, K. D., and Delobbe, N. (2012). Do environmental CSR initiatives serve organizations’ legitimacy in the oil industry? Exploring employees’ reactions through organizational identification theory. J. Bus. Ethics 110, 397–412. doi: 10.1007/s10551-012-1489-x

Rousseau, D. M., and Tijoriwala, S. A. (1998). Assessing psychological contracts: issues, alternatives and measures. J. Organ. Behav. 19, 679–695. doi: https://doi.org/10.1002/(sici)1099-1379(1998)19:1%2B<679::aid-job971>3.0.co;2-n</679::aid-job971>

Saloniemi, A., Virtanen, P., and Vahtera, J. (2004). The work environment in fixed-term jobs: are poor psychosocial conditions inevitable? Work Employ. Soc. 18, 193–208. doi: 10.1177/0950017004040770

Shoss, M. K. (2017). Job insecurity: an integrative review and agenda for future research. J. Manag. 43, 1911–1939. doi: 10.1177/0149206317691574

Smidts, A., Pruyn, A. T. H., and van Riel, C. B. M. (2001). The impact of employee communication and perceived external prestige on organizational identification. Acad. Manag. J. 44, 1051–1062. doi: 10.2307/3069448

Stamper, C. L., and Masterson, S. S. (2002). Insider or outsider? How employee perceptions of insider status affect their work behavior. J. Organ. Behav. 23, 875–894. doi: 10.1002/job.175

Stefano, F. D., Bonet, R., and Camuffo, A. (2018). Does losing temporary workers matter? The effects of planned turnover on replacements and unit performance. Acad. Manag. J. 62, 979–1002. doi: 10.5465/amj.2017.0291

Stynen, D., Forrier, A., Sels, L., and De Witte, H. (2013). The relationship between qualitative job insecurity and OCB: differences across age groups. Econ. Industr. Democr. 36, 383–405. doi: 10.1177/0143831x13510326

Sverke, M., Hellgren, J., and Näswall, K. (2002). No security: a meta-analysis and review of job insecurity and its consequences. J. Occup. Health Psychol. 7, 242–264. doi: 10.1037/1076-8998.7.3.242

Tekleab, A. G., Takeuchi, R., and Taylor, M. S. (2005). Extending the chain of relationships among organizational justice, social exchange, and employee reactions: the role of contract violations. Acad. Manag. J. 48, 156–157. doi: 10.5465/AMJ.2005.15993162

Vander Elst, T., De Cuyper, N., Baillien, E., Niesen, W., and De Witte, H. (2016). Perceived control and psychological contract breach as explanations of the relationships between job insecurity, job strain and coping reactions: towards a theoretical integration. Stress Health 32, 100–116. doi: 10.1002/smi.2584

Vuuren, T. V., Jong, J. P. d, and Smulders, P. G. W. (2020). The association between subjective job insecurity and job performance across different employment groups. Career Dev. Int. 25, 229–246. doi: 10.1108/cdi-05-2018-0155

Wang, D., Hao, L., Zong, Z., Siu, O., Xiao, Y., Zhao, C., et al. (2020). The evaluation of a new multidimensional job insecurity measure in a Chinese context. Stress Health (in press). doi: 10.1002/smi.2970

Witte, H. D., and Naswall, K. (2003). ‘Objective’ vs ‘subjective’ job insecurity: consequences of temporary work for job satisfaction and organizational commitment in four European countries. Econ. Industr. Democr. 24, 149–188. doi: 10.1177/0143831x03024002002

Wu, C. H., Liu, J., Kwan, H. K., and Lee, C. (2016). Why and when workplace ostracism inhibits organizational citizenship behaviors: an organizational identification perspective. J. Appl. Psychol. 101, 362–378. doi: 10.1037/apl0000063


Conflict of Interest: The authors declare that the research was conducted in the absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be construed as a potential conflict of interest.

Copyright © 2021 Lu, Liu, Liu and Qin. This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY). The use, distribution or reproduction in other forums is permitted, provided the original author(s) and the copyright owner(s) are credited and that the original publication in this journal is cited, in accordance with accepted academic practice. No use, distribution or reproduction is permitted which does not comply with these terms.


OPS/images/fpsyg-12-627934-t001.jpg
Temporary employees

Permanent employees

M SD M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1 Sex 1.54 0.50 1.61 0.49
2 Age 1.42 0.60 1.91 0.76 —0.14*
3 Education  2.76 0.95 3.20 0.76 0.33* -0.02
4 tenure 2.76 1.18 4.28 1.16 0.08 0.49* 0.11
5JS 3.24 1.11 3.78 1.04 —0.01 0.16" 0.01 0.13 (0.86)
6 Ol 3.54 0.68 3.72 0.56 —0.01 0.12 —0.04 0.01 0.44*  (0.84)
7 PCB 2.48 0.82 2.36 0.70 —0.05 —0.08 —0.02 —0.03 —-0.34™ -0.64"  (0.83)
8 OCB 3.94 0.77 417 0.61 0.09 0.04 0.23" 0.09 0.27 0.54= -0.30" (0.93)

N (Temporary employees) = 102; N (Permanent employees) = 109.
JS, job security; Ol, organizational identification; PCB, psychological contract breach; OCB, organizational citizenship behavior.

Reliabilties are listed in parentheses. *p < 0.05; *'p < 0.01 (two tailed).





OPS/images/fpsyg-12-627934-t003.jpg
ocB

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Gender 0.03 0.03 0.01 0.01
Age —0.01 —0.03 —0.09 —0.04
Education 0.21* 0.20"** 0.24** 0.21*
tenure 0.08 0.06 0.10 0.07
JS 0.31*** 0.08 0.23**
Ol 0.48*
PCB —0;19%
R? 0.04 0.13 0.31 0.16
F 3.4 77 16.49 7.48**
N=211.

JS, job security; Ol, organizational identification; PCB, psychological contract
breach; OCB, organizational citizenship behavior.

*0 < 0.05; *p < 0.01; **p < 0.001 (two tailed).





OPS/images/fpsyg-12-627934-t002.jpg
Multiple Group Model x2/df RMR CFI IFI RMSEA

Model 1 (baseline model) 1.92 0.05 091 091 0.07
Model 2 (variance be equal) 2.35 0.07 085 0.85 0.09
Model 3 (path coefficient be equal) 1.90 0.05 0.90 0.90 0.07
Model 4 (variance and path 2.31 010 085 0.85 0.08

coefficient be equal)

N=2711.

RMR, root mean square residual; CFl, comparative fit index; IFl, incremental fit
index; RMSEA, Root Mean Square Error of Approximation.

All models were compared with Model 1.





OPS/images/cross.jpg
3,

i





OPS/xhtml/Nav.xhtml




Contents





		Cover



		Job Security and Organizational Citizenship Behaviors in Chinese Hybrid Employment Context: Organizational Identification Versus Psychological Contract Breach Perspective Differences Across Employment Status



		INTRODUCTION



		THEORY AND HYPOTHESIS DEVELOPMENT



		Job Security and OCBs



		Mediating Effects of Psychological Contract Breach



		Mediating Effects of Organizational Identification



		Moderating Effect of Employment Status







		RESEARCH METHODS



		Data and Sample



		Measures



		Job Security



		Organizational Identification



		Psychological Contract Breach



		Organizational Citizenship Behaviors



		Employment Status



		Control Variables







		Analysis







		RESULTS



		The Measurement Model



		The Structural Model



		Hypothesis Test







		DISCUSSION



		Theoretical Implications



		Practical Implications



		Limitations and Future Research







		DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT



		ETHICS STATEMENT



		AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS



		FUNDING



		REFERENCES

















OPS/images/fpsyg-12-627934-g003.jpg
061" 042"

Job security

0.74**%0.27**")

Psychological contract breach

Organizational identification

0.20%(-0.20)
\

0.81°**(0.13)

OCB






OPS/images/fpsyg-12-627934-g002.jpg
Job security

0.27"""

028"

Psychological contract breach

Organizational 1dentification

£0.177

0,53

OCB






OPS/images/fpsyg-12-627934-g001.jpg
Employment status

Psychological contract breach

Job security

OCBs

Organizational 1dentification






OPS/images/fpsyg-12-627934-t004.jpg
ocB

Coefficient SE P Bootstrap
95% CI

IV to mediators
Psychological contract breach -0.27 0.05 < 0.001
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Direct effect of mediators to DV
Psychological contract breach -0.17 0.06 < 00.001
Organizational identification 0.53 0.72 < 0.001
Total effect of IV on DV 0.20 0.04 < 0.001 [0.12;0.29]
Direct effect of IV on DV 0.06 0.04 > 0.05 [-0.02; 0.15]
Total indirect effect of IV on DV 0.14 0.04 < 0.001 [0.08; 0.23]
through proposed mediators
Psychological contract breach —0.02 0.03 > 0.05 [-0.08; 0.02]
Organizational identification 0.16 0.05 < 0.001 [0.09; 0.29]
Contrast test Psychological 0.27 0.09 <0.05 [0.11; 0.46]

contract breach vs.
organizational identification

1V, independent variable, that is, job security; DV, dependent variable, that is OCB.
If zero is not included in the interval, the effect is significant.





OPS/images/cover.jpg
frontiers
in Psychology

Job Securityand Organizational
Citizenship Behaviors in Chinese
Hybrid Employment Context:
Organizational Identification
Versus Psychological Contract
Breach Perspective Differences
Across Employment Status









OPS/images/logo.jpg
’ frontiers
in Psychology





