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Uncertain economic conditions, global competition, and a dramatic increase in
mergers and acquisitions over the past decade have forced most American companies to
streamline operations through downsizing and restructuring. This trend has created a deep-
seated fear of job loss among American workers—a job insecurity crisis. Relatively few
studies have investigated employee reactions to job insecurity. This study is concerned with
the impact of job insecurity on the vital social exchange relationship between employee and
employer. Specifically, it explored the relationship between job insecurity and two
important social exchange outcomes--organizational commitment and organizational
citizenship behavior. Moreover, it assessed the moderating effects of individual factors
(communal orientation and powerlessness) and situational factors (trust in management,
procedural faimess, and organizational support) on these relationships.

The study was conducted in a downsizing state mental health hospital. Data were
collected from 193 nurses and psychiatric technicians and their immediate supervisors who
provided ratings of their citizenship behavior. Hierarchical set regression, which provides a
theory-driven framework for evaluating the direct and moderating effects of sets of
interrelated variables, was the primary analytical tool.

Results of the study indicated that job insecurity was, indeed, associated with lower

levels of organizational commitment and some organizational citizenship behaviors, like



sportsmanship. Tests of individual and situational moderators in the study offered some
hope for mitigating these negative effects. Trust in management buffered the negative
relationship between job insecurity and organizational commitment, and communal
orientation buffered the negative relationship between job insecurity and two organizational
citizenship behaviors—altruism and conscientiousness. This suggests that employers may
minimize the inevitable effects of job insecurity by striving to maintain a high level of trust
among employees and by fostering communal orientation or concern for others in the
workplace.

Two other findings are worthy of note. First, this study introduced a new measure
of job insecurity that demonstrated greater reliability and predictive validity than traditional
measures of job insecurity. Secondly, powerlessness did not act as a moderator of the job
insecurity-social exchange outcomes relationship, as expected. Instead, it was strongly
related to job insecurity and was the strongest correlate of organizational commitment in the
study.

Overall, this study reveals some of the hidden costs of job insecurity. Job insecurity
is associated with reduced organizational commitment and citizenship behavior. Building

trust and fostering concern for others may offer some hope for mitigating these effects.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Uncertain economic conditions, global competition, and a dramatic increase in
mergers and acquisitions over the past decade have forced American corporations to
streamline operations and cut costs. Downsizing is the strategy of choice in corporate
efforts to reduce costs (Greenhalgh, 1991; Greenhalgh, Lawrence, & Sutton, 1988). Leana
and Ivancevich (1987) report that 7.6 million workers lost their jobs from 1983 to 1986
alone. Even white-collar jobs, once known for stability, are increasingly vulnerable to
layoffs. In fact, eighty-five percent of Fortune 1000 firms implemented white-collar layoffs
between 1987 and 1991 affecting more than five million white-collar jobs (Cameron,
Freeman, & Mishra, 1991). Anecdotal accounts of downsizing in the popular literature
report an alarming rise in layoffs in U.S. corporations over the past five years and warn that
prolific layoffs are beginning to take their toll on American workers (Caudron, 1996;
Mandel, 1996; Sloan, 1996).

The recent trend toward increased use of flexible employment arrangements further
exacerbates the threat of job cuts. Pfeffer and Baron (1988) describe a growing trend away
from long-term, permanent employment toward contingent work involving short-term
temporary and part-time jobs. These authors predict that firms will continually reduce the
relative size of their core workforce (permanent, relatively secure workers) in favor of

increased use of flexible temporary and part-time employees. The U.S. Bureau of Labor



Statistics (1994) estimated that the use of temporary agency workers quadrupled from 1983
to 1993. Overall, continued downsizing and the shift toward contingent work contribute to
the loss of permanent jobs.

This lack of job stability is creating a pervasive fear of job loss in the workforce. A
recent nation-wide survey of over 350,000 employees conducted by the International
Survey Research Corporation revealed that the percentage of employees who frequently
worry about being laid off has more than doubled over the past five years from 20 percent
to 44 percent (Hardin, 1995). A more startling finding emerged in a study of human
resource managers conducted by Raber, Hawkins, and Hawkins (1995). Seventy percent of
human resource managers employed in 909 firms that had downsized over the past five
years indicated that their employees were generally insecure about their future with the
company. Overall, a decade of downsizing has left the majority of workers feeling insecure
about the continuity of their jobs (Brockner, Grover, Reed, & DeWitt, 1992). These
feelings reflect a growing sense of job insecurity, which Greenhalgh and Rosenblatt (1984)
define as “perceived powerlessness to maintain desired continuity in a threatened job
situation” (p. 438). This deep-seated fear of job loss has given rise to a growing “job
insecurity crisis” among American workers (Greenhalgh, 1984).

Despite the prevalence of job insecurity in the workplace, relatively few studies have
investigated employee reactions to job insecurity. This is due, in part, to the sensitive and
emotional nature of the topic (Jacobson & Hartley, 1991). Nevertheless, a substantial body
of research has emerged to suggest two distinct views of employee reactions to job

insecurity: the stress model and the organizational model. Social psychologists and stress



researchers view job insecurity as an element of the general stress mode] developed by the
University of Michigan’s Institute for Social Research--the ISR model (Caplan, Cobb,
French, Harrison, & Pinneau, 1975; Katz & Kahn, 1978). According to this model, job
insecurity is a source of stress (a job stressor) that produces deviations from normal
physiological, psychological, and behavioral responses in an individual, known as strains,
Field research offers considerable support for the stress model. Job insecurity is related to a
variety of job strains, including psychological distress (Dooley, Rook, & Catalano, 1987;
Roskies & Louis-Guerin, 1990; Roskies, Louis-Guerin, & Fournier, 1993), psychological
adjustment (Kuhnert & Palmer, 1991; Kuhnert & Vance, 1992; Vance & Kuhnert, 1988),
job dissatisfaction (Borg & Elizur, 1992; Caplan et al., 1975; Dijkhuizen, 1980; Lim, 1996),
nonconforming behaviors (Lim, 1996), and even poor health (Cobb & Kasl, 1977;
Greenhalgh & Jick, 1989; Heaney, Israel, House, 1994).

The organizational model of job insecurity is more concerned with the
organizational outcomes of job insecurity (i.e., work attitudes and behaviors) than with
employee health and well-being. The only comprehensive organizational model of job
insecurity was developed by Leonard Greenhalgh and his associates (Greenhalgh &
Rosenblatt, 1984; Greenhalgh & Sutton, 1991). This mode! is the culmination of a decade
of field research in downsizing organizations (e.g., Greenhalgh, 1979; Jick, 1979:
Greenhalgh & Jick, 1979, 1989; Sutton, 1983, 1987). According to the model, employees
respond to job insecurity in terms of increased propensity to leave and resistance to change,
and reduced work effort and organizational commitment (Greenhalgh & Sutton, 1991).

These reactions, in turn, lead to reduced organizational effectiveness.



Empirical research supports most of the predictions of the organizational model.
The detrimental effects of job insecurity on propensity to leave and resistance to change are
well supported (e.g. Ashford, Lee, & Bobko, 1989; Borg & Elizur, 1992; Greenhalgh,
1979, 1982; Jick, 1979; Rosenblatt & Ruvio, 1996; Sutton, 1983, 1987), but support for
the adverse effects of job insecurity on work effort is mixed (e.g., Abramis, 1994; Ashford
et al., 1989; Brockner et al., 1992; Hall & Mansfield, 1971; Hanlon, 1979; Rosenblatt &
Ruvio, 1996; Van Vuuren, Klandermans, Hartley, 1991). The literature reserves its
strongest support for the detrimental effect of job insecurity on organizational commitment,
which is the most popular dependent variable in studies of job insecurity. Consistent
evidence for the negative effect of job insecurity on organizational commitment is found in
numerous studies (e.g., Ashford et al., 1989; Borg & Elizur, 1992; Brockner, Grover, Reed,
DeWitt, & O’Malley, 1987, Greenhalgh, 1979; Hartley, 1991; Rosenblatt & Ruvio, 1996;
Schweiger & Lee, 1993; Van Vuuren et al., 1991). These findings suggest that reduced
organizational commitment or psychological attachment to the organization (O’'Reilly &
Chatman, 1986) is the most salient reaction to job insecurity.

Social exchange theory offers a useful framework to account for the impact of job
insecurity on organizational commitment. According to social exchange theory (Blau,
1964), one party’s receipt of a benefit obligates another party to reciprocate or return the
favor {(Gouldner, 1960). Continued receipt and reciprocation create increasing obligations
between the parties of an exchange relationship (Blau, 1964; Homans, 1961; Thibaut &
Kelley, 1959). Fulfillment of mutual obligations over time leads to the development of a

healthy social exchange relationship between the parties characterized by commitment,



trust, and loyalty (Blau, 1964; Holmes, 1981). Highly committed employees are more likely
to engage in organizational citizenship behaviors, which are extra-role behaviors that are
above and beyond the call of duty (Organ, 1988). Thus, a healthy social exchange
relationship b.etween employee and employer promotes high levels of organizational
commitment and organizational citizenship behavior.

Job insecurity and the attendant fear of losing valued job features or the job itself
(Greenhalgh & Rosenblatt, 1984) is the antithesis of social exchange. The apparent
violation of the employer’s obligation to provide secure employment disrupts social
exchange leading previously committed employees to withdraw, and formerly conscientious
employees to curtail citizenship behaviors (Parks & Kidder, 1994; Wiesenfeld & Brockner,
1993). Consequently, organizational commitment and organizational citizenship behaviors
should be early casualties of job insecurity, Despite the intuitive appeal of this argument, a
social exchange model of job insecurity is conspicuously absent from the literature.
Moreover, no studies have investigated the refationship between job insecurity and
organizational citizenship behaviors.

This study proposes and tests a social exchange model of job insecurity to account
for the relationship between job insecurity and two social exchange outcomes--
organizational commitment and organizational citizenship behaviors. In addition, it
identifies and tests several individual difference and situational moderators that may offer

some hope for mitigating the detrimental effects of job insecurity on social exchange.



Statement of the Problem

The impact of job insecurity on the vital social exchange relationship between
employee and employer has been largely ignored in the literature. Despite considerable
evidence that job insecurity has detrimental effects on social exchange outcomes, like
organizational commitment (e.g., Ashford et al., 1989; Borg & Elizur, 1992; Brockner, et
al., 1987, Hartley, 1991; Rosenblatt & Ruvio, 1996; Van Vuuren et al., 1991), neither the
stress model (Katz & Kahn, 1978) nor the organizational model (Greenhalgh & Rosenblatt,
1984) of job insecurity recognize the role of social exchange in the job insecurity-work
outcomes relationship.

This shortcoming is also evident in the absence of research concerning the impact of
job insecurity on another important social exchange outcome--organizational citizenship
behavior (OCB). This is surprising because discretionary extra-role behaviors, like OCB’s,
are the only work behaviors an employee may curtail in response to job insecurity without
further jeopardizing continued employment. Thus, the literature is silent concerning what
may be the most likely behavioral manifestation of job insecurity (Parks & Kidder, 1994).
Overall, the literature is largely silent concerning the effects of job insecurity on social
exchange and social exchange outcomes, like organizational commitment and OCB. This
study addresses these shortcomings by proposing and testing a social exchange model of job
insecurity to account for the effects of job insecurity on the social exchange outcomes of
organizational commitment and OCB.

Another gap in the literature concerns the limited number of studies investigating

moderators of the job insecurity-work outcomes relationship. Individual difference and



situational moderators are important in the study of job insecurity because they offer some
hope for mitigating the debilitating effects of job insecurity on employees and, ultimately,
organizational effectiveness. Isolated studies have investigated the moderating effects of
several individual differences, including self-esteem (e.g., Brockner et al., 1987; Brockner,
Grover, O’Malley, Reed, & Glynn, 1993; Orpen, 1994), causal attributions (Van Vuuren et
al.,, 1991), coping responses (Stassen, 1994), job dependence (e. g., Brockner et al., 1992;
Kuhnert & Vance, 1992), age (Kuhnert & Vance, 1992) and job type {Rosenblatt & Ruvio,
1996) on the relationship between job insecurity and several work outcomes (eg.,
commitment, job satisfaction, psychological adjustment, and intent to quit). Only two of
these studies involved the job insecurity-organizational commitment relationship (Rosenblatt
& Ruvio, 1996; Van Vuuren et al., 1991), and no studies assessed individual difference
moderators of the job insecurity-OCB relationship.

This study addresses this gap in the literature by evaluating two important individual
difference moderators of the job insecurity-social exchange outcomes relationship--
communal orientation and powerlessness. Communal orientation is assessed because it
reflects a feeling of responsibility or concern for the welfare of others (Clark, Ouellette,
Powell, & Milberg, 1987). As such, it may act as a buffer, mitigating the detrimental effects
of job insecurity on social exchange outcomes. Powerlessness, which refers to a lack of
control over work-related events (Seeman, 1959), is included because it is expected to
exacerbate the adverse effects of job insecurity on social exchange outcomes. Neither

variable has been evaluated as a moderator of employee reactions to job insecurity.



Investigations of the moderating effects of situational factors on the job insecurity-
work outcomes relationship are seldom found in the job insecurity literature. The only
situational factor that has been explicitly tested as a moderator of this relationship is social
support (Borg & Elizur, 1992; Dooley, Rook, & Catalano, 1987; Lim, 1996). Another
stream of research by Brockner and his colleagues (e.g., Bies et al., 1993; Brockner et al.,
1987, Brockner et al., 1990; Brockner et al., 1992; Brockner et al., 1994) suggests that
fairness moderates the job insecurity-social exchange outcomes relationship, but these
studies do not provide an empirical test of this relationship.

This study extends limited research in this area by investigating the moderating
effects of three situational factors that are critical determinants of social exchange: trust,
fairness, and commitment (Blau, 1964, Holmes, 1981; Rousseau & Parks, 1993).
Employees who feel their employer is trustworthy, fair, and committed to them are more
tolerant of short-term inequities and injustices that occur in the workplace (Folger, 1986;
Parks & Kidder, 1994; Rousseau & Parks, 1993). Therefore, these factors are expected to
buffer the detrimental effects of job insecurity on social exchange outcomes. This study
examines the moderating effects of three specific forms of trust, fairness, and commitment
that are most relevant to social exchange--trust in management, procedural fairness, and
perceived organizational support.

Overall, the job insecurity literature has not examined the effects of job insecurity on
social exchange and its outcomes. This study addresses this gap in the literature by
proposing and testing a social exchange model of job insecurity that accounts for the direct

and moderated relationships between job insecurity and the social exchange outcomes of



organizational commitment and OCB. Therefore, the general research question addressed
in this study is: What are the direct and moderated relationships between job insecurity and
the social exchange outcomes of organizational commitment and organizational citizenship

behavior?

Theoretical Foundation

The theoretical basis for this study lies in social exchange theory. Recent studies of
organizational attitudes and behavior suggest that social exchange theory (e.g., Blau, 1964;
Homans, 1974) provides a useful framework for understanding both employee commitment
(Eisenberger et al., 1986; Eisenberger, Fasolo, & Davis-LaMastro, 1990; Shore & Wayne,
1993) and organizational citizenship behaviors (Konovsky & Pugh, 1994; Moorman, 1991;
Organ, 1990). The classic model of social exchange (Blau, 1964) differentiates between
economic exchange and social exchange. Economic exchange is based on transactions of
clearly specified commodities that are often guided by formal, explicit contracts. Social
exchange, by contrast, is based on a relationship in which individuals trust other parties in
the relationship to meet future obligations to deliver unspecified social commodities ranging
from tangible gifts and acts of service to intangible benefits like friendship and
companionship. The value of these gifts or obligations is usually tied to the interpersonal
relationship between the exchange partners (Blau, 1964).

Social exchange is governed by what Gouldner (1960) called the norm of
reciprocity. The norm of reciprocity is a standard of conduct inherent in all social
exchanges whereby a beneficial act by a donor creates an obligation on behalf of the

recipient. According to Blau, if the recipient meets this obligation, he or she is proven to be
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trustworthy. Increased trust facilitates greater exchange activity which, in turn, creates a
social bond between the parties to the exchange. This social bond eventually leads to
commitment between the parties whereby both parties depend exclusively on each other to
meet important needs (Blau, 1964). Failure by one party to meet its obligations diminishes
trust and commitment and eventually leads to a dissolution of the social bond between the
two parties (Blau, 1964; Gouldner, 1960; Holmes, 1981).

A social exchange model of job insecurity is proposed in Figure 1 to account for the
direct and moderated effects of job insecurity on commitment and organizational citizenship
behaviors. The basic premise of the model is that job insecurity is detrimental to the vital
social exchange relationship between employee and employer. Specifically, the model
suggests that job insecurity impacts the social exchange outcomes of commitment and

organizational citizenship behavior through its effect on psychological contracts.

Figure 1

Social Exchange Model of Job Insecurity

Individual Differences

Appraisal of Exchange Refationship

' Perceived Redefinition Reduced

Perceived Violation of . of Cammitment

Jab Insecurity ‘ Psychological Psychaological and Citizenship
Contract Contract Behaviors

Situational Factors
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Social exchange theory is closely tied to the literature on psychological contracts.
According to Schein (1980), psychological contracts are the depiction of the exchange
relationship between the individual and the organization. They represent the set of beliefs
held by employees regarding the reciprocal obligations between them and their employer
(Rousseau, 1989). Psychological contracts serve the primary function of reducing
uncertainty in exchange relationships, which increases predictability and control in the
workplace (Shore & Tetrick, 1994). Rousseau and her colleagues (Parks, 1992; Rousseau,
1989; Rousseau & Parks, 1993) distinguish between two forms of psychological contracts--
transactional contracts and relational contracts. Transactional contracts involve obligations,
like high pay, merit pay, and opportunities for advancement, that are specific and quid pro
quo in nature (Rousseau, 1990; Robinson, Kraatz, & Rousseau, 1994; Robinson &
Morrison, 1995). These contracts are consistent with Blau’s notion of economic exchange.
Relational contracts, on the other hand, involve obligations, like job security, training,
development, and support, that serve to maintain the employee-employer relationship and
are not quid pro quo in nature (Rousseau, 1990; Robinson et al., 1994; Robinson &
Morrison, 1995). Relational contracts reflect Blau’s notion of social exchange.

Psychological contracts are a powerful determinant of employee attitudes and
behavior (Schein, 1980). Employees engaged in relational contracts are likely to be highly
committed to the organization (Eisenberger et al., 1986) and to engage in organizational
citizenship behaviors that are above and beyond the call of duty (Organ, 1988, 1990;
Robinson & Morrison, 1995). Unfortunately, psychological contracts are often violated

because organizations fail to meet employee expectations of their obligations (Robinson &
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Rousseau, 1994). Aanticipated organizational changes like layoffs, mergers, pay cuts, and
changes in work structure may trigger a re-evaluation of the psychological contract that
leads the employee to conclude that the contract has been violated (Wiesenfeld & Brockner,
1993). Job insecurity, which involves a fear of losing valued job features or even the job
itself (Greenhalgh & Rosenblatt, 1984), can be interpreted by employees as a failure of the
employer to fulfill its obligations. Therefore, job insecurity should be viewed as a serious
violation of the psychological contract among many employees.

Violations of psychological contracts have profound repercussions (Schein, 1980).
Cognitive dissonance theory (Festinger, 1957) suggests that employees will redefine the
terms of the violated psychological contract. Relational psychological contracts will
become more transactional in nature leading committed employees to withdraw and
conscientious employees to withhold beneficial extra-role behaviors from the organization
(Parks & Kidder, 1994). Organizational citizenship behaviors will be the first to fall victim
to violated psychological contracts because they are easily curtailed with little risk to the
employee (Organ, 1988). Thus, job insecurity is expected to have a detrimental effect on
commitment and organizational citizenship behaviors.

Despite a general tendency toward negative reactions, considerable variation in
employee reactions to job insecurity exists (e.g., Greenhalgh, 1979; Brockner 1988;
Hartley, 1991; Roskies & Louis-Guerin, 1990; Lim, 1996). This suggests a moderated
relationship between job insecurity and the appraisal of psychological contracts and the
impact of these appraisals on commitment and organizational citizenship behaviors. Both

the ISR model (Katz & Kahn, 1978; Caplan, 1983) and the organizational model
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(Greenhalgh & Rosenblatt, 1984; Greenhalgh & Sutton, 1991) recognize the moderating
effects of individual differences and situational factors on individual reactions to job
insecurity. Therefore, the moderating effects of both individual differences and situational
factors are incorporated in the proposed social exchange model of job insecurity.

In summary, the social exchange model specifies that job insecurity, which is viewed
by employees as a violation of their psychological contract with the employer, triggers a
redefinition of this contract from a relational contract toward one that is more transactional
in nature. This diminishes social exchange leading to reduced commitment and
organizational citizenship behaviors. Individual differences and situational factors moderate
the negative effects of job insecurity on the appraisal of psychological contracts and the

impact of these appraisals on commitment and organizational citizenship behaviors.

Purpose of the Research

The purpose of this research is to test the social exchange model of job insecurity
proposed in this study. Specifically, this study examines the direct and moderated
relationships between job insecurity and the social exchange outcomes of commitment and
organizational citizenship behavior. It attempts to answer the following research questions:
1. Is job insecurity associated with lower levels of organizational commitment and

organizational citizenship behavior?
2. Do individual differences, like communal orientation and powerlessness, moderate the
Job insecurity-conmmitment relationship and the job insecurity-organizational

citizenship behavior relationship?
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3. Do situational factors, comprised of trust in management, procedural fairness, and
perceived organizational support, moderate the job insecurity-commitment relationship

and the job insecurity-organizational citizenship behavior relationship?

Significance of the Research

Many consider job insecurity to be the most serious threat facing the modern
workforce (e.g., Brockner et al., 1992; Greenhalgh & Sutton, 1991; Mandel, 1996, Sloan,
1996). It is of interest to both scholars and practitioners and has both theoretical and
practical significance. This study extends theory by introducing a new model of job
insecurity and by investigating previously unexplored relationships in the study of job
insecurity. The social exchange view of job insecurity offers a new perspective and is an
attractive alternative to dated stress (Jacobson, 1985) and organizational (Greenhalgh &
Rosenblatt, 1984) models of job insecurity. Moreover, this study extends theory by
exploring two important aspects of employee reactions to job insecurity that have been
largely ignored in the literature. First, it provides a systematic examination of the
unexplored relationship between job insecurity and a likely behavioral manifestation of job
insecurity--organizational citizenship behavior. Secondly, it examines several unexplored
individual difference and situational moderators that offer some hope for mitigating the
detrimental effects of job insecurity on social exchange outcomes.

For practitioners, this study offers valuable insight into the hidden costs of job
insecurity and may provide some hope for mitigating these effects. Previous research,
which found no significant relationship between job insecurity and traditional measures of

in-role performance, did not consider the more likely consequences of job insecurity on
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discretionary, extra-role aspects of performance, like organizational citizenship behaviors
(Organ, 1988). This study offers a rare opportunity to evaluate this hidden cost of job
insecurity. Significant results may explain why only one third of downsizing companies in a
recent American Management Association survey actually reported productivity gains
following a layoff (Madrick, 1995).

The moderators tested in this study may offer practitioners some hope for mitigating
the debilitating effects of job insecurity in the workplace. Significant results in tests of the
moderators specified in the proposed model would indicate that employers can maintain
commitment and organizational effectiveness by managing the job insecurity crisis. Such
findings may suggest specific actions that employers can use to “secure an insecure
workforce,” thus building a hedge against the effects of job insecurity. Significant findings
regarding individual difference moderators would suggest a need to encourage communal
orientation (concern for others) in the organization and a need to empower employees
(Conger & Kanungo, 1988; Kanungo, 1992) as a hedge against the adverse affects of job
insecurity. Findings in support of the moderating effects of the situational factors examined
in this study would suggest that employers may buffer the damaging effects of job insecurity
by taking steps to maintain trust, ensure fairness, and demonstrate concer for its employees

during times of organizational change.

Definition of Terms
The major constructs involved in the proposed social exchange model of job

insecurity to be tested in this study are described in the definitions that follow. Terms are
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organized according to their role in the proposed model as independent variables,

moderator variables, and dependent vartables.

Independent Variable

Job Insecurity: perceived powerlessness to maintain desired continuity in a threatened job

situation (Greenhalgh & Rosenblatt, 1984).

Moderator Vanables

Communal Orientation: the desire or felt obligation to respond to the needs of others
(Clark, Ouellette, Powell, & Milberg, 1987).
Powerlessness: a perceived lack of control over important work-related events that affect

one’s life (Seeman, 1959).

Trust in Management: the extent to which an employee ascribes good intentions to and has
confidence in the words and actions of their employer (Cook & Wall, 1980).

Procedural Fairness: the use of fair procedures to arrive at work outcomes (Folger &

Greenberg, 1985; Lind & Tyler, 1988).

Perceived Organizational Support: global beliefs concerning the extent to which the

organization values one’s contributions and cares about their well-being (Eisenberger,

Huntington, Hutchison, & Sowa, 1986).

Dependent Variables

Organizational Commitment: the relative strength of an individual’s identification with and

involvement in a particular organization (Mowday, Porter, & Steers, 1982).
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Organizational Citizenship Behavior: discretionary work behaviors, not recognized by the
formal reward system, that promote the effective functioning of the organization (Organ,
1988). Five important forms of organizational citizenship behavior are included in this
study.
a) Altruism: engaging in discretionary behaviors that have the effect of helping a specific
other person with an organizationally relevant task or problem (Organ, 1988).
b) Courtesy: taking action to prevent problems from occurring by respecting others’ needs
(Konovsky & Pugh, 1994; Organ, 1988).
c) Sportsmanship: a willingness to accept minor frustrations without complaint (Konovsky
& Pugh, 1994; Organ, 1988).
d) Conscientiousness: carrying out role behaviors well beyond the minimum required levels
(Organ, 1988).
e) Civic Virtue: responsible participation in the political life of the organization (Graham,
1986, 1991).
Summary and Preview of the Study
The preceding discussion provided an introduction to the study, including a
statement of the problem, the theoretical foundation of the study, the purpose and
significance of the study, and definition of key terms. Chapter 2 presents a thorough review
of the job insecurity literature. In the course of this review, the research model is presented
and relevant study hypotheses are developed. The research design and methodology used
to carry out the study is described in Chapter 3. The results of the study are then reported

in Chapter 4. Finally, Chapter S explains study findings, outlines the theoretical and



practical implications of the study, examines study limitations, and explores promising

directions for future research.
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CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Introduction

This chapter provides an extensive review of the literature pertaining to this study.
First, a brief historical overview of the job insecurity literature is presented. This section is
followed by a review of the major models of job insecurity found in the literature. Empirical
evidence pertaining to each model is reviewed. The proposed social exchange view of job
insecurity is then presented. The remainder of the chapter reviews research relevant to each
of the relationships suggested in the proposed model. The relationship between job
insecurity and commitment and organizational citizenship behavior is first considered
followed by an assessment of proposed individual difference and situational moderators of

the relationship. Research hypotheses are presented for each of these relationships.

History and Scope of Job Insecurity Research

The study of job insecurity can be traced to early research by industrial and
organizational psychologists who were concerned primarily with the positive role of job
security in the workplace. Early interest in job security dates to the Great Depression when
Chant (1932) reported that managers listed steady work as one of the 12 most important
factors in any job, and Hersey (1936) reported that the vast majority of both union and non-

union workers he studied ranked secure jobs as the second most important workplace issue.



20

The rise of the human relations school of management following the Hawthorne
Studies (Roethlisberger & Dickson, 1946) sparked renewed interest in the satisfaction and
motivation of workers in the 1940’s and 1950’s. Maslow’s (1954) classic need hierarchy
viewed job security as a safety need that begins to motivate people once basic physiological
needs are satisfied. Safety needs, according to Maslow (1954), include “the common
preference for a job with tenure and protection” (p. 87). McGregor (1960) confirmed the
importance of job security as a component of employees’ need for safety and Super (1957)
viewed job security as “one of the dominant needs and one of the principal reasons for
working” (p. 13).

Over the next two decades, job security was viewed as an extrinsic hygiene factor, a
facet of job satisfaction, and a job characteristic. Herzberg’s two-factor theory (Herzberg,
Mausner, & Snyderman, 1959; Herzberg, 1966) viewed job security, not as a motivator, but
as a hygiene factor which, when absent, could lead to job dissatisfaction. Herzberg’s
content analysis of interview data collected from a sample of 200 accountants and engineers
suggested that job security was the most important hygiene factor (Herzberg et al., 1959).

Job security was viewed as a distinct facet of job satisfaction in Hackman and
Oldham’s (1974) Job Diagnostic Survey. Satisfaction with job security was assessed along
with four other facets of job satisfaction--pay, social, supervision, and growth. Finally, job
security was viewed as a job characteristic by Jurgensen (1978) who conducted a 30-year
investigation of job applicants from 1946 to 1975. Breaking the data down into six five-
year intervals, Jurgensen found that job security ranked first in importance among 11 job

characteristics during the first four intervals (1946 to 1965) and second only to the type of



21

work in the last two intervals (1966 to 1975). Further research by Oldham and his
colleagues (Oldham et al., 1982; Oldham, Kulik, Ambrose, Stepina, & Brand, 1986)
evaluated job security as both a job facet (e.g., pay, complexity, supervisory behavior) and
as a form of job satisfaction. Job security emerged as the best predictor of performance
among the job facets studied (Oldham et al., 1986).

Early interest in the positive aspects of job security has been replaced by a
contemporary focus on the negative consequences of job insecurity, which is defined as
“perceived powerlessness to maintain desired continuity in a threatened job situation”
(Greenhalgh & Rosenblatt, 1984, p. 438). The potential loss of continuity in the job
situation may refer to loss of the job itself or loss of valued job features (Greenhalgh &
Rosenblatt, 1984).

Job insecurity is generally viewed as a negative experience with adverse human and
organizational consequences (Jacobson & Hartley, 1991). Social psychologists and stress
researchers are concerned with the human consequences of job insecurity as a source of
stress, a job stressor. According to the general stress model, job insecurity generates stress
that impacts the physical and psychological health of employees (Caplan, et al., 1975; Katz
& Kahn, 1978; Jacobson, 1985). Organizational scientists, on the other hand, are
concerned with the organizational outcomes of job insecurity. The organizational model of
job insecurity focuses on individual reactions to job insecurity (e.g., propensity to leave,
reduced effort, and resistance to change) that are closely linked to organizational
effectiveness (Greenhalgh, 1983, 1984; Greenhalgh & Rosenblatt, 1984; Greenhalgh &

Sutton, 1991). Thus, contemporary research has diverged into two dominant models of job
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insecurity--the stress model and the organizational modet of job insecurity. Research
pertaining to each of these views is presented in the following sections. A social exchange

view of job insecurity is then introduced.

The Stress Model of Job Insecurity

The stress model of job insecurity recognizes job insecurity as a source of stress (a
job stressor) that impacts the physical and psychological health of employees. It is primarily
concerned with the physiological, psychological, and behavioral strains job insecurity
generates among employees (e.g., Caplan et al., 1975; Katz & Kahn, 1978; Jacobson,
1985). Job insecurity can be a stressful experience for employees. Anticipation of job loss
generates intense personal distress and can produce a grief reaction similar to that of an
anticipated death (Greenhalgh, 1979; Strange, 1977). In fact, concern about future job loss
may be as traumatic for employees as actual job loss (Cobb & Kasl, 1977 Dijkhuizen, 1980;
Dooley, Rook, & Catalano, 1987; Roskies & Louis-Guerin, 1990). Stress researchers have
identified job insecurity as one of the most important job stressors in the workplace
(Abramis, 1994; Ashford et al., 1989; Caplan et al., 1975; Dijkhuizen, 1980; Kahn, Wolfe,
Quinn, Snoek, & Rosenthal, 1964).

Stress is generally considered a process whereby characteristics of the workplace or
the job itself cause employees to feel uncomfortable or experience ill health (Beehr, 1990).
Two key components of this process are stressors and strains. Stressors are any

characteristics of the work environment that give rise to stress while strains refer to the

discomfort or ill health resulting from stress (Saal & Knight, 1995). Specifically, strains
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refer to any deviation from normal physiological, psychological, or behavioral responses in
an individual (Caplan et al., 1975).

Extensive reviews of the stress literature recognize the ISR model (Katz & Kahn,
1978) as the dominant framework for understanding the process of work stress (Ganster &
Schaubroeck, 1991; Kahn & Byosiere, 1992). The ISR model, also referred to as the
Person-Environment (P-E) Fit model, is the culmination of over 20 years of stress research
conducted by the Institute for Social Research at the University of Michigan (Caplan et al.,
1975, Caplan 1983; French, Caplan, & Harrison, 1982; French & Kahn, 1962; French,
Rogers, & Cobb, 1974; Katz & Kahn, 1978; Kahn et al., 1964). The general form of the
ISR model (Katz & Kahn, 1978), shown in Figure 2, emphasizes several principles that have
“become agreed upon doctrine, if not practice, in research on organizational stress” (Kahn
& Byosiere, 1992, p. 590). These principles suggest a causal sequence whereby objective
characteristics of the work environment (stressors) impact the psychological environment
experienced by the individual (perceived stress) which, in turn, leads to deviations from
normal physiological, behavioral, and affective responses (strains) ultimately affecting long-
term mental and physical health and disease (Caplan et al., 1975; Katz & Kahn, 1978).

The major linkages in this causal sequence are moderated by enduring properties of
the person (individual differences) and the nature of the social environment (interpersonal
relations). The degree of fit between the individual and the work environment determines
the stressfulness or strain that is experienced. Two types of fit are specified by the model:
(1) the extent to which the person’s skills and abilities meet the demands of the job, and

(2) the extent to which the person’s needs or preferences are supplied in the work
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environment. Misfit of either kind increases stress and strain {(Caplan et al., 1975; Katz &

Kahn, 1978).

Figure 2

The ISR Model of Work Stress

Enduring Properties of the Person
{genetic, demographic, personality)

Objective
Environment

_X_,

Psychological
Environment

_X_.

Response
{physiological,
behavioral,
affective)

.__X_,

Mental and
Physical
Health and
Disease

Interpersonal Relations

Source: Katz, D., & Kahn, R. L. {1978). The social psychology of grganizations {2nd ed.).
New York: Wiley.

The ISR model is consistent with Lazarus’ theory of psychological stress (Lazarus,

1966; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984) which states that the occurrence of psychological stress

depends on the individual’s evaluation of the situation as threatening, regardless of the

objective threat. When the nature of the threat is clear, objective danger will be viewed as

stressful, but when it is unclear or ambiguous, subjective appraisal, not the situation per se,

determines whether the situation is considered stressful or not (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984).

The threat of job loss is often ambiguous because management’s plans for job cuts are

usually shrouded in secrecy (Greenhalgh, 1984). As a result, subjective or perceived job




25

insecurity is more strongly related to stress outcomes than objective indicators of job
insecurity (Caplan et al., 1975; Roskies & Louis-Guerin, 1990; Roskies, Louis-Guerin,
Fournier, 1993). For these reasons, most studies of job insecurity rely on measures of
perceived job insecurity (e.g., Ashford et al., 1989; Caplan et al., 1975; Kuhnert & Lahey,
1988; Rosenblatt & Ruvio, 1996).

The most extensive test of the ISR model was conducted in a University of
Michigan study of over 2,000 workers in 23 occupations (Caplan et al., 1975) that
confirmed most of the model’s predictions and demonstrated the importance of the person-
environment fit as a predictor of strain outcomes. Harrison’s (1985) review of the stress
literature, which was generally supportive of the model, acknowledged its usefulness and
predicted its continued development and application. Edwards and Cooper (1990), in their
review of the stress literature, recognized the utility of the ISR model but questioned the
validity of empirical research based on the model. The real value of this model, according
to Ganster and Schaubroeck (1991), “lies in its specification of the process by which
occupational experiences become stressful” (p. 241). Thus, the ISR model serves as a
useful framework to guide research concerning the diverse aspects of workers’ reactions to
job insecurity (Greenhalgh & Jick, 1989).

Due to the highly emotional and sensitive nature of the topic, few studies have
investigated the stress-based outcomes of job insecurity (Jacobson & Hartley, 1991). Those
studies that do appear in the literature generally accept the basic tenets of the ISR model,
that job insecurity is a subjective experience arising from an individual’s cognitive appraisal

of objective threats of job loss and that this appraisal and individual reactions to it are
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moderated by individual differences and elements of the social environment (e.g., Caplan et
al, 1975; Greenhalgh & Jick, 1989; Klandermans, et al., 1991; Roskies & Louis-Guerin,

1990; Roskies et al., 1993).

Stress-Based Qutcomes of Job Insecurity

In the ISR model, job insecurity is considered a job stressor. It is expected to
produce stress or tension leading to deviations from normal physiological, psychological,
and behavioral responses in the individual, called strains (Caplan et al., 1975; Katz & Kahn,
1978). Research studies of the stress-based outcomes of job insecurity can be organized in
terms of the strains it produces. This review evaluates the physiological, psychological, and
behavioral strains associated with job insecurity.

Physiological Strains

Physiological strains refer to any deviation from what can be considered to be
normal physical health defined by current medical knowledge (Abramis, 1994; Caplan et al ,
1975). Few empirical studies have investigated the effects of job insecurity on physical
health. Most are correlational studies that associate self-report measures of perceived job
insecurity with self-report checklists of somatic (bodily) health complaints.

Findings of two major studies conducted in relatively stable organizations where
there was little imminent threat of job loss did not support a significant relationship between
job insecurity and physical health. The first was an extensive study of the relationship
between stress and worker health carried out by the Institute for Social Research at the
University of Michigan in the early 1970°s (Caplan et al, 1975). This large-scale study of

over 2,000 men in 23 occupations across 67 organizations found no significant relationship
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between perceived job insecurity and somatic health complaints. Moreover, perceived job
insecurity was not significantly related to measurements of pulse, blood pressure,
cholesterol, and various hormones in a subsample of 390 workers drawn from the overall
sample. Similar results were obtained in another correlational study conducted by Ashford
et al. (1989) in which perceived job insecurity was not significantly related to somatic health
complaints in a sample of 183 industrial hygienists, auditors, and nurses. Overall, these
studies suggest that job insecurity is not related to physical health in situations where the
threat of major job cuts is minimal.

The opposite pattern emerged in studies involving declining organizations where the
threat of job loss was more acute. In a study of a plant closing by Kasl, Gore, and Cobb
(1975), the mean number of days when physical symptoms were experienced was higher
among employees who anticipated losing their jobs than for those who felt their jobs were
secure. A similar study of plant closings in Michigan (Cobb & Kasl, 1977) reported higher
incidence of coronary-prone symptoms (i.e., symptoms indicating higher risk of heart
attack) among workers in plants scheduled for closing than for those in non-threatened
plants. Studies of employees in a2 merged hospital system offered consistent evidence that
job insecurity is associated with increased somatic health complaints (Jick, 1979;
Greenhalgh & Jick, 1989). Further, a well-controlled study, conducted by Matthews,
Cottington, Talbott, Kuller, and Siegel (1987) found that self-reports of job insecurity were
correlated with higher diastolic blood pressure for 241 blue-collar factory workers.

Finally, the strongest evidence supporting a relationship between job insecurity and

reduced physical health was provided by Heaney, Israel, and House (1994) who conducted
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an extensive longitudinal study of the physical health effects resulting from chronic job
insecurity among a sample of 207 automobile workers. Those who experienced high levels
of job insecurity over a 14-month period reported significantly more physical symptoms
(e.g., breathing difficulty, racing heart, frequent colds, eye strain, and headaches) than those
who did not. Overall, job insecurity is associated with reduced physical health in situations
where an acute threat of job loss exists.

Psychological Strains

Psychological strains refer to any deviation from what can be considered to be
normal psychological health (Abramis, 1994; Caplan et al., 1975). Stressful situations often
result in reduced psychological health which is characterized by dissatisfaction and poor
psychological adjustment (Klandermans, et al., 1991; Kuhnert & Vance, 1992; Warr, 1987).
The stress literature reveals a consistent relationship between job insecurity and job
dissatisfaction. The previously described study by Caplan et al. (1975) found a significant
positive correlation (r = .39) between job insecurity and dissatisfaction. Early studies by
Jick (1979) and Dijkhuizen (1980) reported a negative relationship between job insecurity
and job satisfaction. The latter study assumed job insecurity was high among employees
whose jobs were at risk (objective job insecurity) without actually measuring perceived job
insecurity.

Greenhalgh and Jick (1989) reported a strong negative correlation between
insecurity regarding the future of the job task and job satisfaction (r = -.49). A similar
relationship was reported in Burke’s (1991) study of job insecurity among 72 stock brokers

and Ashford et al.’s (1989) study of job insecurity among 183 industrial hygienists, auditors,
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and nurses. More recent studies, like Heaney, Israel, and House’s (1994) study of
automobile workers, also support a negative relationship between job insecurity and job
satisfaction. In-home structured interviews of 281 employees in diverse occupations
(Abramis, 1994) revealed a modest relationship between job insecurity and job
dissatisfaction (r = .22) and a recent mail survey of 306 working MBA graduates,
conducted by Lim (1996), revealed strong positive correlations between job insecurity and
both life and job dissatisfaction.

International studies provide considerable additional support for the aversive effects
of job insecurity on satisfaction. Large studies in Britain and the Netherlands confirm a
moderate negative relationship between job insecurity and job satisfaction (Van Vuuren,
Klandermans, Jacobson, & Hartley, 1991). Moreover, a large-scale study of over 8,000
employees in 12 European high-tech organizations reported high negative correlations
between job insecurity and satisfaction with the company (Borg & Elizur, 1992). This
relationship was considerably stronger in declining organizations where the threat of job
loss was more salient. Overall, there is considerable empirical evidence that feelings of job
insecurity are detrimental to employee job satisfaction.

The stress literature also provides considerable evidence for the adverse effects of
job insecurity on psychological adjustment. Classic stress studies reported that job
insecurity is associated with boredom and depression (Caplan et al., 1975) and with anxiety,
depression, and irritation (Dijkhuizen, 1980). Greenhalgh and Jick (1989) documented
evidence of a significant relationship between insecurity with the job task and felt strain

(r=.41). Moreover, a stream of research conducted by Kuhnert and his colleagues
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revealed consistent evidence of a significant relationship between job insecurity and poor
psychological adjustment among manufacturing and government workers (Kuhnert &
Palmer, 1991; Kuhnert, Sims, & Lahey, 1989; Vance & Kuhnert, 1988). Kuhnert and
Vance (1992) found that negative reactions to job insecurity, in terms of poor psychological
adjustment, were stronger among blue collar workers and young workers.

Studies undertaken by Roskies and her colleagues reported a significant relationship
between job insecurity and psychological distress among managers (Roskies & Louis-
Guerin, 1990) and airlines reservation clerks (Roskies, et al., 1993). Another stream of
research by Catalano and his associates revealed that insecure employees experience greater
psychological distress and depression (Dooley, Rook, & Catalano, 1987) and are more
likely to seek help for psychological problems (Catalano, Rook, & Dooley, 1986) than
secure employees. International studies in Israel and the Netherlands indicate that job
insecurity is related to depression (Van Vuuren et al., 1991). Overall, the literature offers
extensive support for the notion that job insecurity is associated with poor psychological
adjustment. These findings in conjunction with those reported for job (dis)satisfaction offer
considerable support for the aversive relationship between job insecurity and psychological
health.

Behavioral Strains

Behavioral strains are any deviation from normal behavioral responses in an
individual (Caplan et al., 1975). Few studies have dealt with the relationship between job
insecurity and behavioral strains. A notable exception is Caplan et al.’s (1975) classic study

that investigated the relationship between a variety of job stressors, including job insecurity,
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and excessive cigarette smoking, coffee and cola consumption, eating (obesity), and
dispensary visits. Job insecurity was not significantly related to any of these behavioral
strains. Similar conclusions were reached in Burke’s (1991) study of the job insecurity
among stock brokers where medication use and abnormal changes in lifestyle were not
related to job insecurity. One of the few studies indicating support for the job insecurity-
behavioral strain relationship was Lim’s (1996) mail survey of 306 MBA graduates. In this
study, self-report measures of proactive job search and noncompliant behaviors were
significantly related to job insecurity (r = .35 and .34, respectively). Thus, the stress
literature offers only mixed support for the job insecurity-behavioral strains relationship.
Other outcomes, like poor performance, reduced work effort, resistance to change, and
turnover, are not included as behavioral strains in this section because they are generally
considered to be organizational outcomes of job insecurity (Beehr & Newman, 1978;
Greenhalgh & Rosenblatt, 1984; Greenhalgh & Sutton, 1991). These outcomes are

discussed in conjunction with the organizational model of job insecurity.

Summary of Stress-Based OQutcomes of Job Insecurity

A summary of research studies concerning the stress-based outcomes of job
insecurity is presented in Table 1. Overall, the stress literature offers considerable evidence
to support the ISR model prediction that job insecurity is associated with physiological and
psychological strains. Support for a job insecurity-behavioral strain relationship, however,
is limited. Thus, job insecurity is generally viewed as an important job stressor that is

associated with reduced physiological and psychological health.
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Summary of Stress-Based Outcomes of Job Insecurity

Physiological Psychological Behavioral
Source Strain Strain Strain
Abranuis, 1994 Dissatisfaction, Anxiety,
Depression, and Anger*
Ashford, Lee, & Bobko, Health Complaints Job Satisfaction*
1989
Borg & Elizur, 1992 Satisfaction*
Brockner, et al., 1993 Worry*
Burke, 1991 Job/Life Satisfaction and | Medicine Use and
Psychological Distress* | Abnormat Lifestyle
Caplanetal., 1975 Pulse, Blood Pressure, Dissatisfaction, Excessive Smoking,
Cholesterol, Hormones | Boredom, Depression* __| Drinking, and Eating
Catalano, Rook, & Dooley, Seeking Psychological
1986 Help*
Cobb & Kasl, 1977 Coronary-Prone
Symptoms*
Dijkhuizen, 1980 Satisfaction, Anxiety,
Depression, Irritation™®
Dooley, Rook, & Catalano, Psychological Distress
1987 and Depression*
Greenhalgh & Jick, 1989 | Health Complaints¥ Job Satisfaction, Strain,
Psychological Distress*
Heaney, Israel, & House, | Physical Symptoms* Job Satisfaction*
1994
Jick, 1979 Health Complaints* Job Satisfaction*
Kasl, Gore, Cobb, 1975 Physical Symptoms*
Kuhnert & Palmer, 1991 Psychological
Adjustment*
Kuhnert, Sims, Lahey, Psychological
1989 Adjustment*
Kuhnert & Vance, 1992 Psychological
Adjustment*
Lim, 1996 Job/Life Dissatisfaction* | Proactive Job Search,
Noncompliant Behavior*
Matthews et al., 1987 Diastolic Blood
Pressure®
Roskies & Louis-Guerin, Psychological Distress*
1990
Roskies, Louis--Guerin, & Psychological Distress*
Fournier, 1993
VanVuuren, Klandermans, Job Satisfaction and
Hartley, 1991 Depression*
Vance & Kuhnert, 1988 Psychological
Adjustment*

* Tndicates support for relationship(s)
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The Organizational Model of Job Insecurity

Unlike social psychologists and stress researchers, who are concerned primarily with
the effects of job insecurity on employee health and well-being, organizational researchers
are more focused on the organizational outcomes of job insecurity. The only
comprehensive model of the organizational consequences of job insecurity was developed
by Greenhalgh and Rosenblatt (1984). The organizational model of job insecurity, shown in
Figure 3, focuses on individual reactions to job insecurity that are closely linked to
organizational effectiveness. According to the model, the threat of losing a secure job, an
organizational inducement (March & Simon, 1958), is viewed as a violation of the
psychological contract between the employee and employer (Schein, 1980). Such a
violation creates an imbalance in the exchange relationship (Mowday et al., 1982), which
employees attempt to restore by reducing their willingness to participate (searching for a
new job or quitting) or by reducing their contributions if exit is constrained (Barnard,

1938). Therefore, the model specifies that employees respond to job insecurity in terms of
propensity to leave, job effort and performance, and resistance to change (Greenhalgh &
Rosenblatt, 1984; Greenhalgh & Sutton, 1991).

The organizational model, like the stress model, specifies that individual reactions to
job insecurity depend upon the individual’s evaluation of the situation as threatening,
regardless of the objective threat (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984; Greenhalgh & Rosenblatt,
1984). Organizational messages and clues, rumors, and individual differences impact the
individual’s evaluation of objective information concerning job continuity (Greenhalgh &

Rosenblatt, 1984). Subjective threat or perceived job insecurity is multifaceted, consisting
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of the severity of the threat to job continuity and powerlessness to counteract the threat.
Severity of the threat depends on the scope and importance of the potential loss and the
perceived probability of its occurrence. The scope of the threat ranges from loss of the job
itself to loss of valued job features. Powerlessness occurs when employees believe they
have no means to avoid or protect themselves from a threat to job continuity. This sense of

powerlessness exacerbates the experienced threat (Greenhalgh & Rosenblatt, 1984).

Figure 3

The Organizational Model of Job Insecurity

Individual Differences
and Job Dependence

Reduced
Objective Subjective Reactions to Organizational
Threat Threat Job Insecurity Effectiveness
- Severity of Threat - Propensity to Leave - Productivity
- Powerlesgness - Job Effort - Turnover
- Resistance to Change - Adaptability

- Organizational Commitment

Messages, Clues, Social
and Rumors Support

Source: Greenhalgh, L., & Rosenblatt, Z. {1984). Job Insecurity: Toward Conceptual Clarity.
Academy of Management Review, 9, 441.
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Individual reactions to the subjective threat, according to the model, are moderated
by individual differences (e.g., locus of control, work orientation, and need for security), the
extent to which one is dependent on the job, and the level of social support in the
workplace. Individual reactions are manifest in terms of propensity to leave, job effort,
resistance to change, and organizational commitment. These individual reactions are, in
turn, linked to organizational effectiveness, in terms of productivity, turnover, and

adaptability (Greenhalgh & Rosenblatt, 1984; Greenhalgh & Sutton, 1991).

Organizational Outcomes of Job Insecurity

The organizational model of job insecurity serves as a useful framework for
reviewing empirical research regarding the organizational outcomes of job insecurity.
Empirical research is reviewed in this section according to the four major individual
reactions to job insecurity specified in the organizational model--propensity to leave, job
effort and performance, resistance to change, and organizational commitment. Research
involving trust, which is not included in the model, is also reviewed because recent studies
have linked job insecurity to reduced trust in management.

Propensity to Leave

The first comprehensive studies of individual reactions to job insecurity were
undertaken by Greenhalgh (1979, 1982) and Jick (1979). Using different measures of job
insecurity and propensity to leave and different samples from the same downsizing hospital
system, both researchers reported a significant positive correlation between job insecurity
and propensity to leave. Additional research in the same organization revealed that more

valuable workers, those with more marketable skills, were the first to leave (Greenhalgh &
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Jick, 1979). Sutton’s (1983} extensive case studies of eight dying organizations confirmed
this pattern. Finally, a more recent study of layoffs in a merged hospital system by
Greenhalgh and Jick (1989) indicated that ambiguity concerning the future of the
employee’s specific tasks (job features) was related to propensity to leave while ambiguity
concerning the future of the organization was not. This finding underscores the importance
of perceived threats to job features as an important component of job insecurity.
Longitudinal studies of employee reactions to job insecurity also supported a
positive relationship between job insecurity and propensity to leave. A study of 120
employees before and after surviving a layoff in a manufacturing plant revealed that job
insecurity is indirectly associated with intent to withdraw through its impact on job
satisfaction (Davy, Kinicki, & Scheck, 1991). A longitudinal field experiment conducted by
Schweiger and Lee (1993) involved six manufacturing plants, some of which were involved
in a merger. Employees in the acquired plants experienced greater job insecurity than those
in the acquiring plants, and job insecurity was positively associated with intent to quit.
Additional support for the relationship between job insecurity and intent to quit was
provided by Ashford, Lee, and Bobko (1989), who developed and tested a comprehensive,
multidimensional measure of job insecurity among a sample of 183 industrial hygienists,
auditors, and nurses. This multiplicative measure of job insecurity was strongly correlated
with intent to quit (r = .46). Moreover, Borg and Elizur (1992) reported a moderate
positive correlation between job insecurity and intent to quit in a large study of over 8,000

workers in 12 European high-technology organizations.
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Finally, two new studies explored the job insecurity-propensity to leave relationship.
First, Lim (1996) found a moderate association between job insecurity and self reports of
job search (r = .35) in a mail survey of 306 MBA graduates. A second study by Rosenblatt
and Ruvio (1996) tested this relationship among Israeli school teachers using a modified
version of Ashford et al.’s (1989) job insecurity scale. Again, job insecurity was moderately
associated with intent to quit.

Overall, these findings offer strong, consistent support for the relationship between
job insecurity and constructs like propensity to leave and intent to quit. Consistent support
was obtained in a variety of settings ranging from schools and hospitals to manufacturing
plants using a multitude of research methodologies ranging from mail surveys to case
studies and longitudinal field experiments.

Job Effort and Performance

According to the organizational model, job insecurity creates an imbalance in the
exchange relationship between employee and employer that employees attempt to restore by
reducing their contributions to the organization (Greenhalgh & Rosenblatt, 1984,
Greenhalgh & Sutton, 1991). Since job effort is the most basic contribution employees
bring to the exchange relationship, the organizational model predicts that they will respond
to job insecurity with reduced work effort (Greenhalgh, 1983). Despite the intuitive appeal
of this argument, empirical evidence linking job insecurity to job effort is mixed.

Several empirical investigations support the notion that job insecurity is associated
with reduced job effort and performance. Early studies of a downsizing hospital system by

Greenhalgh (1979) and Jick (1979) documented a significant negative correlation between
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job insecurity and work effort. Hanlon’s (1979) interviews of city employees during New
York City’s financial crisis revealed that an incapacitating fear of job loss among these
workers led to a general decline in productivity during the crisis. Canadian researchers
found that job insecurity was associated with decreased work effort among a sample of
1,291 managers in relatively stable companies (Roskies, & Louis-Guerin, 1990). Finally,
two recent studies documented a negative relationship between job insecurity and self-
reported performance. Abramis’ (1994) structured in-home interviews of 281 workers in
the Detroit area revealed significant negative correlations between job insecurity and self-
reported technical and social performance (r = -.25 and -.19, respectively). A similar
refationship was found using self-report measures of performance in Rosenblatt and Ruvio’s
(1996) study of Israeli teachers.

Unfortunately, several important studies refute these findings. Sutton’s (1987) case

studies of workers facing impending job loss actually documented an increase in work effort
and productivity following the announcement of plant closings. Faced with a complete lack
of job security, these workers increased effort to earn extra cash and a good
recommendation in preparation for job loss (Sutton, 1987). Other studies found no
significant relationship between job insecurity and job effort and performance. A field
experiment of R&D researchers conducted by Hall and Mansfield (1971) found no
significant differences in self-reported work effort or performance between the control
group (those with high job security) and the experimental group (those with low job
security). Further, Ashford et al. (1989) found no significant relationship between their

measure of perceived job insecurity and supervisory performance ratings. International
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studies of the relationship produced contradictory results. A Dutch study found no
relationship between job insecurity and work effort, while an Israeli study found that those
with higher levels of job insecurity actually increased their work effort (Van Vuuren et al.,
1991).

An enlightening stream of research by Brockner and his colleagues offers a useful
explanation for these equivocal findings. Brockner and his associates (Brockner, Davy, &
Carter, 1985; Brockner, Grover, Reed, Dewitt, & O’Malley, 1987) conducted a series of
laboratory experiments designed to simulate a layoff among college students performing a
paid proofreading task. Performance rose among layoff survivors--those who remained
after one of their coworkers was laid off. The performance boost was greatest among
survivors with low self-esteem. This performance boost did not occur when layoff victims
were treated unfairly. Finally, a large field study of employees working in 300 stores in a
downsizing retail chain revealed an inverted-U relationship between perceived job insecurity
and work effort (Brockner, Grover, Reed, and Dewitt, 1992). Moderate levels of job
insecurity were associated with high work effort while high or low levels of job insecurity
were associated with low work effort. This curvilinear relationship along with the
moderating effects of self-esteem and fairness revealed in laboratory experiments may
explain the equivocal findings of investigations of the job insecurity-work effort
relationship.

Resistance to Change

Job insecurity is often prompted by anticipation of major organizational change

(Greenhalgh & Sutton, 1991). The threat-rigidity thesis (Staw, Sandelands, & Dutton,
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1981) suggests that change, which constitutes a threat to workers, will result in a natural
tendency toward rigidity or resistance to change. Thus, the organizational model predicts a
positive relationship between job insecurity and resistance to change (Greenhalgh &
Rosenblatt, 1984; Greenhalgh & Sutton, 1991).

Scant research evidence offers some support for a positive relationship between job
insecurity and resistance to change. A national survey carried out by Margolis, Kroes, &
Quinn (1974) revealed that workers with high levels of job insecurity were less supportive
of organizational change in terms of their reduced participation in employee suggestion
programs. Greenhalgh’s (1979) classic study of employees in a declining hospital system
documented a positive relationship between job insecurity and resistance to change. A
laboratory study conducted in the same year by Fox and Staw (1979) reached a similar
conclusion. Job insecurity was associated with greater commitment to a previously chosen
course of action (rigidity). A similar finding was reported in D’ Aunno & Sutton’s (1988)
study of 156 drug-abuse treatment centers. Reduced funding was associated with greater
reliance on bureaucratic red tape and standardized jobs.

Two new studies offer additional support for the predicted relationship. Lim (1996)
found that job insecunity was positively correlated with self reports of noncompliant job
behaviors among MBA graduates (r = .34), and Rosenblatt and Ruvio’s (1996) study of
Israeli school teachers confirmed a positive relationship between job insecurity and
resistance to change. Overall, evidence from the few studies investigating the job

insecurity-resistance to change relationship is supportive of the organizational model.
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Organizational Commitment

The organizational model states that perceived job insecurity may lead to
psychological withdrawal or reduced commitment to the organization (Greenhalgh, 1983;
Greenhalgh & Sutton, 1991). Therefore, the model predicts a negative relationship between
job insecurity and organizational commitment. Empirical research consistently supports this
prediction.

Early investigations were carried out by Greenhalgh (1979) and Jick (1979) among
employees in a downsizing hospital system. Both studies found a significant negative
correlation between job insecurity and organizational commitment. Another eatly study by
Hanlon (1979), who studied city employees during New York City’s financial crisis,
revealed that fear of job loss is associated with diminished organizational commitment.

A large study of store clerks and managers employed in a downsizing national retail
chain conducted by Brockner et al. (1987) demonstrated a significant drop in organizational
commitment relative to the pre-layoff period among employees who remained after a layoff.
(survivors). These findings can be construed as evidence of a negative relationship between
job insecurity and organizational commitment if one assumes that layoff survivors
experience elevated job insecurity following a layoff. This assumption is problematic
because survivor reactions to layoffs are quite variable (Brockner, 1988), and job insecurity
was not measured in the study.

Studies involving elaborate measures of perceived job insecurity also supported the
predicted relationship. Ashford et al. (1989) found a strong negative correlation between

job insecurity assessed with their extensive Job Insecurity Scale and organizational
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commitment {r = -.47). An even stronger relationship was reported between job security
and organizational commitment (r = .51) in Kuhnert and Vance’s (1992) study of 430
employees in a troubled manufacturing organization. Finally, Rosenblatt and Ruvio’s
(1996) study of Israeli school teachers confirmed a negative relationship between job
insecurity and organizational commitment.

A series of fongitudinal studies provided further support for the relationship.
Questionnaires administered to employees of an acquired manufacturing plant at three
month intervals during the year following acquisition indicated a declining trend in
commitment (Davy, Kinicki, Scheck, & Kilroy, 1989). Another longitudinal study by Davy
et al. (1991) offered a rare glimpse of employees’ attitudes before and after a layoffin a
manufacturing plant. Path analysis revealed that job insecurity was indirectly related to
decreased organizational commitment. Finally, Schweiger and Lee’s (1993) longitudinal
field experiment involving employees from six manufacturing plants confirmed a significant
negative relationship between a measure of job insecurity and organizational commitment.

European studies also supported the predicted relationship. A British study of 137
workers who had survived several waves of layoffs indicated a strong negative relationship
between job insecurity and organizational commitment (Hartley, 1991). Dutch studies of
employees in three downsizing organizations (an engineering company, a shipyard, and a
manufacturing plant) offered consistent support for a moderate negative relationship
between these variables (Van Vuuren et al., 1991). Lastly, Borg and Elizur’s (1992)

extensive study of European workers revealed a moderate negative relationship between
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these variables. Follow-up surveys of firms implementing layoffs revealed much stronger
negative relationships.

Overall, organizational commitment is the most popular dependent variable in
studies of the organizational outcomes of job insecurity. The literature offers strong
support for a moderate to strong negative relationship between job insecurity and
organizational commitment in diverse settings, using a variety of measures and
methodologies.

Trust

The organizational model generally predicts that job insecurity will be associated
with negative work attitudes (Greenhalgh & Sutton, 1991). While not explicitly included in
the organizational model, distrust toward management or the organization can be expected
among employees who feel their employer has violated its obligation to provide a secure
job. Nevertheless, the issue of trust has attracted little attention among American job
insecurity researchers. Two notable exceptions are Ashford et al.’s (1989) study of 183
industrial hygienists, auditors, and nurses, which revealed a strong negative correlation
between job insecurity and trust in the organization (r = -.51) and Schweiger and Lee’s
(1993) longitudinal field experiment that produced similar results using the same measure of
trust.

International researchers have demonstrated considerably more interest in this
relationship. Canadian researchers documented a negative correlation between managers’
perceptions of job insecurity and trust in the organization (Roskies & Louis-Guerin, 1990).

Hartley’s (1991) case study of a downsizing British industrial vehicle plant revealed a
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moderate negative relationship between job insecurity and trust in management. Finally,
Borg and Elizur’s (1992) study of over 8,000 employees in 12 European high-tech
organizations documented strong negative correlations between job insecurity and trust in
top management. Overall, limited empirical evidence offers consistent support for the

detrimental effects of job insecurity on employee trust in management and the organization,

Summary of Organizational Qutcomes of Job Insecurity

A summary of research concerning the organizational outcomes of job insecurity is
presented in Table 2. Empirical research is generally supportive of the predictions of the
organizational model. Predictions regarding propensity to leave are well supported.
Evidence regarding job effort, however, is mixed suggesting a curvilinear relationship
between job insecurity and job effort (Brockner et al., 1992). Scant research offered
consistent support for the detrimental effects of job insecurity on resistance to change and
trust.

The literature reserves its strongest support for a negative relationship between job
insecurity and commitment. Organizational commitment is the most popular dependent
variable in studies of job insecurity. Consistent evidence in support of a negative
relationship between job insecurity and organizational commitment is found in numerous
studies (e.g., Greenhalgh, 1979; Hanlon, 1979; Brockner et al., 1987; Ashford et al., 1989;
Borg & Elizur, 1992; Van Vuuren et al., 1991; Hartley, 1991). Thus, research suggests

that reduced organizational attachment may be the most salient reaction to job insecurity.
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Summary of Organizational Outcomes of Job Insecurity
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Propensity | Job Effort and | Resistance

Source to Leave Performance | to Change | Commitment | Trust
Abramis, 1994 X*
Ashford, Lee, & Bobko, 1989 X* X X* X*
Borg & Elizur, 1992 X* X* X*
Brockner, Davy, & Carter, 1985 X
Brockner, Grover, Reed, & X
Dewitt, 1992
Brockner, Grover, Reed, Dewitt, X X*
& O’Malley, 1987
Davy, Kinicki, & Scheck, 1991 X* Xk
Davy, Kinicki, Scheck, & X*
Kilroy, 1989
D’ Aunno & Sutton, 1988 Xk
Fox & Staw, 1979 X*
Greenhalgh, 1979, 1982 X* X* X+ X*
Greenhalgh & Jick, 1979 X*
Greenhalgh & Jick, 1989 X*
Hatl & Mansfield, 1971 X
Hanlon, 1979 X* X*
Hartley, 1991 X* X*
Jick, 1979 X* X* X*
Kuhnert & Vance, 1992 ) &
Lim, 1996 X* X*
Margolis, Kroes, & Quinn, 1974 X*
Rosenblatt & Ruvio, 1996 X* X* X* X*
Roskies & Louis-Guerin, 1990 X* X*
Sutton, 1983 X*
Sutton, 1987 X
Schweiger & Lee, 1993 X* X* X*
Van Vuuren, Klandermans, X X*

Hartley, 1991

* Indicates support for the relationship
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Social exchange theory (Blau, 1964, Holmes, 1981) provides a useful explanation
for the importance of commitment as a reaction to job insecurity. According to this view,
employees who feel the organization values their contributions and is concerned about their
well-being reciprocate by becoming more attached or committed to the organization
themselves (Eisenberger, et al., 1986). Therefore, job insecurity, which communicates a
fack of commitment on the employer’s part (Wiesenfeld & Brockner, 1993; Parks &
Kidder, 1994) should lead to diminished employee commitment. Unfortunately, the job
insecurity literature is largely silent concerning this social exchange view of job insecurity.

Another serious gap in the literature pertains to the relationship between job
insecurity and another important social exchange construct--organizational citizenship
behaviors. These discretionary, extra-role work behaviors are not explicitly recognized by
the formal reward system, but they work together to promote organizational effectiveness
(Organ, 1988). Because these discretionary behaviors are the only work behaviors
employees may curtail in a threatened job situation without further jeopardizing continued
employment, they are the most likely behavioral manifestation of job insecurity (Parks &
Kidder, 1994). Surprisingly, no studies have directly assessed the impact of job insecurity
on organizational citizenship behavior. The present study addresses this gap in the literature
by proposing and testing a social exchange model of job insecurity which accounts for the
direct and moderated effects of job insecurity on commitment and organizational citizenship

behaviors.
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A Social Exchange Model of Job Insecurity

Recent studies of organizational behavior and attitudes suggest that social exchange
theory (e.g., Blau, 1964; Homans, 1974) provides a useful framework for understanding
both employee commitment (Eisenberger et al., 1986; Eisenberger, Fasolo, & Davis-
LaMastro, 1990; Shore & Wayne, 1993) and organizational citizenship behaviors
(Konovsky & Pugh, 1994; Moorman, 1991; Organ, 1990). The classic model of social
exchange (Blau, 1964) differentiates between economic exchange and social exchange.
Economic exchange is based on transactions of clearly specified commodities which are
often guided by formal, explicit contracts. Social exchange, by contrast, is based on a
relationship in which individuals trust other parties in the relationship to meet future
obligations to deliver unspecified social commodities ranging from tangible gifts and acts of
service to intangible benefits like friendship and companionship. The value of these gifts or
obligations is usually tied to the interpersonal relationship between the exchange partners
(Blau, 1964).

Social exchange is governed by what Gouldner (1960) called the norm of
reciprocity. The norm of reciprocity is a standard of conduct inherent in all social
exchanges whereby a beneficial act by a donor creates an obligation on behalf of the
recipient. According to Blau, if the recipient meets this obligation, he or she is proven to be
trustworthy. Increased trust facilitates greater exchange activity which, in turn, creates a
social bond between the parties to the exchange. This social bond eventually leads to
commitment between the parties whereby both parties depend exclusively on each other to

meet important needs (Blau, 1964). Failure by one party to meet its obligations diminishes
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trust and commitment and eventually leads to a dissolution of the social bond between the
two parties (Blau, 1964; Gouldner, 1960; Holmes, 1981).

A social exchange model of job insecurity is proposed in Figure 1 (see Chapter 1) to
account for the direct and moderated effects of job insecurity on commitment and
organizational citizenship behaviors. The basic premise of the model is that job insecurity is
detrimental to the vital social exchange relationship between employee and employer.
Specifically, the model suggests that job insecurity impacts the social exchange outcomes of
commitment and organizational citizenship behavior through its effect on psychological
contracts.

Social exchange theory is closely tied to the literature on psychological contracts.
According to Schein {1980), psychological contracts are the depiction of the exchange
relationship between the individual and the organization. They represent the set of beliefs
held by employees regarding the reciprocal obligations between them and their employer
(Rousseau, 1989). Psychological contracts serve the primary function of reducing
uncertainty in exchange relationships, which increases predictability and control in the
workplace (Shore & Tetrick, 1994). Rousseau and her colleagues (Parks, 1992; Rousseau,
1989; Rousseau & Parks, 1993) distinguish between two forms of psychological contracts--
transactional contracts and relational contracts. Transactional contracts involve obligations,
like high pay, merit pay, and opportunities for advancement, that are specific and quid pro
quo in nature (Rousseau, 1990; Robinson, Kraatz, & Rousseau, 1994; Robinson &
Morrison, 1995). These contracts are consistent with Blau’s notion of economic exchange.

Relational contracts, on the other hand, involve obligations, like job security, training,
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development, and support, that serve to maintain the employee-employer relationship and
are not quid pro quo in nature (Rousseau, 1990; Robinson et al., 1994; Robinson &
Morrison, 1995). Relational contracts reflect Blau’s notion of social exchange.

Psychological contracts are a powerful determinant of employee attitudes and
behavior (Schein, 1980). Employees engaged in relational contracts are likely to be highly
committed to the organization (Eisenberger et al., 1986) and to engage in organizational
citizenship behaviors that are above and beyond the call of duty (Organ, 1988, 1990;
Robinson & Morrison, 1995). Unfortunately, psychological contracts are often violated
because organizations fail to meet employee expectations of their obligations (Robinson &
Rousseau &, 1994). Anticipated organizational changes like layoffs, mergers, pay cuts, and
changes in work structure may trigger a re-evaluation of the psychological contract that
leads the employee to conclude that the contract has been violated (Wiesenfeld & Brockner,
1993). Job insecurity, which involves a fear of losing valued job features or even the job
itself (Greenhalgh & Rosenblatt, 1984), can be interpreted by employees as a failure of the
employer to fulfill its obligations. Therefore, job insecurity should be viewed as a serious
violation of the psychological contract among many employees.

Violations of psychological contracts have profound repercussions (Schein, 1980).
Cognitive dissonance theory (Festinger, 1957) suggests that employees will redefine the
terms of the violated psychological contract. Relational psychological contracts will
become more transactional in nature leading committed employees to withdraw and
conscientious employees to withhold beneficial extra-role behaviors from the organization

(Parks & Kidder, 1994). Organizational citizenship behaviors will be the first to fall victim
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to violated psychological contracts because they are easily curtailed with little risk to the
employee (Organ, 1988). Thus, job insecurity is expected to have a detrimental effect on
commitment and organizational citizenship behaviors.

Despite a general tendency toward negative reactions, considerable vanation in
employee reactions to job insecurity exists (e.g., Greenhalgh, 1979; Brockner 1988;
Hartley, 1991; Roskies & Louis-Guerin, 1990; Lim, 1996). This suggests a moderated
relationship between job insecurity and the appraisal of psychological contracts and the
impact of these appraisals on commitment and organizational citizenship behaviors. Both
the ISR model (Katz & Kahn, 1978; Caplan, 1983; see Figure 2) and the organizational
model (Greenhalgh & Rosenblatt, 1984; Greenhalgh & Sutton, 1991; see Figure 3)
recognize the moderating effects of individual differences and situational factors on
individual reactions to job insecurity. Therefore, the moderating effects of both individual
differences and situational factors are incorporated in the proposed social exchange model
of job insecurity.

In summary, the social exchange model specifies that job insecurity, which is viewed
by employees as a violation of their psychological contract with the employer, triggers a
redefinition of this contract from a relational contract toward one that is more transactional
in nature. This diminishes social exchange leading to reduced commitment and
organizational citizenship behaviors. Individual differences and situational factors moderate
the negative effects of job insecurity on the appraisal of psychological contracts and the

impact of these appraisals on commitment and organizational citizenship behaviors.
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The research model to be tested in this study is presented in Figure 4. This model,
which is derived from the social exchange model of job insecurity, accounts for the direct
and moderated relationships between job insecurity and the social exchange outcomes of
commitment and organizational citizenship behavior. Due to the correlational nature of this
study, no effects are hypothesized. The order of these relationships, however, is
theoretically derived. Because organizational scientists are just beginning to operationalize
and develop measures of the various aspects of psychological contracts (Rousseau, 1990;
Robinson & Rousseau, 1994, Robinson et al., 1994; Robinson & Morrison, 1995), their

intervening role in the model is assumed, but not explicitly examined.

Figure 4

Research Model

INDIVIDUAL
DIFFERENCES
- Communal Orientation * SOCIAL EXCHANGE
- Powerlessness OUTCOMES
- Organizational
Commitment
PERCEIVED \ 4
JOB INSECURITY A Citizenship Behavior:
- Altruism
- Courtesy
SITUATIONAL - Sportsmanship
FACTORS - Conscientiousness
- Trust in Management - Civic Virtue

- Procedural Fairness
- Organizational Support

* Relationships involving communal orientation and commitment are not tested
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The theoretical foundation and literature pertaining to each hypothesized
relationship in the research model is presented in the sections that follow. First, the
relationship between job insecurity and commitment will be discussed. A discussion of the
relationship between job insecurity and organizational citizenship behaviors follows.
Finally, individual differences and situational moderators of the job insecurity-social

exchange outcomes relationship will be discussed.

Job Insecurity

Job insecurity is defined by Greenhalgh and Rosenblatt (1984) as “perceived
powerlessness to maintain desired continuity in a threatened job situation” (p. 438). Itisa
subjective phenomenon that arises from the cognitive appraisal of the job situation as
threatening (Jacobson, 1991; Lazarus, 1966; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). The experience of
job insecurity is not reserved exclusively for firms experiencing crisis conditions (objective
job insecurity) but may exist even in relatively stable employment situations (Jacobson &
Hartley, 1991; Rosenblatt & Ruvio, 1996; Roskies & Louis-Guerin, 1990). Both the stress
model (Katz & Kahn, 1978, see Figure 2) and the organizationa! model (Greenhalgh &
Rosenblatt, 1984, see Figure 3) state that individual reactions to job insecurity are more
strongly related to perceived job insecurity than to objective job insecurity (e.g., poor
economic conditions, organizational decline, and budget cuts). Investigations involving
measures of both perceived and objective job insecurity (e.g., Dooley et al., 1987; Roskies
& Louis-Guerin, 1990; Roskies et al., 1993) support this proposition. Therefore, this study

is concerned with individual reactions to perceived job insecurity.
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According to the organizational model (Greenhalgh & Rosenblatt, 1984), perceived
job insecurity is a function of the interaction of two factors--the severity of the threat to job
continuity and powerlessness to counteract the threat. The organizational model predicts
that perceived job insecurity will be highest when employees feel the threat is severe and
they feel powerless to counteract it. Greenhalgh and Rosenblatt (1984) recommended that
measures of these dimensions be multiplicatively combined to form an index of job
insecurity. Ashford et al. (1989) developed and tested a multidimensional measure of job
insecurity based on Greenhalgh and Rosenblatt’s (1984) theoretical model. This complex
57-item measure includes subscales tapping powerlessness and various aspects of severity
of threat. Scores from these subscales were multiplicatively combined to produce an index
of job insecurity.

While Ashford and her colleagues demonstrated that their job insecurity index
explained more variance in work attitudes (e.g., trust, commitment, and job satisfaction)
than did global measures of job insecurity (e.g., Caplan et al., 1975; Johnson, Meece, and
Crano, 1984), their findings did not support the notion that powerlessness is a dimension of
job insecurity. In fact, the three-item powerlessness subscale of their measure predicted
work attitudes nearly as well as the entire 57-item instrument. Moreover, powerlessness
was not strongly related to the other job insecurity subscales in their measure (r = .21 to
27). Correlations between powerlessness and these job insecurity subscales were so weak
(r=.09 to .11) in a similar study by Rosenblatt and Ruvio (1996), that powerlessness was

dropped from the job insecurity measure. Thus, empirical research suggests that
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powerlessness is not a dimension of job insecurity, but a separate construct whose effects
must be evaluated independently.

This view is supported by Jacobson (1991) who criticized multiplicative job
insecurity scales in his review of the job insecurity literature because they tend to be
voluminous, they lack parsimony, and they obscure important relationships between the
elements of job insecurity and work outcomes. He recommended, instead, that measures of
severity of threat and powerlessness be treated as separate independent variables to allow
for investigation of the direct and interactive effects of these variables on work outcomes.
His recommendation is adopted in this study and reflected in the research model in Figure 4.
Powerlessness is treated as a separate independent variable and perceived job insecurity
refers only to the severity of the threat to job continuity. Therefore, the research model
recognizes both the direct and interactive relationships between these variables and social
exchange outcomes. The interactive effect of severity of threat and powerlessness on work
outcomes proposed by Greenhalgh and Rosenblatt (1984) is explicitly tested by evaluating
powerlessness as a moderator of the relationship between perceived job insecurity (severity
of threat) and social exchange outcomes. The rationale for evaluating the moderating
effects of powerlessness on the job insecurity-social exchange outcomes relationship will be

discussed in more detail in the Individual Difference Moderators section of this review.

Job Insecurity and Organizational Commitment

Organizational scientists have long debated the meaning and dimensionality of
organizational commitment. In fact, over 25 commitment-related concepts and measures

were identified in Morrow’s (1983) review of the commitment literature. Despite the
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apparent confusion, two distinct forms of organizational commitment emerged in Mathieu
and Zajac’s (1990) extensive review of over 200 articles pertaining to commitment--
calculated and attitudinal commitment, Other writers refer to these constructs as
continuance and affective commitment, respectively (Meyer & Allen, 1984). Continuance
commitment, which is based on the work of Becker (1960}, is concerned with the economic
costs of leaving the organization. According to this view, employees are bound to the
organization because they have side bets or sunk costs (e.g., a pension plan) invested in the
organization that they cannot afford to lose (Hrebiniak & Alutto, 1972), This form of
commitment is consistent with Blau’s (1964) notion of economic exchange.

Affective commitment, which is the most common form of organizational
commitment in the literature (Mathieu & Zajac, 1990), is the focal commitment construct in
this study. It is defined as “the relative strength of an individual’s identification with and
involvement in a particular organization” (Mowday, Porter, & Steers, 1982, p. 27), and is
characterized by acceptance of the organization’s values, willingness to exert extra effort on
behalf of the organization, and a strong desire to remain with the organization (Mowday et
al., 1982). Affective commitment, hereafter referred to as organizational commitment,
reflects an individual’s psychological attachment to the organization (O’Reilly & Chatman,
1986). Job insecurity, which is often viewed as a serious violation of an employer’s
obligations to its employees (Robinson & Rousseau, 1994; Wiesenfeld & Brockner, 1993),
triggers a redefinition of a relational contract toward one that is more transactional in

nature, leading employees to psychologically withdraw from the organization {Parks &
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Kidder, 1994). Therefore, the social exchange model of job insecurity predicts that job
insecurity will be negatively related to organizational commitment.

Empirical research, previously reviewed in the discussion of organizational
outcomes {(see Table 2}, offers consistent support for a negative relationship between job
insecurity and organizational commitment. To summarize, early investigations of
employees facing an acute threat of job loss confirmed a significant negative relationship
between job insecurity and organizational commitment (Greenhalgh, 1979, Jick, 1979,
Hanlon, 1979). More recent studies, involving elaborate measures of job insecurity
(Ashford, et al., 1989; Kuhnert & Vance, 1992; Rosenblatt & Ruvio, 1996), also confirmed
this relationship. A series of longitudinal studies involving acquisitions and restructuring in
several manufacturing plants provided further evidence of the detrimental effects of job
insecurity on organizational commitment (Davy et al., 1991; Davy et al., 1989; Schweiger
& Lee, 1993). Finally, several important international studies conducted across Europe
confirmed a negative relationship between job insecurity and organizational commitment
(Borg & Elizur, 1992; Hartley, 1991; Van Vuuren, et al., 1991).

In summary, the social exchange model of job insecurity (see Figure 4) and empirical
research suggest that job insecurity is negatively related to organizational commitment.
This leads to the first hypothesis to be tested in this study:

H1: Job insecurity will be negatively associated with organizational commitment.

Job Insecurity and Organizational Citizenship Behaviors

In his classic work on organizational behavior, Katz (1964) identified three essential

behaviors that are required for organizational effectiveness. Employees must: (1) be
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induced to enter and remain in the organization, (2) carry out specific role requirements in a
reliable fashion, and (3) engage in innovative or spontaneous activity that is above and
beyond the call of duty. Thus, Katz distinguished between prescribed in-role behaviors and
discretionary extra-role behaviors. Katz and Kahn (1978) insisted that exclusive reliance on
formally prescribed in-role behaviors would lead to the utter collapse of the organization.
Extensive research by organizational scholars failed to produce evidence of a
meaningful relationship between job satisfaction and traditional in-role or productivity
measures of performance (see Brayfield & Crockett, 1955; Vroom, 1964; Iaffaldano &
Muchinsky, 1985 for reviews). Organ (1977) suggested that lack of support for this
intuitively appealing relationship was due, in large part, to the way in which performance
was operationalized. Organ suggested that job satisfaction would be more strongly related
to cooperative extra-role behaviors than to traditional measures of job performance (e.g.,
quantity and quality of output). Early findings by Bateman and Organ (1983) revealed that
the correlation between job satisfaction and extra-role behaviors (r = .41) was indeed much
higher than the .14 correlation between job satisfaction and performance reported in
reviews by Vroom (1964) and Iaffaldano and Muchinsky (1985). Organ and his colleagues
(Bateman & Organ, 1983; Smith, Organ, & Near, 1983, Organ, 1988) labeled these

cooperative extra-role behaviors, organizational citizenship behaviors.

Organizational Citizenship Behaviors

Organizational citizenship behavior (OCBs) are discretionary work behaviors, not
explicitly recognized by the formal reward system, that promote the effective functioning of

the organization (Organ, 1988). They are broadly classified as prosocial organizational



38

behavior, which includes any behavior performed by a member of an organization that is
intended to promote the welfare of individuals, groups, or organizations (Brief &
Motowidlo, 1986). Organizational citizenship behavior is distinguished from another form
of prosocial organizational behavior, known as organizational spontaneity. Like OCB,
organizational spontaneity refers to discretionary work behaviors that promote the effective
functioning of the organization. It differs from OCB, however, in that it is not bound by the
prohibition Organ (1988) has placed on behavior that is rewarded by the organization
(George & Brief, 1992). Organizational spontaneity includes discretionary work behavior
that is rewarded by the organization (e.g., participating in a suggestion program that offers
rewards for good ideas).

Organ’s (1988, 1990) five-factor conceptualization of OCB is the dominant
theoretical framework for the study of extra-role behavior (see Van Dyne, Cummings, &
Parks, 1995 for a review). This framework identifies five important dimensions of OCB:

altruism, conscientiousness, courtesy, sportsmanship, and civic virtue. Altruism involves

helping a specific person with an organizationally relevant task or problem, while
conscientiousness refers to carrying out role behaviors well beyond minimum required levels
(Organ, 1988). Courtesy prevents problems from occurring by respecting other’s needs,
and sportsmanship is a willingness to accept minor frustrations without complaint (Organ,
1988). Finally, civic virtue involves responsible participation in the political life of the
organization (Graham, 1986). Organ’s framework is the theoretical foundation for most
recent studies of OCB (e.g., Konovsky & Organ, 1996; Konovsky & Pugh, 1994;

Moorman, 1991, 1993; Niehoff & Moorman, 1993; Podsakoff, MacKenzie, & Bommer,
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1996; Podsakoff, MacKenzie, & Fetter, 1993; Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Moorman, & Fetter,
1990; Tansky, 1993).

Despite the dominance of Organ’s (1988, 1990) framework, three alternative
taxonomies of citizenship behavior have been proposed in the literature. First, Graham and
her associates (Graham, 1991; Van Dyne, Graham, & Dienesch, 1994) have recently argued
that Organ’s (1988) taxonomy is flawed because it assumes that the boundary between in-
role and extra-role behavior is well defined and consistent across persons, jobs, and
organizations over time. They suggest that many of the behaviors tapped by popular OCB
measures based on Organ’s (1988, 1990) taxonomy (e.g., Podsakoff & MacKenzie, 1989;
Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Moorman, & Fetter, 1990) may be viewed as in-role behaviors by
employees and their supervisors. To avoid this fuzzy distinction, Graham (1991) extended
the notion of civic citizenship from political philosophy to the organizational setting. From
this perspective, she identified three responsibilities of organizational citizens that include
both in-role and extra-role behaviors--organizational obedience, organizational loyalty, and
organizational participation. Measures of these dimensions of citizenship behavior were
developed and validated by Graham and her colleagues (Van Dyne, Graham, & Dienesch,
1994). These measures were used in a recent study by Moorman & Blakely (1995), which
provided evidence that collectivist values are linked to Graham’s (1991) dimensions of civic
citizenship.

A second alternative taxonomy was offered by Williams and Anderson (1991) who
suggested that OCB’s occur in two basic forms--those that benefit individuals in the

organization (OCBI) and those that benefit the organization in general (OCBO). These
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authors drew from existing measures of OCB (e.g., Bateman & Organ, 1983; Smith et al,,
1983) to develop and validate measures of OCBI and OCBO. In addition, they developed a
brief measure of in-role behavior (IRB). Confirmatory factor analysis of data collected from
127 employed MBA students and their supervisors supported the usefulness of this
taxonomy of work behaviors. Williams and Anderson (1991) argued that all three measures
of work behavior were required to sort out the differential effects of various personal and
situational factors on organizational behavior. Their two-factor taxonomy of OCB was
skillfully applied to university faculty by Skarlicki and Latham (1995). Using new measures
designed specifically for university faculty, these researchers demonstrated that research
productivity was far lower among those who focused on OCBO (efforts to promote the
university and its programs) than those who focused on OCBI (helping students and
colleagues).

Finally, a third less popular taxonomy was proposed by Karambayya (1990). She
developed and tested measures of four dimensions of OCB, including personal industry,
independent initiative, enabling others, and loyal boosterism. These dimensions were linked
to several contextual variables, like culture, work unit size and stability, interpersonal
interaction, task interdependence and complexity, and rewards. This taxonomy has
generated little interest among OCB researchers.

Despite their contributions to the literature, these alternative conceptualizations of
OCB are not widely accepted among organizational researchers. As stated previously,
Organ’s (1988, 1990) five-factor conceptualization of OCB is the dominant framework in

the literature and the basis for most OCB research. Moreover, well validated measures of
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Organ’s (1988) five dimensions of OCB, like Podsakoff et al.’s (1990) Organizational
Citizenship Behavior Scale, are readily available. For these reasons, Organ’s formulation of
OCB was adopted in this study. References to OCB will refer to Organ’s conceptualization

of the construct unless otherwise noted.

Work Attitudes and Organizational Citizenship Behavior

This study is concerned with the impact of work attitudes on OCB. In particular, it
is concerned with the effects of job insecurity on OCB. Still in its infancy, the job insecurity
literature has yet to produce a direct assessment of the relationship between this important
work attitude and OCB. This review first explores what has been discovered about the
relationship between work attitudes and OCB. Then, it addresses the theoretical
justification for the hypothesized job insecurity-OCB relationship specified in the research
model.

Organizational citizenship behavior is itself a relatively new construct that was
formally described and operationalized only a decade ago (see Organ, 1988). Nevertheless,
an impressive body of theory and empirical research has addressed the relationship between
work attitudes and OCB. According to Organ’s (1990) review of the literature, two
dominant views characterize the study of OCB--the dispositional view and the social
exchange view of OCB. These two views provide the framework for this review of
research regarding the work attitudes-OCB relationship.

The Dispositional View

Early studies of OCB pointed to a robust relationship between job satisfaction and

OCB. Bateman and Organ (1983) were the first to develop and test a measure of OCB.
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Their study of 77 university employees and their supervisors revealed a strong correlation
(r = .41) between employee self reports of job satisfaction and supervisor ratings of
employees on a 30-item OCB scale. Smith, Organ, and Near (1983) extended this line of
inquiry by developing a new OCB scale that tapped two distinct classes of QCB--altruism
and generalized compliance (a more impersonal form of conscientiousness). Their study of
422 bank employees revealed significant correlations between job satisfaction and
supervisor ratings of altruism and generalized compliance (.33 and .29, respectively). The
first study of OCB among managers was conducted by Motowidlo (1984) who found a .27
correlation between job satisfaction and ratings of consideration for subordinates provided
by each manager’s superior. Finally, Puffer’s (1987) study of 141 appliance salespeople
revealed a .28 correlation between a measure of satisfaction with material rewards and an
index of prosocial helping behavior. Collectively, these findings led to the dispositional
view of OCB (Organ, 1990) that suggests positive affect or mood state governs OCB,

If mood states and dispositional traits indeed underlie job satisfaction, one would
expect to find even stronger relationships between these variables and OCB than that
observed between job satisfaction and OCB. George and Brief (1992) present a strong
argument that affectively-toned measures of personality, like positive or negative affectivity,
predict organizational spontaneity--a concept closely related to OCB. Research evidence,
however, does not support this argument. Smith et al. (1983) reported only modest
correlations between neuroticism (a measure of trait negative affectivity) and both altruism
and general compliance (-.19 and -.13, respectively). Ina large study of 369 hospital

employees, Organ and Konovsky (1989) found that negative affectivity and positive
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affectivity were not as strongly related to altruism and compliance as were satisfaction with
pay and work. George (1991) found no significant relationship between positive affectivity
and altruism among a sample of 221 salespeople in a national retail chain, but a measure of
positive mood state was, however, significantly related to altruism (r = .24). Finally,
Konovsky and Organ (1996) found that a combined measure of satisfaction and fairness
was, by far, a stronger predictor of OCB than were personality traits among a sample of
402 hospital employees. In his review of the effects of personality on OCB, Organ (1994)
concluded that affectively-toned personality traits, like positive and negative affectivity,
exhibit weak, and for the most part, insignificant relationships with OCB. Thus, the
dispositional view of OCB has not been supported in the literature.

Folger (1986) suggested that job satisfaction measures actually reflect evaluative
cognitions or beliefs about job dimensions more than they do mood states or affect.
According to Folger, these evaluative cognitions are derived from comparison of one’s job
dimenstons (e.g., work conditions, pay, supervision, and promotions) to an internal standard
derived from social comparison processes, past experiences, or promises. An extensive
review of three widely used job satisfaction instruments by Brief and Roberson (1989)
supports this proposition. Based on this evidence, Organ (1990) proposed that the apparent
relationship between job satisfaction and OCB is due to the substantial fairness component
present in responses to job satisfaction scales. He predicted that perceived fairness would
explain more variance in OCB ratings when separate measures of job satisfaction and
perceived fairness were taken. Organ (1988, 1990) introduced his social exchange view of

OCB to account for the impact of fairness on OCB.
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The Social Exchange View

Organ’s (1988, 1990) social exchange view of OCB is grounded in Blau’s (1964)
distinction between economic and social exchange. Economic exchange is based on
transactions between employee and employer which occur on a quid pro quo or calculated
basis. Social exchange, on the other hand, refers to open-ended relationships that entail
unspecified future obligations that do not occur on a quid pro quo basis. Social exchange
relationships are based on an individual’s trusting that the other parties to the exchange
relationship will fairly discharge their obligations over the long run (Holmes, 1981). Social
exchange relationships are governed by the norm of reciprocity (Gouldner, 1960), which
states that people have a strong tendency to reciprocate the beneficial acts of others.
According to Organ, fairness leads to OCB because it fosters a social exchange relationship
between employee and employer. Social exchange and the norm of reciprocity dictate that
fair treatment will be reciprocated by employees. According to Organ, OCB’s are the most
likely avenue for reciprocation because these behaviors, unlike prescribed in-role behaviors,
are discretionary and under direct control of employees. Thus, fairness perceptions should
promote social exchange and rectprocation in the form of increased OCB (Organ, 1988,
1990).

A considerable body of evidence supports Organ’s (1988, 1990) claim that faimess
perceptions are more strongly related to OCB than measures of affective job satisfaction.
Scholl, Cooper, and McKenna (1987) found that pay equity with respect to others doing the
same job was more strongly related to a general, self-report measure of OCB (r = .41) than

was a traditional measure of pay satisfaction (r = .19). In an interesting study of 195
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Taiwanese communication workers and their supervisors, measures of leader fairness
emerged as strong predictors of altruism while measures of job and work satisfaction were
unrelated to OCB when leader fairness was controlled (Farh, Podsakoff, & Organ, 1950).
Similar findings were obtained by Williams and Anderson (1991) who demonstrated that
measures of job cognitions (beliefs regarding the fairness of specific work outcomes) were
stronger predictors of OCB than affective measures of job satisfaction among employed
MBA students and their supervisors. An elaborate study of 225 manufacturing employees
and their supervisors conducted by Moorman (1993) reported similar findings. Data from
the same sample were used by Moorman (1991) to evaluate the comparative effects of job
satisfaction and three measures of fairness (distributive, procedural, and interactional
justice) on OCB. Fairness measures were far more predictive of OCB than job satisfaction.
In fact, job satisfaction was not significantly related to OCB when fairness perceptions were
controlled. Finally, perceived fairness was positively associated with four of five
dimensions of OCB in Deluga’s (1994) study of 86 subordinate-supervisor dyads. Overall,
empirical research supports Organ’s (1988, 1990) social exchange view of OCB and the
importance of perceived fairness as a key determinant of OCB.

Recently, organizational scholars have shifted their attention to the intervening
processes by which favorable treatment of employees leads to increased OCB. According
to social exchange theory, fulfillment of obligations over time leads to the development of
trust, loyalty, and commitment among parties in an exchange relationship, which, in turn,
facilitates even greater social exchange (Blau, 1964; Holmes, 1981). One stream of

research by Konovsky and her associates offers considerable insight into the mediating
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effects of trust on the fairness-OCB relationship. Folger and Konovsky (1989) evaluated
the relative importance of distributive justice (fairness of job outcomes) and procedural
justice (fairness of the procedures used to determine job outcomes) in predicting trust and
commitment. Procedural justice emerged as a stronger predictor of both trust and
commitment while distributive justice was more closely related to specific facets of job
satisfaction, like pay satisfaction. A related study by Konovsky and Folger (1991)
developed and validated an eight-item measure of procedural justice in supervisor decision
making which was more strongly related to OCB than a measure of distributive justice.
Finally, Konovsky and Pugh (1994) employed structural equation modeling to test for trust
as a mediator in the fairness-OCB relationship. Data collected from a sample of 475
Veterans Affairs hospital employees and their supervisors indicated that trust in one’s
supervisor mediates the relationship between procedural justice and OCB. Procedural
justice also was found to have a direct relationship to OCB. Taken together, these studies
demonstrate that procedural justice, not distributive justice, is associated with OCB, and
that trust mediates the procedural justice-OCB relationship.

Related to trust is the role of commitment in social exchange relationships. O’Reilly
and Chatman (1986) developed and tested measures of three forms of organizational
commitment--internalization, identification, and compliance. Findings from two studies
involving university employees and students revealed that identification and internalization
were positively related to self-reported altruism. Shore and Wayne (1993) conducted an
extensive evaluation of the relationships between several forms of commitment and OCRB in

a study of 383 employees and their supervisors. Affective commitment was positively
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associated with two forms of OCB, altruism and compliance (.22 and .14, respectively).
Continuance commitment was negatively related to both forms of OCB (-.20 in both cases).
A relatively new construct, perceived organizational support (Eisenberger et al., 1986), had
the strongest relationship to both forms of OCB (.30 and .23, respectively). Finally,
Morrison (1994) found evidence that affective commitment is positively related to OCB,
and that perceptions of job breadth (views concerning what is in-role and what is extra-role
behavior) moderate the commitment-OCB relationship.

Finally, Podsakoff and his associates investigated the effects of transformational
leadership behaviors on OCB. Transformational leadership behaviors (TLB’s) refer to
leader behaviors that make followers more aware of task outcomes, activate higher-order
needs, and induce them to transcend self-interest for the sake of the organization (Bass,
1985). Using a new OCB scale designed for their study, Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Moorman,
and Fetter (1990) found no direct relationships between TLB’s and OCB. Some of these
behaviors, however, were indirectly related to OCB through trust. Two similar studies by
Podsakoff and his associates documented significant relationships between Kerr and
Jermier’s (1978) substitutes for leadership and several forms of OCB (Podsakoff,
MacKenzie, & Fetter, 1993; Podsakoff, Niehoff, MacKenzie, & Williams, 1993). In a study
of over 1,500 professional employees and their supervisors, Podsakoff, MacKenzie, and
Bommer (1996) found that substitutes for leadership did not moderate the relationship
between TLB and OCB. One TLB (individualized support) was positively related to trust
(r = .28) and modestly related to all five forms of OCB’s. Another interesting study by

Deluga (1994) investigated the relationship between trust-building activities, leader-member
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exchange (LMX), and OCB. Perceived fairness was not related to LMX quality, but it was
positively related to OCB. Moreover, LMX quality was not significantly related to OCB.
Finally, Niehoff and Moorman (1993) conducted an intriguing study of the impact of
supervisor monitoring behavior on OCB among movie theater employees. Frequency of
observation was positively related to measures of fairness and negatively related to four of
five OCB’s. Overall, this stream of research demonstrates that some forms of leader
behavior, as well as some substitutes for leadership, are associated with OCB.

A summary of the research reviewed in this section is presented in Table 3.
Considerable evidence was presented that employee assessments of fairness of pay,
supervision, and policies account for the robust relationship between job satisfaction and
OCB. The literature offers strong and consistent support for the relationship between
faimess and OCB. Moreover, several studies offer meaningful support for the relationship
of trust and commitment to OCB. Overall, this review suggests that fairness, trust, and
commitment are the major work attitudes associated with OCB. These variables represent
what Holmes (1981) labeled as social exchange macromotives--attributions about exchange
partners that facilitate and maintain social exchange. Thus, the literature strongly supports
the usefulness of Organ’s (1988) social exchange view of OCB.

Nevertheless, the study of OCB is still in its infancy (Schnake, 1991). Many
relationships remain to be investigated. One important gap in the OCB literature concerns
the absence of studies dealing with the effects of job insecurity on OCB. The present study
addresses this gap in the literature by assessing the direct and moderated relationship

between job insecurity and OCB from a social exchange perspective.
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Job Pos/Neg Commit- | Leader

Source Satisfaction | Affect | Fairness [ Trust | ment | Behavior
Bateman & Organ, 1983 X*
Deluga, 1994 X* X X
Farh, Podsakoff, & Organ, 1990 X X*
Folger & Konovsky, 1989 X X* X X
George, 1991 X* X
Konovsky & Folger, 1991 X*
Konovsky & Organ, 1996 X* X X*
Konovsky & Pugh, 1994 X X*
Moorman, 1991 X Xk
Moorman, 1993 X X X*
Morrison, 1994 X X*
Motowidlo, 1984 Xk
Niehoff & Moorman, 1993 X Xk
O’Reilly & Chatman, 1986 X*
Organ & Konovsky 89 X+ X
Podsakoff, MacKenzie, & Bommer, X X*
1996
Podsakoff, MacKenzie, & Fetter, 1993 X
Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Moorman, & X X X
Fetter, 1990
Podsakoff, Niehoff, MacKenzie, & X
Williams, 1993
Puffer, 1987 X* X*
Scholl, Cooper, & McKenna, 1987 X Xk
Shore & Wayne, 1993 X*
Smith, Organ, & Near, 1983 X* X X
Van Dyne, Graham, Dienesch, 1994 X
Williams & Anderson, 1991 X X* X

* Indicates support for the relationship
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The Job Insecurity-OCB Relationship

No empirical studies of the relationship between job insecurity and OCB were found
in the literature. Three related studies, however, provide some insight into the relationship.
First, Puffer’s (1987) study of 141 retail salespeople and their managers revealed a
significant positive relationship between satisfaction with material rewards and a measure of
altruism (r = .28). While this study seems unrelated at first glance, it is important to note
that Puffer’s four-item satisfaction scale was comprised of:two items tapping pay

satisfaction and two items tapping satisfaction with job security. No information regarding

the unique effects of the job security items was provided.

A related study by Lim (1996) investigated the relationship between job insecurity
and noncompliant job behaviors, which refer to defiant behaviors, like intentional tardiness,
idle conversation, and reduced work effort. Based on self-report data collected from 306
employed MBA graduates, Lim found a moderate positive relationship between job
insecurity and noncompliant behaviors (r =.34). This finding may offer some insight into
the job insecurity-OCB relationship because some measures of OCB are highly correlated
with noncompliant behaviors. Puffer (1987), for instance, reported a -.75 correlation
between her measure of altruism and noncompliant behavior. While some argue that these
constructs are conceptually distinct (e.g., Puffer, 1987; Parks & Kidder, 1994), their strong
intercorrelation implies that they may simply represent opposite ends of the same behavioral
continuum.

Finally, Robinson and Morrison (1995) conducted a longitudinal study that

measured perceived violation of psychological contract among a sample of 126 employed
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MBA graduates. Their measure tapped violation of transactional obligations (pay,
promotion, and advancement) and relational obligations {job security, career development,
and training). Violation of the relational contract, which included items assessing job
security, was negatively associated with civic virtue (r = -.29). Unfortunately, the unique
effects of job security on civic virtue were not evaluated in the study. Overall, these studies
offer limited, indirect support for a possible relationship between job insecurity and OCB.
The proposed social exchange model of job insecurity, shown in Figure 4, suggests
that job insecurity will be negatively related to OCB. The theoretical justification for this
argument lies in social exchange theory (Blau, 1964) and the notion of psychological
contract (Rousseau, 1989, Rousseau & Parks, 1993). Organ’s (1988, 1990) social
exchange view of OCB suggests that OCB’s are rendered as a form of reciprocation by
employees engaged in a social exchange relationship with their employer. Employee
perceptions of the implied terms or reciprocal obligations of the exchange relationship are
reflected in psychological contracts (Rousseau, 1989). Social exchange is consistent with
relational contracts, while economic exchange is reflected in transactional contracts (Parks,
1992; Rousseau, 1989; Rousseau & Parks, 1993). Anticipated organizational changes like
layoffs, mergers, and restructuring often lead employees to conclude that their
psychological contract has been violated (Robinson & Rousseau &, 1994). Such a violation
triggers a re-evaluation of the psychological contract (Wiesenfeld & Brockner, 1993). This
leads to redefinition of the psychological contract from a relational contract to one that is
more transactional in nature, leading conscientious employees to withhold beneficial extra-

role behaviors, like OCB, from the organization (Parks & Kidder, 1994). Job insecurity,
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which involves a fear of losing valued job features or even the job itself (Greenhalgh &
Rosenblatt, 1984), should be viewed as a serious violation of the psychological contract
among employees. Thus, job insecurity should be associated with lower levels of OCB.
While the relationship between job insecurity and OCB has not been empirically
tested in the literature, the proposed social exchange model of job insecurity strongly
suggests that such a relationship exists. Because OCB can be curtailed at little risk to the
employee (Organ, 1988), it is the most likely behavioral manifestation of job insecurity
(Parks & Kidder, 1994). This leads to the second hypothesis to be tested in this study:
H2: Job insecurity will be negatively associated with organizational citizenship

behaviors.

Individual Difference Moderators

The social exchange model of job insecurity proposed in Figure 1 recognizes the
moderating effects of both individual differences and situational factors on employee
reactions to job insecurity. The most extensive treatment of moderators of the relationship
between job insecurity and organizational outcomes is found in Greenhalgh and
Rosenblatt’s (1984) organizational model of job insecurity, shown in Figure 3. The
organizational model specifies several individual difference factors that are expected to
moderate the relationship between job insecurity and organizational outcomes.

These include locus of control, conservatism, work orientation, attribution tendencies, need
for security, and job dependence.

Several studies have investigated the moderating effects of a variety of individual

difference factors. A series of studies conducted by Brockner and his associates
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demonstrated that self-esteem moderates the relationship between job insecurity and work
effort. Individuals who are low in self-esteem are willing to exert more work effort when
faced with job insecurity (Brockner et al., 1985; Brockner et al.,, 1987; Brockner, Grover,
O’Malley, Reed, & Glynn, 1993). Orpen’s (1994) study of 129 Australian manufacturing
employees revealed that self-esteem and locus of control moderate the relationship between
job insecurity and psychological well-being, which was assessed using a self-report measure
of anxiety and depression. The negative relationship between job insecurity and
psychological well-being was stronger for employees with low self-esteem and those with
high external locus of control. Another international study by Borg and Elizur (1992)
demonstrated that work ethic moderates the relationship between job insecurity and work
outcomes like satisfaction and trust. Employees with a strong work ethic were less likely to
respond negatively to job insecurity.

Another stream of research investigated the moderating effects of causal attributions
and coping responses. A Dutch study concluded that attributing job insecurity to individual,
uncontrollable causes (e.g., age, health, and ethnicity) is associated with increased
depression and reduced satisfaction and organizational commitment (Van Vuuren et al,,
1991). This study also noted that organizational commitment moderated employee
responses to job nsecurity. Committed employees faced with job insecurity were more
likely to take actions to retain their jobs while less committed employees were more likely
to psychologically withdraw from the organization. These findings were extended in a more
recent study by Stassen (1994) involving 200 telecommunications workers who had just

survived a layoff. Stassen noted that control coping (a proactive, action-oriented response)
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mitigated the negative effects of job insecurity on turnover intent and job performance while
escape coping (avoidance and withdrawal) exacerbated these effects.

Several studies investigated the moderating effects of variables related to job
dependence. Kuhnert and his colleagues (Kuhnert & Vance, 1992; Vance & Kuhnert,
1988) found consistent evidence that employment security (i.e., belief that a comparable job
can be found in the event of job loss) moderates the relationship between job insecurity and
psychological adjustment, which reflects self-reported symptoms of anxiety, depression,
hostility, and obsessive-compulsive disorders. Manufacturing employees with low
employment security had more adverse reactions to job insecurity in both studies. Similar
findings were obtained in a series of interviews with machine shop employees conducted by
Roskies, Liker, and Roitman (1988). Moreover, economic need to work moderated the job
insecurity-work effort relationship in Brockner et al.’s (1992) study of retail store
employees. An inverted-U relationship between job insecurity and work effort was found
for those with high economic need to work. A similar study by Orpen (1993) using a more
sophisticated job insecurity scale did not support this finding. Lastly, need for job security
did not moderate the relationship between job insecurity and a variety of work outcomes in
a study of hospital employees conducted by Greenhalgh and Jick (1989). Overall,
employment security demonstrated consistent moderating effects while economic need and
need for security did not.

Finally, two studies investigated the moderating effects of two key demographic
characteristics: age and job type. Kuhnert and Vance (1992) found that age moderates the

relationship between job insecurity and psychological adjustment among blue collar
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workers, but not white collar workers. Younger blue collar workers were more sensitive to
job insecurity and reacted more negatively than did older blue collar workers. This is
understandable because blue collar layoffs, which are typically seniority-based, put younger
workers at greater risk of job loss. A more recent study by Rosenblatt and Ruvio (1996)
demonstrated distinct differences in the relationship between job insecurity and
commitment, intent to quit, and resistance to change among four different types of Israeli
school teachers. Teachers hired on a contract basis, who were not associated with a
professional union, did not react as strongly to job insecurity as did permanent, union
affiliated teachers. These authors suggest that the stronger reactions by permanent, union
affiliated teachers were due to higher expectations of job security. Overall, several
individual difference moderators of the job insecurity-work outcomes relationship have been
established in the literature, A summary of this research is presented in Table 4.

The present study is concerned with the impact of job insecurity on the social
exchange outcomes of commitment and OCB. Only two studies investigated individual
difference moderators of the job insecurity-commitment relationship (Van Vuuren et al.,
1991; Rosenblatt & Ruvio, 1996). No such studies were found for the job insecurity-OCB
relationship. To address this gap in the literature, two important individual difference
moderators were selected for inclusion in this study--communal orientation and
powerlessness. Communal orientation is included because it reflects a feeling of
responsibility or concern for the welfare of others (Clark, Ouellette, Powell, & Milberg,
1987). As such, it may act as a buffer, mitigating the detrimental effects of job insecurity on

sacial exchange outcomes. Powerlessness is included because it is expected to exacerbate



the adverse effects of job insecurity on social exchange outcomes. Neither variable has

been evaluated as a moderator of employee reactions to job insecurity.

Table 4

Summary of Individual Difference Moderators of the
Job Insecurity-Work Outcomes Relationship
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Glynn, 1993

Moderator Work
Source Evaluated Outcome(s)
Borg & Elizur, 1992 Work Ethic* Satisfaction, Trust
Brockner, Davy, & Carter, 1985 Self-Esteem* Performance
Brockner, Grover, O’Malley, Reed, & Self-Esteem* Worry, Work Effort

Brockner, Grover, Reed, & Dewitt, 1992 Perceived Control, Work Effort
Economic Neeg*
Brockner, Grover, Reed, Dewitt, & Self-Esteem* Performance
O’Malley, 1987
Greenhaigh & Jick, 1989 Tolerance for Ambiguity, Satisfaction, Involvement,
Need for Security Propensity to Leave
Kuhnert & Vance, 1992 Employment Security, Psychological Adjustment
Age, Job Type*
Orpen, 1993 Job Dependence Performance
Orpen, 1994 Self-Esteem, Psychological Well-Being
Locus of Control*
Rosenblatt & Ruvio, 1996 Job Type* Commitment, Intent to Quit,
Resistance to Change,
Organizational Support
Roskies, Liker, & Roitman, 1988 Employment Security, Satisfaction, Trust
Job Mobility*
Stassen, 1994 Coping Responses* Intent to Quit, Performance

Van Vuuren, Klandermans, Jacobson, &
Hartley, 1991

Causal Attributions*

Depression, Satisfaction,
Organizational Commitment

Vance & Kuhnert, 1988

Employment Security*

Employce Weli-Being

* Indicates support for moderating effect(s)

Communal Orientation

Closely related to Blau’s (1964) distinction between social exchange and economic

exchange is the notion of relationship orientation in social psychology. Relationship

orientation refers to the type of relationship an individual desires with another. Individuals
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may engage in communal or exchange relationships (Clark & Mills, 1979; Mills & Clark,
1982). In communal relationships, people feel responsible for another’s welfare. They feel
obligated to meet the other person’s needs, often just to please them and show concern for
their welfare (Clark et al,, 1987). In exchange relationships, people do not feel a special
responsibility for others’ needs. They extend benefits only to repay past obligations or with
the expectation of repayment in the future (Clark et al,, 1987). Thus, communal orientation
refers to the desire or felt obligation to respond to the needs of others. While communal
orientation is influenced by the situation to some degree, it is also viewed as a diSpositiﬁnal
tendency to engage in communal relationships (Mills & Clark, 1982). Those high in
communal orientation are expected to be more willing to help others (Clark et al., 1987).
The role of disposition or personality as a determinant of OCB has been widely
debated in recent years. George and Brief (1992) argued strongly for the importance of
mood states as determinants of organizational spontaneity, a concept closely related to
OCB. Further, they suggest that affectively-toned personality traits, like positive and
negative affectivity are also important predictors of OCB because they reflect a
predisposition to experience positive or negative mood states (Watson & Clark, 1984).
Unfortunately, Organ (1994) concluded in his review that the relationship between
affectively-toned personality traits and helping behaviors, like OCB, is generally weak and
nonsignificant. Findings in studies involving the Big Five personality dimensions (McCrae
& Costa, 1987) are also discouraging (Organ, 1994; Konovsky & Organ, 1996).
According to Organ, the most promising dispositional determinants of OCB lie in

composite personality constructs or trait constellations reflecting important facets of several
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work-related personality dimensions (Konovsky & Organ, 1996; Organ, 1990, 1994). One
such construct, recommended by Organ, is Hogan’s (1983) notion of service orientation.
Like communal orientation, service orientation reflects a disposition to be helpful,
thoughtful, considerate, and cooperative on the job. Hogan and his colleagues (Hogan,
Hogan, & Busch, 1984) developed and validated a 92-item measure of service orientation
among a sample of nursing aides. Four additional studies indicated that the measure was
indeed associated with supervisor ratings of service-related performance among nursing
students (r = 42), practicing nurses (r=.42), clerical employees (r = 25), and truck drivers
(r=.34). While this measure of service orientation may be useful in personnel selection, it
is too lengthy for use in field research, Communal orientation, which appears to reflect the
same dispositional traits as service orientation, may prove more useful in field research
because it is easily measured using a 14-item scale developed and validated by Clark et al.
(1987).

Few studies have investigated the relationship between communal orientation and
helping behaviors. Two laboratory experiments, conducted by Clark et al. (1987)
confirmed that those high in communal orientation are more likely to help others than those
low in communal orientation. Moreover, recipient sadness tended to increase helping more
among subjects high in communal orientation than for those low in communal orientation,
Thus, preliminary evidence suggests a positive relationship between communal orientation
and helping behaviors. This study offers the first known investigation of the relationship
between communal orientation and OCB. This leads to the following hypothesis:

H3a: Communal orientation will be positively associated with organizational
citizenship behaviors.
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Another stream of research led by Dutch researchers investigated the moderating
effects of communal orientation on the relationship between equity perceptions and various
attitudes. VanYperen and Buunk (1991) evaluated equity and satisfaction in intimate
relationships among a sample of American and Dutch college students. Equity perceptions
were related to satisfaction with the relationship only for students who were low in
communal orientation. Equity was not an important determinant of relationship satisfaction
among students high in communal orientation. A second study by VanYperen, Buunk, &
Schaufeli (1992) investigated the moderating effects of communal orientation on the
relationship between perceived inequity in the nurse-patient relationship and burnout.
Communal orientation moderated the relationship such that burnout was highest when
inequity was high and communal orientation was low. These researchers concluded that
communal orientation buffers the stress-strain relationship. A similar moderating effect was
noted in a study of 469 Dutch railway employees conducted by Buunk, Doosje, J ans, and
Hopstaken (1993). Communal orientation moderated the relationship between perceived
inequity and negative affect such that negative affect was highest when employees felt
deprived and were low in communal orientation.

Finally, VanYperen (1996) continued this line of inquiry in a study of 91 nurses
working in 4 home for mentally retarded patients. Perceived inequity in both the nurse-
patient and nurse-organization relationship was associated with increased burnout,
psychological withdrawal, and intent to quit. Again, communal orientation buffered the

negative effects of inequity on these outcome variables. Overall, these studies offer
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consistent evidence that communal orientation buffers the negative effects of perceived
inequity on work outcomes.

The buffering effects of communal orientation are particularly relevant to the
relationship between job insecurity and OCB. Individuals high in communal orientation can
be expected to continue behaviors benefiting their supervisor, their coworkers, and the
organization despite their own feelings of job insecurity. Even at high levels of job
insecurity, these individuals may be constrained from curtailing OCB’s out of their strong
desire to help others and the organization. On the other hand, individuals low in communal
orientation who feel no special responsibility to help others may be quick to reciprocate the
apparent breach of psychological contract inherent in Job insecurity by curtailing OCB. This
study offers the first test of the moderating effects of communal orientation on the job
insecurity-OCB relationship, suggesting the following hypothesis:

H3b: Communal orientation moderates the negative relationship between job
insecurity and organizational citizenship behavior such that the relationship

becomes stronger when communal orientation is low and weaker when
communal orientation is high,

Powerlessness

Human beings share a common desire for personal control over their environment
(e.g., Bandura, 1982; Seligman, 1975; Sutton & Kahn, 1987). Empowerment, which refers
to the process by which management shares power with employees, enhances personal
control on the job (Conger & Kanungo, 1988). Empowered workers are more involved and
committed to the organization (Ashforth, 1989; Conger & Kanungo, 1988; Kanungo,

1992). Work alienation, which refers to disconnection or separation from one’s work
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(Erikson, 1985), is the antithesis of empowerment. The most common conception of work
alienation is Seeman’s (1959) notion of powerlessness--a perceived lack of control over
important work-related events that affect one’s life (Heinz, 1991). This construct is also
referred to as “helplessness” by some authors (e. 8., Ashforth, 1989; Jacobson, 1987;
Roskies et al., 1988).

While reviews by Seeman (1989) and Heinz (1991) noted a distinct decline in
research concerning powerlessness, several recent studies indicate that powerlessness has
detrimental effects on a variety of organizational outcomes. Ashforth’s (1989) study of 206
telecommunications employees revealed a strong negative relationship between helplessness
and a combined measure of job involvement and organizational commitment. Further
evidence for the detrimental effects of powerlessness was provided in an extensive study of
183 industrial hygienists, auditors, and nurses conducted by Ashford, Lee, and Bobko
(1989). Here, scores on a three-item powerlessness scale were moderately correlated with
a variety of organizational outcomes, including trust (-.48), organizational commitment
(-.40), satisfaction (-.33), and intent to quit (.36). Surprisingly, the same three-item
powerlessness scale did not produce significant results in a similar study by Rosenblatt and
Ruvio (1996). These researchers concluded that powerlessness had little meaning among
their sample of 385 Israeli teachers who were members of strong unions. Finally, Lee and
Ashforth (1993) found support for a model linking helplessness to job burnout among a
sample of 169 supervisors and managers in a public welfare agency.

The experience of powerlessness is particularly relevant during periods of

organizational upheaval (Greenhalgh & Sutton, 1991). Workers are denied control when
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they need it most because management tends to be more secretive and seeks less input from
employees during such times (Greenhalgh, 1984). Three studies conducted in downsizing
organizations offered unique insight for the study of powerlessness. Half of the employees
interviewed in Jacobson’s (1987) case study of 233 Israeli government workers experienced
a strong sense of helplessness and lack of control in the face of an impending layoff Many
of these employees adopted a surrender attitude and became very passive. A second case
study conducted by Roskies et al. (1988) examined the reactions of 56 machinists to the
installation of new labor saving equipment. With few exceptions, both those who stood to
gain from the project and those whose jobs were threatened experienced an overwhelming
sense of helplessness. Finally, a longitudinal study of manager reactions to an acquisition
conducted by Fried, Tiegs, Naughton, and Ashforth (1996) revealed considerable
helplessness among surviving managers. Helplessness was strongly related to psychological
withdrawal (r = .68) and intent to leave (r=44),

Overall, empirical and theoretical research supports the pervasiveness of
powerlessness and its detrimental effects on psychological attachment, commitment, and job
involvement during periods of organizational change. This suggests a shift away from
social exchange and a relational psychological contract between employee and employer
toward a more calculative, economic exchange and a transactional psychological contract.
As aresult, powerlessness is expected to be associated with lower levels of social exchange
outcomes--organizational commitment and QCB. This leads to the following hypotheses:
H4a: Powerlessness will be negatively associated with organizational commitment.

H4b: Powerlessness will be negatively associated with organizational citizenship
behaviors,
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In addition to its direct effects on social exchange, powerlessness has been viewed
as an important moderator of the relationship between job insecurity and employee
reactions. According to Greenhalgh and his associates, employees who believe they have
some control over work-related events are better at coping with the threat of job loss
(Greenhalgh, 1983; Greenhalgh & Rosenblatt, 1984; Greenhalgh & Sutton, 1991).
Conversely, powerlessness, which engenders a perceived lack of control, is expected to
exacerbate the negative effects of job insecurity on work outcomes. Therefore,
powerlessness is included in the research model as a moderator of the job insecurity-social
exchange outcomes relationship.

No explicit tests of the moderating effects of powerlessness on the job insecurity-
work outcomes relationship were found in the literature. A few studies, however, have
assessed the moderating effects of the antithesis of powerlessness--personal control.
Perhaps the most direct test of the moderating effects of personal control was Orpen’s
(1994) study of 129 Australian manufacturing employees. Personal control moderated the
relationship between job insecurity and a measure of psychological well-being that tapped
anxiety and depression. The detrimental effects of job insecurity on psychological well-
being were more pronounced for employees low in personal control. A related study by
Brockner et al. (1992) assessed the moderating effects of perceived control on the job
insecurity-work effort relationship among 597 retail store employees who had recently
survived a layoff. Perceived control referred to the extent to which employees believed
management would provide for them in the event of another layoff. Brockner and his

colleagues reported a significant interaction effect between perceived threat of job loss and
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percerved control. Work effort was lowest in the extreme conditions of high threat/low
control and low threat/high control. Unfortunately, management provision for layoff
victims does not adequately tap the notion of personal control over work-related events that
underlies powerlessness. Lastly, Roskies et al. (1993) investigated the moderating effects
of personal control on the job insecurity-psychological distress refationship. Personal
control did not emerge as an important moderator in this study of 1,081 Canadian workers.
Finally, Stassen (1994) evaluated the moderating effects of another variable related
to personal control--coping strategy. According to Latack (1986), individuals respond to
stressful events by engaging in control-oriented coping (taking charge of the situation) or
escape coping (withdrawing from or avoiding the situation). Control-oriented coping
implies personal control while escape coping is consistent with feelings of powerlessness.
Stassen (1994) tested the moderating effects of coping strategy on the job insecurity-work
outcomes relationship in a study of 200 unionized telecommunication technicians. Coping
strategy moderated the job insecurity-turnover intention relationship and the job insecurity-
performance relationship. Positive work outcomes were reported for those who adopted
control-oriented coping in the face of high job insecurity. Negative work outcomes were
reported for those who responded to hi gh job insecurity by engaging in escape coping.
Overall, job insecurity theory and an emerging body of empirical research supports
the notion that powerlessness exacerbates the detrimental effects of job insecurity on work
outcomes. Those who feel they have no opportunity to protect their jobs from a perceived
threat of job loss are more likely to withdraw psychologically and withhold beneficial

citizenship behaviors than those who feel they have some power to counteract the threat.



85

Thus, powerlessness is expected to magnify the adverse effects of job insecurity on
commitment and OCB. This study offers the first known test of the moderating effects of
powerlessness on the job insecurity-social exchange outcomes relationship. This leads to
the following hypotheses:

H4c: Powerlessness moderates the negative relationship between job insecurity and
organizational commitment such that the relationship becomes stronger when
powerlessness is high and weaker when powerlessness is low,

H4d: Powerlessness moderates the negative relationship between job insecurity and
organizational citizenship behavior such that the relationship becomes stronger
when powerlessness is high and weaker when powerlessness is low,

Situational Moderators

Investigations of the moderating effects of situational factors on the job insecurity-
work outcomes relationship are seldom found in the job insecurity literature. In fact,
Greenhalgh and Rosenblatt’s (1984) comprehensive model of job insecurity identifies only
one situational moderator--social support. Scant research in this area focuses on two
situational moderators: fairness and social support.

Brockner and his associates (e.g., Bies et al., 1993; Brockner et al., 1987; Brockner
et al., 1990; Brockner et al., 1992; Brockner et al., 1994) found consistent evidence that
fairness impacts work outcomes among layoff survivors (those who remain after a layoff).
Unfortunately, these studies assume that job insecurity is universally high among all
survivors without actually measuring job insecurity. This stream of research suggests, but
does not actually test the moderating effect of fairness in a layoff.

Social support, by contrast, has received considerable attention in the organizational

stress literature (see Beehr, 1985 and Kahn & Byosiere, 1992 for reviews) that has spilled
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over into the job insecurity literature. Nevertheless, only a few studies have investigated the
moderating effects of support-based constructs in the job insecurity literature (Borg &
Elizur, 1992; Dooley, Rook, & Catalano, 1987; Lim, 1996; Nauman, Bies, & Martin, 1995;
Stassen, 1994). These studies suggest that social support buffers the negative effects of job
msecurity on work outcomes.

This study proposes a social exchange view of job insecurity based on the premise
that reactions to job insecurity depend on the nature of the social exchange relationship
between employee and employer. Therefore, it is concerned with situational factors that
impact social exchange. Trust, fairess, and commitment, which reflect higher-order
feelings and beliefs about exchange partners, are critical determinants of relational contracts
and social exchange (Blau, 1964, Clark & Mills, 1979, Holmes, 1981; Rousseau & Parks,
1993). Strong relational contracts and social exchange can be expected when employees
feel their employer is trustworthy, fair, and committed to them. Such a contract is more
resilient and tolerant of short-term inequities and injustices that occur in the workplace
(Folger, 1986; Rousseau & Parks, 1993, Parks & Kidder, 1994). Employees involved in
strong relational contracts with their employer may continue to engage in social exchange
despite periodic threats to job continuity arising from changes in business conditions,
Therefore, trust, fairness, and commitment of the organization to the employee (perceived
organizational support) can be expected to buffer the detrimental effects of job insecurity on
social exchange outcomes among its employees.

This study examines the moderating effects of three specific forms of trust, fairness,

and commitment that are most relevant to relational contracts and soctal exchange from the
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employee’s perspective--trust in management, procedural faimess, and perceived
organizational support. These factors are also expected to have direct relationships with

organizational commitment and QCB.

Trust in Management

Mayer, Davis, and Schoorman (1995), in their review of the trust literature, noted
that considerable confusion surrounds the meaning of trust. Much of the confusion,
according to their review, involves the referents of trust that may include subordinates,
coworkers, supervisors, top management, or the organization. Fox’s (1974) distinction
between lateral and vertical trust alleviates some of the confusion. Lateral trust refers to
trust relations among peers or equals--coworkers. Vertical trust refers to trust relations
between employees and their immediate supervisors, top management, or the organization,

The present study examines trust in the context of the social exchange relationship
between employee and employer. Thus, it is concerned with vertical trust. Moreover, since
this study is concerned with organizational outcomes, like commitment and citizenship
behaviors, the appropriate trust referent is top management or the organization. Trust in
top management and trust in the organization are closely related for two reasons. First,
because top management cannot develop close relationships with most employees (Hart,
1989), employees base their perceptions of trust on appraisals of the faimess of the system
created by management (Fox, 1974; Carnevale, 1988). Secondly, employees tend to
personify the organization by viewing the actions of its agents (e.g., supervisors, managers,
and support staff) as actions of the organization itself (Levinson, 1965). Consequently,

trust in management is largely indistinguishable from trust in the organization.
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Cook and Wall (1980) define trust in management as the extent to which employees
ascribe good intentions to, and have confidence in, the words and actions of their employer.
Their trust in management scale includes three items tapping faith in the intentions of
management and three items tapping confidence in the actions of management. An
alternative approach proposed by Gabarro and Athos (1976) identified several bases of trust
in one’s employer, including integrity, motives and intentions, behavioral consistency,
openness, and discreteness. Robinson and Rousseau (1994) developed a seven-item trust in
employer scale to assess these dimensions.

Trust is the basis of social exchange and relational psychological contracts (Blau,
1964; Holmes, 1981; Rousseau, 1989). It reflects the belief that the other parties to the
exchange relationship will “fairly discharge their obligations in the long-run” (Konovsky &
Pugh, 1994, p. 657). Aslong as an employee can sustain an attitude of trust in the long-
term fairness of the organization, they will continue to engage in social exchange (Organ &
Konovsky, 1989). Empirical evidence supporting a positive relationship between trust and
social exchange outcomes is provided in several studies. Strong correlations between trust
in management and organizational commitment were reported in two large studies
conducted by Cook and Wall (1980). Similar findings were reported in studies conducted
by Folger and Konovsky (1989) and Ashford et al. (1989). Empirical research regarding
the relationship between trust and OCB was previously reviewed in the section on work
attitudes and OCB (see Table 3). Overall, these studies offer consistent support for a
positive relationship between trust and OCB (e.8., Deluga, 1994; Folger & Konovsky,

1989; Konovsky & Pugh, 1994; Podsakoff et al, 1996; Podsakoff et al., 1990; Puffer,
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1987). Therefore, trust in management is expected to have a direct relationship with
organizational commitment and OCB, leading to the following hypotheses:

HSa: Trust in management will be positively associated with organizational
commitment,

HSb: Trust in management will be positively associated with organizational
citizenship behaviors.

Trust, which reflects higher-order feelings and beliefs about exchange partners, is a
critical determinant of relational contracts and social exchange (Blau, 1964, Clark & Mills,
1979; Holmes, 1981; Rousseau & Parks, 1993). Strong relational contracts and social
exchange can be expected when employees feel their employer is trustworthy. Such
contracts are more resilient and tolerant of short-term inequities and injustices that occur in
the workplace (Folger, 1986; Rousseau & Parks, 1993, Parks & Kidder, 1994). Employees
with high levels of trust in their employer may remain committed to the organization and
engage in OCB even when they feel business conditions may pose a threat to the continuity
of their jobs. Conversely, lack of trust in one’s employer can be expected to intensify the
negative effects of job insecurity on social exchange outcomes, like organizational
commitment and OCB. Thus, social exchange theory suggests that trust in management
moderates the job insecurity-social exchange outcomes relationship and that trust may be an
employer’s best line of defense against the inevitable effects of job insecurity.

No studies assessing the moderating effects of trust on the job insecurity-
organizational commitment or job insecurity-OCB relationship were found in this review.
Two studies in the emerging literature on psychological contracts, however, offer some

insight into the role of trust in these relationships. Robinson and Rousseay (1994)
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conducted a longitudinal study of 128 MBA alumni immediately after accepting job offers

and two years hence. Over half of these alumni (54.8%) felt their employer had violated

their psychological contract (failed to fulfill its obligations to them) over the first two years
of employment. Perceived contract violation was strongly related to trust in the employer

{r=-.79), which, in turn, was strongly related to intent to remain (r=39). Unfortunately,

the single item measure of contract violation did not specifically tap violation of the

obligation to provide a secure job, nor did the study address either of the social exchange
outcomes of interest in this study.

A similar study by Robinson and Morrison (1995) involved a more extensive
measure of contract violations that tapped violation of the employer’s obligation to provide
advancement, merit pay, training, development, support, and job security. Trust mediated
the relationship between contract violation and civie virtue, a dimension of OCB. Again,
the unique effects of violations of the obligation to provide a secure job were not assessed.
Because job insecurity was not measured in either study, these findings offer only limited
insight into the role of trust in the job insecurity-social exchange outcomes relationship.
This study addresses this shortcoming by providing a direct test of the moderating effects of
trust in management on this relationship. This suggests the following hypotheses.

H3c: Trust in management moderates the negative relationship between job
insecurity and organizational commitment such that the relationship becomes
stronger when trust is low and weaker when trust is high,

HS5d: Trust in management moderates the negative relationship between job

insecurity and organizational citizenship behavior such that the relationship
becomes stronger when trust is low and weaker when trust is high.
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Procedural Fairness

The study of organizational justice is concerned with the role of fairness in the
workplace. It focuses specifically on the process by which employees determine whether
they have been treated fairly at work and their reactions to these determinations
(Greenberg, 1987). Folger and Greenberg ( 1985) distinguish between two sources of
organizational justice: distributive justice and procedural justice. Historically, distributive
justice, which refers to the fairness of job outcomes (e.g., pay, promotion, and working
conditions), has received the greatest attention in the literature (Greenberg, 1990). Equity
theory (Adams, 1965) is the most popular theory of distributive justice. More recently,
attention is focused on the notion of procedural justice, which refers to the fairness of the
procedures used to determine job outcomes (Thibaut & Walker, 1975). Procedures are fair
when they reflect (a) consistent standards, (b) lack of self-interest, (c) accurate information,
(d) opportunities to correct the decision, (e) interests of all concerned parties, and (f) moral
and ethical standards (Leventhal, 1980). Moreover, perceptions of procedural justice are
influenced by the interpersonal treatment one receives during the enactment of formal
procedures (Bies, 1987; Tyler, 1988; Tyler & Bies, 1989).

According to Greenberg (1990), distributive and procedural justice predict different
work attitudes. Distributive justice influences attitudes directly related to the work
outcome in question, like satisfaction with pay (Folger & Konovsky, 1989). It indicates the
extent to which the organization meets short-term, transactional obligations inherent in
economic exchange (Blau, 1964). Procedural fairness, by contrast, is associated with global

evaluations of the extent to which organizational systems, institutions, and authorities
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follow fair procedures (Lind & Tyler, 198 8). Perceptions of procedural fairness reflect the
belief that the organization will fairly discharge its obligations in the long run--a vital
precondition for social exchange (Holmes, 198 1). Social exchange theory (Blau, 1964) and
the norm of reciprocity (Gouldner, 1960) dictate that fair treatment by the employer will be
reciprocated by employees. Two of the most likely avenues for reciprocation are increased
commitment (Eisenberger et al., 1986) and OCB (Organ, 1988).

Several studies investigating the relative influence of distributive and procedural
fairness on social exchange outcomes support this proposition. Folger and Konovsky
(1989) found that procedural fairness was a stronger predictor of organizational
commitment than distributive justice. In a related study, Konovsky and Folger (1991)
found that procedural justice in supervisor decision making was more strongly related to
OCB than distributive justice. An elaborate study of 225 manufacturing employees and
their supervisors, conducted by Moorman (1991), evaluated the comparative effects of job
satisfaction and three measures of fairness (distributive, procedural, and interactional
justice) on OCB. Only interactional justice, a form of procedural justice, emerged as a
significant predictor of OCB. A similar study by Niehoff and Moorman (1993) using the
same measures of faimess also concluded that procedural Justice was the strongest predictor
of OCB. Finally, a similar conclusion was reached by Konovsky and Pugh ( 1994) in their
study of 475 hospital employees. Thus, procedural fairness is expected to have a direct
relationship with organizational commitment and OCB. This leads to the following

hypotheses:
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Héa: Procedural fairness will be positively associated with organizational
commitment,

H6b: Procedural fairness will be positively associated with organizational citizenship
behaviors.

The negative effects of job insecurity on organizational commitment are well
documented in the job insecurity literature (e.g., Greenhalgh, 1979; Hanlon, 1979; Brockner
et al,, 1987; Ashford et al., 1989; Borg & Elizur, 1992; Van Vuuren et al., 1991; Hartley,
1991). Similar effects regarding OCB, though not explicitly tested, are strongly suggested
in the literature on psychological contracts (e.g., Parks & Kidder, 1994; Robinson &
Morrison, 1995; Robinson & Rousseau, 1994; Wiesenfeld & Brockner, 1993).
Nevertheless, considerable variation in employee reactions to job insecurity (Brockner,
1988) suggests a moderated relationship. Procedural fairness may act as an important
moderator of the job insecurity-social exchange outcomes relationship. Folger (1986)
presented evidence that individuals may tolerate occasional inequities or injustices in the
short run if they believe the organization will fairly discharge its obligations in the long run.
Thus, employees may react less strongly to job insecurity if they are confident that they will
be treated fairly in the event of a layoff. This suggests that procedural fairness will mitigate
the negative effects of job insecurity on social exchange outcomes.

While no direct tests of the moderating effects of fairness on the job insecurity-
organizational commitment relationship were found in the literature, an important stream of
research by Brockner and his associates offered considerable insight into this relationship
among layoff survivors--those who remain after a layoff. Studies dealing with distributive

justice revealed that survivor OC was lower among those who felt layoff victims, with
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whom they were closely associated, were treated unfairly (Brockner et al., 1987, Brockner
et al., 1990). Investigations involving procedural faimness clearly indicated that survivor OC
is positively related to the fairness of the layoff decision rule (Brockner et al., 1990; Davy et
al,, 1991; Brockner et al., 1992). Layoffs based on a formal rule (e.g., merit, function, or
seniority) were viewed more favorably and led to higher levels of OC than those based on
unspecified rules or political considerations. Evaluations of interactional justice revealed
that survivor OC is positively related to fairess of management accounts of the layoff
(Brockner et al., 1990). Finally, composite measures reflecting several significant
components of faimess were found to be strongly related to survivor OC (Brockner et al.,
1993; Brockner et al., 1994).

Overall, this stream of research demonstrates that survivors remain committed to the
organization when the layoff is viewed as fair, but organizational commitment drops sharply
when the layoff process is viewed as unfair. Unfortunately, despite Brockner’s (1988)
assertion that survivor reactions to a layoff vary considerably, these studies assume that job
insecurity is universally high among layoff survivors without actually measuring the
construct. Therefore, these studies suggest but do not actually test the moderating effects
of fairness on the job insecurity-organizational commitment relationship.

Similarly, no direct test of the moderating effects of fairness on the job insecurity-
OCB relationship was found in the literature. An interesting study of layoff victims by
Brockner and his associates (Bies et al., 1993), however, did offer some insight into the
relationship. This study examined OCB during the last 60 days of employment for 147

skilled manufacturing employees scheduled for layoff. Retrospective accounts of OCB
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obtained in exit interviews revealed that employees who felt the layoff was fair were more

likely to remain good citizens in the interim period than those who felt it was unfair.

Procedural justice was the most important determinant of OCB. Unfortunately, this study

was plagued by several theoretical and methodological problems. First, those who are

facing certain job loss are expected to react differently than those facing the fear and
uncertainty of job insecurity (Greenhalgh, 1979; Jacobson, 1991). Secondly, all data was
collected using self-report measures leaving open the possibility of common method
variance. Finally, the construct validity of the three-item, retrospective measure of OCB
employed in the study is questionable.

Overall, no studies have provided a direct test of the moderating effects of
procedural fairness on the job insecurity-social exchange outcomes relationship. This study
addresses this gap in the literature by providing an initial test of this relationship, suggesting
the following hypotheses:

Héc: Procedural fairness moderates the negative relationship between job insecurity
and organizational commitment such that the relationship becomes stronger
when fairness is low and weaker when fairness is high.

Hé6d: Procedural fairness moderates the negative relationship between job insecurity

and organizational citizenship behavior such that the relationship becomes
stronger when fairness is low and weaker when fairness is high.

Organtzational Support

Social exchange is governed by what Gouldner (1960) called the norm of
reciprocity. The norm of reciprocity is a standard of conduct inherent in all social
exchanges whereby a beneficial act by a donor creates an obligation on behalf of the

recipient. According to Blau (1964), if the recipient meets this obligation, he or she is
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proven to be trustworthy. Increased trust facilitates greater exchange activity, which, in
turn, creates a social bond between the parties to the exchange. This social bond eventually
leads to commitment between the parties whereby both parties depend exclusively on each
other to meet important needs (Blau, 1964). Failure by one party to meet its obligations
diminishes trust and commitment and eventually leads to a dissolution of the social
exchange relationship (Blau, 1964; Gouldner, 1960; Holmes, 1981). Commitment is,
therefore, an important basis for social exchange.

The commitment literature is dominated by the traditional notion of organizational
commitment (Mathieu & Zajac, 1990) that refers to an employee’s commitment to the
organization (Mowday et al., 1982). Unfortunately, this view of commitment does not
recognize an equally important aspect of commitment--employee perceptions of the
organization’s commitment to them. Recognizing this oversight, Eisenberger et al. (1986)
introduced a social exchange view of commitment. According to this view, employees
develop “global beliefs concerning the extent to which the organization values their
contributions and cares about their well-being” (p. 501). Perceived organizational support
(POS) reflects employee assessments of these global beliefs and impacts the confidence
employees have in the organization’s intention to meet its obligations to the employees.
When POS is high, employees are expected to be more attached to the organization and
more willing to exert extra effort because they are confident the organization will meet its
obligation to reciprocate by meeting their present and future needs (Eisenberger, et al.,
1986). Consequently, POS is expected to be positively related to organizational

commitment and OCB.
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An impressive body of research supporting the usefulness of this new approach to
commitment is emerging in the commitment literature (Eisenberger, et al., 1986;
Eisenberger et al., 1990; Shore & Tetrick, 1991; Shore & Wayne, 1993). The Survey of
Perceived Organizational Support (SPOS) was validated in two studies by Eisenberger et al.
(1986). The construct validity of the SPOS was established in the first study, which
involved a diverse sample of 361 employees working in nine different organizations ranging
from a manufacturing firm to a post office. A short form of the SPOS was administered to
a sample of 71 high school teachers in the second study along with a measure of the
strength of the employee’s exchange ideology (i.., the extent to which they favor the trade
of work effort for material and symbolic benefits). A strong negative association was
observed between POS and absenteeism for those with moderate to strong exchange
ideology.

Two additional studies by Eisenberger et al. (1990) provided further support for the
relationship between POS and work outcomes. The first study involved an assessment of
the relationship of POS to job performance and absenteeism among a diverse sample of 237
employees in six diverse occupations ranging from hourly manufacturing workers to police
officers. Perceived organizational support was moderately correlated with both absenteeism
and job performance in each occupational group. Correlations ranged from -.35 to -.62 for
periods absent and from .24 to .64 for job performance. Performance among hourly
manufacturing workers was strongly related to POS (r = .64). A second study by
Eisenberger et al. (1990) investigated the relationship between POS and employee

innovation, affective commitment, and performance-reward expectancies among a sample of
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531 managerial and hourly employees in a large steel mill. Results indicated that POS is
positively related to all three variables.

Significant findings in early research by Eisenberger and his colleagues prompted
other researchers to question whether POS is distinct from other commitment constructs.
This question was answered by Shore and her associates who evaluated both the
dimensionality of the SPOS and the relationship of POS to measures of organizational
commitment and OCB (Shore & Tetrick, 1991; Shore & Wayne, 1993). The dimensionality
of the SPOS was evaluated in an extensive confirmatory factor analysis conducted by Shore
and Tetrick (1991). This study, which involved a sample of 330 employees holding a
variety of positions in a multinational firm, compared the 17-item short form of the SPOS
with the Organizational Commitment Questionnaire (Mowday et al., 1979) and both the
Affective Commitment Scale (ACS) and Continuance Commitment Scale (CCS) developed
by Meyer and Allen (1984). Findings supported the unidimensionality of the SPOS as a
measure of perceived organizational support and provided evidence that POS is empirically
and conceptually distinct from affective and continuance commitment.

The relationships of POS and other forms of commitment to OCB were assessed by
Shore and Wayne (1993) in a study involving 276 pairs of employees and their direct
supervisors in a large multinational firm. Measures of POS, affective commitment, and
continuance commitment were obtained from employees while their supervisors provided
ratings of two forms of subordinate OCB--altruism and compliance. Perceived
organizational support was strongly correlated with affective commitment and emerged as

the strongest predictor of both forms of OCB. A similar study by Settoon, Bennett, and
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Liden (1996) produced further evidence of a positive relationship between POS and
organizational commitment.

Taken together, this stream of research provides preliminary support for the
usefulness of Eisenberger et al.’s (1986) conceptualization of POS as a distinct commitment
construct and as a predictor of social exchange outcomes, like organizational commitment
and OCB. This study extends limited research in this area by providing a test of the direct
relationship of POS to organizational commitment and all five dimensions of OCB
suggested by Organ (1988). This leads to the following hypotheses:

H7a: Perceived organizational support will be positively associated with
organizational commitment,.

H7b: Perceived organizational support will be positively associated with
organizational citizenship behaviors.

Because commitment is a vital precondition to social exchange (Blau, 1964;
Holmes, 1981) and POS clearly reflects the organization’s commitment to its employees,
POS can be expected to moderate the relationship between job insecurity and social
exchange outcomes. High levels of POS should mitigate the negative effects of job
insecurity on social exchange outcomes. Employees who feel that the organization values
their contributions and cares about their well-being (Eisenberger, et a!., 1986) are more
confident that they will be treated fairly even in the event of a layoff and are less likely to
withdraw their own commitment and OCB in the face of job insecurity. Conversely, low
levels of POS should exacerbate the negative effects of job insecurity on social exchange
outcomes. Employees who feel the organization is uncaring and uncommitted to them are

more likely to attribute the threat of job loss to the organization and its agents than to
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unavoidable business conditions. Such employees can be expected to reciprocate this
apparent violation of their psychological contract by withdrawing commitment and
curtailing OCB (Parks & Kidder, 1994).

While no studies directly assessed the moderating effects of POS on the job
insecurity-social exchange outcomes relationship, several studies offered some insight into
this relationship. Nauman, Bies, and Martin (1995) investigated organizational commitment
among 147 layoff victims during their last 60 days of employment in a manufacturing plant,
Perceived organizational support, assessed with a four-item custom measure, was strongly
correlated (r = .56) with organizational commitment among layoff victims. This study
suggests that high levels of organizational commitment can be maintained even among
layoff victims if the organization demonstrates concern for their well-being. Another
interesting study provided a direct test of the moderating effects of POS outside the realm
of job insecurity. In a study of 256 nurses conducted by George et al. (1993), POS
emerged as a significant moderator of the relationship between degree of exposure to AIDS
patients and negative mood states. Perceived organizational support buffered the negative
effects of exposure to AIDS patients on nurses’ mood states. Overall, these studies
demonstrate that employees facing stressful work situations will respond less negatively if
they feel the organization is concerned about their well-being.

Related to POS is the more general notion of social support. After more than a
decade of research in the occupational stress literature, work-based social support, which
includes support from coworkers and supervisors, has emerged as an important moderator

or buffer of the relationship between stressors and strains (e.g., Beehr, 1985; Cohen &
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Wills, 1985; Kahn & Byosiere, 1992; LaRocco, House, & French, 1980). This line of
inquiry is also evident in the job insecurity literature. Greenhalgh and Rosenblatt (1984)
predicted that social support would moderate or buffer the negative effects of job insecurity
on work outcomes. Explicit tests of this buffering hypothesis were provided in three
studies. Dooley, Rook, and Catalano (1987) found no evidence to suggest that social
support moderates the relationship between job insecurity and psychological well-being. An
international study of 100 German industrial workers conducted by Borg and Elizur (1992)
demonstrated that social support and job insecurity interact to affect work attitudes.
Finally, the most convincing support for the moderating effects of social support is found in
Lim’s (1996) mail survey of 306 employed MBA graduates. This study provides evidence
that work-based social support moderates the relationship between job insecurity and
several work outcomes, including job dissatisfaction, proactive job search, and
noncompliant behaviors.

While these studies provide some insight into the moderating effects of POS and
social support, no direct test of the moderating effects of POS on the job insecurity-social
exchange outcomes relationship appears in the literature. This study is the first to
investigate this relationship, leading to the following hypotheses:

H7c¢: Perceived organizational support moderates the negative relationship between
job insecurity and organizational commitment such that the relationship
becomes stronger when perceived organizational support is low and weaker
when perceived organizational support is high.

H7d: Perceived organizational support moderates the negative relationship between
job insecurity and organizational citizenship behavior such that the

relationship becomes stronger when perceived organizational support is low
and weaker when perceived organizational support is high.
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Chapter Summary

This chapter provides a complete review of the job insecurity literature with
particular emphasis on employee reactions to job insecurity. It provides a brief overview of
the historical development of job insecurity research and distinguishes between the
contemporary notion of job insecurity and its predecessor--job security. Two general
models of the consequences of job insecurity are presented: the stress model and the
organizational model. A general review of the stress-based and organizational outcomes of
job insecurity follows.

A social exchange model of job insecurity, which serves as the foundation for this
study, is then proposed, along with the research model to be tested in this study. The
theoretical justification and pertinent research findings for each path of the research model
are reviewed thereafter. Hypotheses to be tested for each path are presented in each section
of the review. First, a detailed review of the literature pertaining specifically to the
relationship between job insecurity and organizational commitment is provided. This is
followed by a review of the literature concerning the relationship between job insecurity and
OCB. Finally, the theoretical justification and pertinent research regarding individual
difference and situational moderators of these relationships are discussed.

In total, seven major hypotheses, with several subhypotheses, are to be tested in this
study. These hypotheses are summarized in Table 5. The research design and methodology

for the study are described in the following chapter.
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Table 5

Summary of Research Hypotheses

H1: Job insecurity is negatively associated with organizational commitment.

H2: Job insecurity is negatively associated with organizational citizenship behavior.

H3a: Communal orientation is positively associated with organizational citizenship behavior.

H3b: Communal orientation moderates the negative relationship between job insecurity and
organizational citizenship behavior such that the relationship becomes stronger when communal
orientation is low and weaker when communal orientation is high.

H4a: Powerlessness is negatively associated with organizational commitment.

H4b: Powerlessness is negatively associated with organizational citizenship behavior.

H4c: Powerlessness moderates the negative relationship between job insecurity and organizational
commitment such that the relationship becomes stronger when powerlessness is high and weaker
when powerlessness is low.

Had: Powerlessness moderates the negative relationship between job insecurity and organizational
citizenship behavior such that the relationship becomes stronger when powerlessness is high and
weaker when powerlessness is low.

HJa: Trust in management is positively associated with organizational commitment.

H5b: Trust in management is positively associated with organizational citizenship behavior.

H5¢: Trust in management moderates the negative relationship between job insecurity and
organizational commitment such that the relationship becomes stronger when trust is low and weaker
when trust is high.

H5d: Trust in management moderates the negative relationship between job insecurity and
organizational citizenship behavior such that the relationship becomes stronger when trust is low and
weaker when trust is high,

Héa: Procedural faimess is positively associated with organizational commitment.

H6b: Procedural fairness is positively associated with organizational citizenship behavior.

Héc: Procedural faimess moderates the negative refationship between job insecurity and
organizational commitment such that the relationship becomes stronger when faimess is low and
weaker when fairness is high.

H6d: Procedural faimess moderates the negative relationship between job insecurity and
organizational citizenship behavior such that the relationship becomes stronger when faimness is low
and weaker when fairness is high.

H7a: Perceived organizational support is positively associated with organizational commitment.

H7b: Perceived organizational support is positively associated with organizational citizenship
behavior.

H7c: Perceived organizational support moderates the negative relationship between job insecurity
and organizational commitment such that the relationship becomes stronger when support is low and
weaker when support is high.

H7d: Perceived organizational support moderates the negative relationship between Job Insecurity
and organizational citizenship behavior such that the relationship becomes stronger when support is
low and weaker when support is high.




CHAPTER 3

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

This chapter describes the research methodology employed in this study. The
research design of the study is first described. A discussion of the nature and number of
subjects involved in the study follows. Next, detailed descriptions of the proposed
measures used in the self-report employee and supervisor questionnaires (see Appendix A
and B) are provided, and the procedures used to administer these questionnaires are
discussed. The chapter closes with a brief explanation of the statistical analyses to be used

in testing the research hypotheses and a discussion of statistical power (see Appendix C),

Research Design

This study is concerned with employee reactions to job insecurity. The experience
of job insecurity is unique in the workplace for two reasons. First, it represents a significant
threat to the livelihood and well-being of employees and their families. The potentially
serious consequences of job loss evoke strong emotional reactions among employees,
rivaling reactions to the loss of a loved one (Greenhalgh, 1979; Strange, 1977). Secondly,
job insecurity is viewed as a subjective experience or work attitude. Regardless of the
objective severity of the threat to job continuity, the experience of job insecurity and
employee reactions to it depend on the individual’s perception of the job situation as

threatening (Greenhalgh & Rosenblatt, 1984; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984),
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Because the emotional intensity and personal consequences of potential job loss are
not easily represented or manipulated in an experimental setting, this study relies on
correlational research in a natural setting to examine employee reactions to job insecurity.
Moreover, since the variables of interest in this study assess internal states (e.g., values,
attitudes, and beliefs) and perceptions of events, situations, and other people, survey
research is the appropriate research tool (Sackett & Larson, 1991). Therefore, correlational
survey research is the appropriate research design for this study.

While the independent variable (job insecurity) and the moderator variables in this
study are assessed with employee self-reports, most dependent variables in this study are
assessed using supervisor ratings of employees to minimize the threat of common method
variance,

Sample

The study of job insecurity requires a sample of employees who are faced with a
threat of job loss. Therefore, this study was conducted in an organization that was facing
an immediate threat of job cuts. The research site in this study was a downsizing state
mental health hospital in the southwestern United States that was on the verge of
implementing a state mandated reduction in force (RIF). Approximately 20% of the
workforce was to be eliminated over a one-year period. The first phase of downsizing
began immediately after data collection. Approximately 10% of the healthcare positions in
this hospital were eliminated within three months of data collection. Several hospital

administrators also resigned during this period. Further job cuts are planned over the next
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year. One mitigating factor at this research site was the high turnover rate (10-20%
annually) which allowed the organization to cut staffing primarily through attrition.

The sample was comprised of psychiatric technicians (PTs), licensed vocational
nurses (LVNs), and registered nurses (RNs). Psychiatric technicians are non-licensed
employees who provide general care to meet the daily needs of patients (e.g., feeding,
hygiene, and exercise). Clinical services, such as giving injections, dispensing medication,
and tracking vital signs, are provided by LVNs and RNs. The role of these healthcare
employees differs greatly from day to night. During the day (7 a.m. to 3 p.m.), PTs and a
small group of supporting LVNs are permanently assigned to a particular hospital unit.
These day employees report to an RN who acts as a supervisor with both clinical and
administrative responsibility for the unit. Day RNs, in turn, report to a unit nurse manager.
At night (3 p.m. to 7 am.), staffing is reduced and all healthcare employees report to a
single night shift nurse manager. Psychiatric technicians are assigned to a particular hospital
unit, but night nurses work in multiple hospital units as needed during the ni ght.

Due to budget constraints, hospital administration dictated that survey
administration be conducted during regular work hours. Since PTs could not leave patients
unattended, they could participate only in shifts—one group covering for the other during
survey meetings. Such a process was not feasible at night due to reduced staffing levels on
night shifts. As a result, only day PTs were targeted for this study. Most nurses, on the
other hand, could break away for survey meetings if they were held during report time at
the end of the shift. All nurses were targeted for study with the exception of day RNs who

were excluded due to their role as supervisors. Thus, the sample was comprised of non-
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supervisory healthcare workers in two distinct groups: (1) day technicians, and (2) night
nurses. Day technicians (n=145) consist of PTs and support staff who are permanently
assigned to the various hospital units. Night nurses (n=48), by contrast, are comprised
entirely of .VNs and RNs who work in multiple hospital units during the night. These
groups are treated as separate samples in this study because they differ greatly in terms of
skill level, job duties and responsibilities, supervision, and work environment.

All employees who attended survey meetings agreed to participate in the study.
Unfortunately, an elaborate system of rotating work schedules, absences, and vacations
prevented access to all day technicians. Nevertheless, 81% of this group participated in the
study. Night nurses were more difficult to reach because they were widely dispersed in
numerous buildings across a large hospital campus. Nearly two thirds (66%) of night
nurses participated in the study.

The individual characteristics of the sample regarding age, tenure, and gender
differed somewhat among the day technician and night nurse groups. The mean age for day
technicians was 39.1 (10.8) years. For day technicians not participating in the study, the
mean age was 40.4 (11.6) years. A slightly higher mean age of 43.8 (12.4) years was found
among night nurses. The mean age of night nurses not participating in the study was 43.1
(10.3) years.

Mean tenure in the organization was 6.6 (5.5) years for day technicians participating
in the study and 6.9 (5.8) years for day technicians not participating in the study. Mean

tenure in the organization was somewhat lower among night nurses. Those participating in
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the study had a mean tenure of 4.8 (5.4) years, while those not participating in the study had
a mean tenure of 4.5 (5.2) years.

Finally, as is common in the healthcare industry, most of the technicians and nurses
participating in this study were females. Among day technicians, 64.1% of those
participating in the study were females and 68.4% of those not participating were females.
A similar distribution existed among night nurses where 79.2% of those participating in the
study were females and 76.3% of those not participating were females. Overall, the
relatively high rate of participation in this study and the similarity between participants and

nonparticipants suggest that nonresponse bias is minimal in this study.

Measures

All studies must address the issue of construct validity (Mitchell, 1985; Sackett &
Larson, 1991). According to Schwab (1980), construct validity is concerned with the
correspondence between a construct and the operational procedure used to measure the
construct. Because constructs are not themselves observable, scientific research infers a
relationship between constructs when measures of these constructs covary (Messick, 1975).
Such inferences are valid only when the construct validity of the measures is established
(Schwab, 1980). To ensure construct validity, only established measures with acceptable
psychometric properties and good theoretical linkage to the intended construct are included
in this study. Measures used in the employee questionnaire are shown in Appendix A, while
measures used in the supervisor questionnaire are shown in Appendix B.

The construct validity of each measure used in this study is discussed in the

following sections. Based on Venkatraman and Grant’s (1986) approach for evaluating
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construct validity, each measure is evaluated in terms of (1) internal consistency—its
reliability and unidimensionality, (2) convergent validity—its similarity with other measures
of the same construct, (3) discriminant validity—its dissimilarity with measures of different
constructs, and (4) nomological or predictive validity—how well the measure fits into a
theoretical network of expected relationships (Cronbach & Meehl, 1955). This discussion
is organized in terms of independent variables, moderators, dependent variables, and control

variables.

Independent Variables

This study is concerned with employee reactions to job insecurity. Therefore, job
insecurity is the focal independent variable in this study. The discussion in Chapter 2 noted
that the organizational model of job insecurity (see Figure 3) recognizes two basic
dimensions of job insecurity: severity of threat and powerlessness. This discussion
presented evidence that powerlessness is not a dimension of job insecurity but a separate
construct whose effects must be evaluated independently. Therefore, powerlessness is
treated as a separate moderator variable in this study and job insecurity refers only to the
severity of the threat to job loss. Due to the centrality of the job insecurity construct in the
proposed research model, this construct is assessed using two measures of job insecurity:
(1) a global job insecurity scale (Caplan et al., 1975), and (2) a modified version of Kuhnert
and Lahey’s (1988) job insecurity scale. Both measures of job insecurity are described in

the following sections.
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Global Job Insecurity Scale

The global job insecurity scale developed by Caplan et al. (1975) is the most popular
measure of job insecurity (Ashford et al., 1989; Greenhalgh & Rosenblatt, 1984; Jacobson,
1991). This scale measures the degree to which respondents feel uncertain regarding the
future of the job itself and their career. The convergent and discriminant validity of this
scale was assessed by Ashford et al. (1989). It demonstrated good convergence with
Ashford et al.’s (1989) multiplicative Job Insecurity Scale and a seven-item job insecurity
subscale from Johnson, Meese, and Crano’s (1984) Work Opinion Questionnaire. The
scale was not related to other scales measuring dissimilar constructs, like health complaints.
Several studies support the predictive validity of the scale as a significant predictor of a
variety of work attitudes, like satisfaction, trust, commitment, and intent to quit (Ashford et
al., 1989; Caplan et al., 1975; Lim, 1996, Schweiger & Lee, 1993). Greenhalgh and
Rosenblatt (1984) noted in their review of the job insecurity literature that Caplan et al.’s
(1975) scale is “perhaps the best attempt to measure the insecurity construct” (p. 438).

Reliability of the scale was enhanced by Lim (1996) who added two items assessing
the likelihood of a layoff to the scale. The internal consistency reliability of the revised scale
(.85) exceeded that of the original scale, which ranged from .78 to .83 across several
different studies (Ashford et al., 1989; Caplan et al., 1975; Schweiger & Lee, 1993). This
six-item version of the scale, shown in Appendix A (Section 2, Part A), was chosen for use
in this study. Respondents indicate how certain they are about each of the items on a five-
point Likert scale ranging from Somewhat Uncertain (1) to Very Certain (5). All items are

positively worded with higher scores reflecting higher levels of job security. Therefore,
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each item must be reverse-scored to reflect the degree of job insecurity. The total job
insecurity score is obtained by adding item responses. Coefficient alpha for this measure
was .82 for technicians and .74 for nurses.

Modified Kuhnert Scale

A second measure of job insecurity used in this study is the job permanence subscale
of Kuhnert and Lahey’s (1988) Job Security Scale. This 11-item scale assesses beliefs
concerning the continuity of one’s job. The reliability and predictive validity of this scale
was established in a stream of research by Kuhnert and his associates (e.g., Kuhnert &
Lahey, 1988; Kuhnert & Palmer, 1991; Kuhnert, Sims, & Lahey, 1989; Kuhnert & Vance,
1992). Internal consistency reliability of the scale was acceptable with coefficient alpha
ranging from .79 to .85 across these studies. Moreover, these studies demonstrated that
this scale is strongly related to organizational commitment and various aspects of physical
and psychological health (e.g., anxiety, depression, and hostility).

Nevertheless, Kuhnert and Lahey’s (1988) validation of this scale revealed that four
of its 11 items do not load strongly on the intended job permanence factor. These four
items were eliminated from this scale in the present study to enhance its internal consistency
reliability and factorial stability. A new item that more directly taps job insecurity, “I
believe my job is secure,” also was added to the scale.

The medified Kuhnert job insecurity scale used in this study is shown in Appendix A
(Section 2, Part B). Respondents indicate how strongly they agree or disagree with each of

the items on a five-point Likert scale ranging from Strongly Disagree (1) to Strongly
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Agree (5). Positively phrased items are reverse-scored. Total scores are obtained by
adding item responses. Higher scores indicate higher levels of job insecurity.

The reliability of this scale was assessed in a pretest involving a sample of 40 full-
time healthcare workers. Coefficient alpha for this measure was .77 in the pretest. In the
present study, coefficient alpha was .84 for technicians and .85 for nurses. Overall, the new

scale demonstrated acceptable reliability.

Moderator Variables

Two sets of moderator variables are included in this study: individual differences and
situational factors. Individual differences are comprised of two variables--communal
orientation and powerlessness. Situational factors are comprised of three variables,
including trust in management, procedural fairness, and organizational support. While each
of these variables is expected to moderate the relationship between job insecurity and social
exchange outcomes, these variables also are tested for direct relationships.

Communal QOrientation

Communal orientation is operationalized using the Communal Orientation Scale
developed by Clark et al. (1987) and revised by Buunk et al. (1993). The original 14-item
scale demonstrated adequate internal reliability with coefficient alpha of .78 in a sample of
American students (Clark et al., 1987) and .74 in a sample of Dutch students (VanYperen &
Buunk, 1991). Factor analyses by Clark et al. (1987) and Buunk et al. (1993), however,
revealed that four of the 14 items did not load strongly on the intended communal
orientation factor. These items were omitted by Buunk et al. (1993) to produce a revised

10-item version of the scale with improved factorial stability and internal consistency
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(coefficient alpha = .80). Buunk et al. {1993) demonstrated the discriminant validity of the
revised scale by showing that it is distinct from a measure of exchange orientation, which is
the antithesis of communal orientation. The predictive validity of the new scale is
demonstrated in two studies that confirm the role of communal orientation as a significant
moderator of the relationship between perceived inequity and a variety of work attitudes,
like dissatisfaction, psychological withdrawal, burnout, and intent to quit (Buunk et al.,
1993; VanYperen, 1996).

The 10-item revised version of the Communal Orientation Scale used in this study is
shown in Appendix A (Section 5). Respondents indicate how strongly they agree or
disagree with each of the items on a five-point Likert scale ranging from Strongly Disagree
(1) to Strongly Agree (5). Higher scores indicate higher levels of communal orientation.
Negatively phrased items are reversed-scored. Total scores are obtained by adding item
responses. Coeflicient alpha for this measure was .76 for technicians and .74 for nurses.
Powerlessness

Powerlessness is operationalized using the six-item helplessness scale developed by
Ashforth (1989). This scale was chosen because it specifically measures the perceived
inability to influence work-related events or outcomes. Thus, it closely parallels Greenhalgh
and Rosenblatt’s (1984) notion of powerlessness and is well suited for use in the context of
job insecurity. The psychometric quality of this scale is well documented across several
studies (e.g., Ashforth, 1989; Fried et al., 1996: Lee & Ashforth, 1993). Internal
consistency reliability of the scale was acceptable in these studies with coefficient alpha

ranging from .81 to .87. These studies also supported the discriminant validity of the scale
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by demonstrating that the scale was not strongly related to measures of fairness, role
ambiguity, and job complexity. Convergent validity was established by showing that the
scale was highly correlated with measures of perceived control, job autonomy, and a related
powerlessness scale. Finally, the scale demonstrated good predictive validity in its
relationships with job satisfaction and intent to leave (Fried et al., 1996), job involvement
(Ashforth, 1989), and role stress and job burnout (Lee & Ashforth, 1993). Overall, these
studies offer strong support for the construct validity this scale.

The six-item helplessness scale used in this study is shown in Appendix A (Section
2, Part C). Respondents indicate how strongly they agree or disagree with each of the items
on a five-point Likert scale ranging from Strongly Disagree (1) to Strongly Agree (5).
Higher scores reflect higher levels of powerlessness. Positively worded items are reverse-
scored. Total scores are obtained by adding item responses. Coefficient alpha for this
measure was .86 for technicians and .89 for nurses.

Trust in Management

Trust in management is operationalized using a seven-item trust scale developed by
Robinson and Rousseau (1994). This scale was derived from the bases of trust in business
relationships identified by Gabarro and Athos (1976), which include integrity, motives and
intentions, behavioral consistency, openness, and discreteness. It was chosen over more
global trust scales, like Cook and Wall’s (1980) trust scale, because it focuses specifically
on interpersonal aspects of trust, which are expected to be more strongly related to the

social exchange outcomes of interest in this study.
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Robinson and Rousseau (1994) validated this scale in a longitudinal study of 128
employed graduate alumni. The scale demonstrated high internal consistency with a
coefficient alpha of .93. Moreover, the scale was strongly related to perceptions of broken
promises by the employer and work attitudes tike job satisfaction and intent to quit. A
similar study by Robinson and Morrison (1995) confirmed the internal consistency of the
scale (coeflicient alpha of .87) and indicated that the measure is strongly related to OCB
and perceptions of broken promises by the employer. Overall, these studies offer consistent
support for the psychometric quality and construct validity of this relatively new trust
measure.

To avoid possible item overlap with the procedural justice scale, which assesses
perceptions of supervisor fairness, the word “management” was substituted for the word
“employer” in each item of the scale, and scale instructions clarified the meaning of the term
as referring to top management officials (i.e., administrators, managers, and directors of the
organization). This scale, shown in Appendix A (Section 3, Part A), asks respondents to
indicate how strongly they agree or disagree with each of the items on a five-point Likert
scale ranging from Strongly Disagree (1) to Strongly Agree (5). Higher scores indicate
higher levels of trust in management. Negatively phrased items are reverse-scored. Total
scores are obtained by adding item responses. Coefficient alpha for this measure was .88
for technictans and .90 for nurses.

Procedural Fairness

Procedural fairness is operationalized using the eight-item procedural justice in

supervisor decision making scale developed by Konovsky and Folger (1991). This measure
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reflects the six procedural justice rules identified by Leventhal (1980)—consistent
standards, lack of self-interest, accurate information, opportunities to correct decisions,
concern for the interests of all parties, and moral and ethical standards. Konovsky and her
associates (Konovsky & Folger, 1991; Konovsky & Pugh, 1994) offer consistent evidence
supporting the construct validity of this scale. Collectively, these studies demonstrate that
the scale is highly reliable in terms of internal consistency with coefficient alpha reaching
.95. Factor analyses in these studies indicate that the items in this scale load strongly on the
intended procedural justice factor. Tests of convergent validity demonstrate that the scale is
strongly related to other measures of organizational justice (e.g., distributive justice).
Nevertheless, it is more strongly related to social exchange outcomes, like OCB, than
distributive justice. In total, these studies demonstrate the psychometric quality and
construct validity of this scale.

The eight-item procedural justice scale used in this study is shown in Appendix A
(Section 3, Part B). Respondents are asked to indicate how strongly they agree or disagree
with each of the items describing the use of fair procedures by their supervisor on a five-
point Likert scale ranging from Strongly Disagree (1) to Strongly Agree (5). All items are
positively worded with higher scores indicating higher levels of procedural fairness. Total
scores are obtained by adding item responses. Coefficient alpha for this measure was .96
for technicians and .95 for nurses.

Organizational Support
Organizational support is operationalized using the 17-item Survey of Perceived

Organizational Support (SPOS) developed by Eisenberger et al. (1986). The construct
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validity of this scale was extensively evaluated in three major studies (Eisenberger et al.,
1986; Shore & Tetrick, 1991; Shore & Wayne, 1993). The scale demonstrated high
internal consistency reliability in these studies with coefficient alpha ranging from .93 to .95.
Factor analyses in all three studies supported the unidimensionality of the SPOS. Shore and
Tetrick (1991) provided evidence that the SPOS is empirically and conceptually distinct
from affective and continuance commitment, but it is moderately correlated with affective
commitment and job satisfaction as predicted by social exchange theory (Blau, 1964).
Shore and Wayne (1993) found that the SPOS has a stronger relationship with OCB than
traditional measures of affective and continuance commitment. The scale demonstrated
good predictive validity in its relationship with absenteeism (Eisenberger et al., 1986),
innovation and performance (Eisenberger, Fasolo, & Davis-LaMastro, 1990), and job
burnout (Lee & Ashforth, 1993). More recently, Rosenblatt and Ruvio (1996) reported a
significant negative relationship between job insecurity and the SPOS. Overall, these
studies offer strong support for the construct validity of the SPOS.

This scale, shown in Appendix A (Section 4), asks respondents to indicate how
strongly they agree or disagree with statements describing their perceptions of the
organization’s concern or commitment toward them on a seven-point Likert scale ranging
from Strongly Disagree (1) to Strongly Agree (7). Higher scores indicate higher
organizational support. Negatively phrased items are reverse-scored. Total scores are
obtained by adding item responses. Coefficient alpha for this measure was .94 for

technicians and .96 for nurses.
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Dependent Variables

The social exchange outcomes of organizational commitment and five dimensions of
organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) comprise the dependent variables in this study.
To minimize the possibility of common method variance, independent variable and
dependent variable measures are obtained from procedurally independent sources where
possible (Podsakoff & Organ, 1986). Because the independent variables and moderators in
this study represent personality traits, individual perceptions, and psychological states, they
are appropriately measured via self-report (Podsakoff and Organ, 1986; Sackett & Larson,
1991; Spector, 1994). One dependent variable, organizational commitment, also refers to
an individual perception or psychological state and is assessed using a self-report measure.
All self-report measures are included in the employee questionnaire in Appendix A.

The remaining dependent variables, the five dimensions of OCB, represent ratings of
individual performance or behavior. The source of choice in the literature for ratings of
OCB has been supervisory ratings {e.g., Bateman & Organ, 1983; Konovsky & Pugh, 1994;
Moorman, 1991; Organ & Konovsky, 1989; Podsakoff et al., 1990; Podsakoff et al., 1996;
Williams & Anderson, 1991). Williams (1988) specifically addressed the question of the
source of OCB measures. He reached two important conclusions in his extensive analysis.
First, supervisor ratings were superior to co-worker ratings of OCB because supervisors
provide a more accurate and complete picture of an employee’s OCB, and they are more
likely to distinguish between in-role and extra-role behavior. Secondly, Williams found little
difference between supervisor ratings and self-report ratings of OCB, but noted that

common method variance is likely to contaminate tests of: relationships between work
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attitudes and self-reported OCB. Due to the centrality of OCB as a key dependent variable
in this study and Podsakoff and Organ’s (1986) recommendation that common method
variance be dealt with in the design of studies, supervisory ratings of OCB are used in this
study. These measures are included in the supervisor questionnaire in Appendix B.
Organizational Commitment

Organizational commitment is operationalized using the nine-item short version of
the classic Organizational Commitment Questionnaire (OCQ) developed by Porter and his
colleagues (Mowday, Steers, and Porter, 1979; Porter, Steers, Mowday, & Boulian, 1974).
The construct validity of the OCQ is well established in the literature. In their extensive
meta-analysis of the organizational commitment literature, Mathieu and Zajac (1990)
concluded that the OCQ is, by far, the most popular measure of organizational commitment.
It was used in 90 of the 174 samples evaluated in this large-scale meta-analysis involving
over 124 published studies. Internal consistency reliability across these samples was
impressive with an average coefficient alpha of .88.

The most extensive evidence of the construct validity of the scale, however,
emerged from a series of studies conducted by Mowday et al. (1979) involving over 2,500
employees in a wide variety of jobs in nine different organizations. Internal consi stency was
relatively high with coefficient alpha ranging from .82 to .93, while factor analyses
supported the unidimensionality of the scale. Convergent validity with other measures of
commitment, intent to leave, and work motivation also was high. Acceptable discriminant
validity was demonstrated in that correlations with other attitude measures (e.g., job

involvement, career satisfaction, and job satisfaction) were not excessive. Finally,
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predictive validity was high in this series of studies. The OCQ had significant relationships
with several work outcomes (turnover, absenteeism, and performance) as suggested by
commitment theory (Mowday, Porter, & Steers, 1982; O’Reilly & Chatman, 1986).
Mathieu and Zajac’s (1990) meta-analysis also supported the predictive validity of the scale
with the OCQ most strongly related to turnover, intent to search, and intent to leave.

This scale, shown in Appendix A (Section 1), asks respondents to indicate how
strongly they agree or disagree with statements describing their commitment toward their
employing organization on a seven-point Likert scale ranging from Strongly Disagree (1) to
Strongly Agree (7). Higher scores indicate higher organizational commitment. Negatively
phrased items are reverse-scored. Total scores are obtained by adding item responses.
Coeflicient alpha for this measure was .87 for technicians and .95 for nurses.

Organizational Citizenship Behavior

Organizational citizenship behavior was operationalized using the 24-item
Organizational Citizenship Behavior Scale (OCBS) developed and validated by Podsakoff et
al. (1990). The construct validity of the OCBS is well established in the literature. In fact,
the OCBS was the most popular measure of OCB among the 53 studies of OCB reviewed
by Van Dyne, Cummings, and Parks (1995). The most comprehensive evaluation of the
construct validity of this instrument was provided in a large-scale validation study
conducted by Podsakoff et al. (1990). This study reported acceptable internal consistency
for each of the five scales of the OCBS with coefficient alpha ranging from .70 for civic
virtue to .85 for altruism. Confirmatory factor analysis confirmed the five-factor model

with scale items loading strongly on their intended factors. Results of an analysis of factor
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intercorrelations in the study provided evidence supporting the convergent and discriminant
validity of the five scales. Finally, several of the five dimensions of the OCBS were
significantly related to work attitudes, like trust and job satisfaction, as predicted by social
exchange theory (Blau, 1964). Reliability estimates and confirmatory factor analyses in a
host of other studies employing the OCBS (e.g., Deluga, 1994; Konovsky & Organ, 1996;
Konovsky & Pugh, 1994; Moorman, 1991, 1993; Niehoff & Moorman, 1993; Podsakoff et
al., 1996) also support the psychometric soundness and construct validity of this measure.
Items in this scale, shown in Appendix B, tap the five dimensions of OCB described

by Organ (1988, 1990)—altruism (Items 1, 10, 13, 15, 23), conscientiousness (Items 3, 18,

21, 22, 24), courtesy (Items 4, 8, 14, 17, 20), sportsmanship (Items 2, 5, 7, 16, 19), and
civic virtue (Items 6, 9, 11, 12). Supervisors are asked to indicate how strongly they agree
or disagree with statements describing the citizenship behavior of each of their subordinates
on a seven-point Likert scale ranging from Strongly Disagree (1) to Strongly Agree (7).
Higher scores indicate higher levels of a particular dimension of OCB. Negatively phrased
items are reverse-scored. Total scores for each of the five dimensions of the OCBS are
obtained by adding item responses. Among technicians, coefficient alpha was .94, 91, 91,
93, and .73 for altruism, conscientiousness, courtesy, sportsmanship, and civic virtue,
respectively. Among nurses, coefficient alpha was .87, .92, .85, 91, and .84 for altruism,

conscientiousness, courtesy, sportsmanship, and civic virtue, respectively.

Control Variables: Demographic Characteristics

Internal validity refers to the extent to which the results of a study are unambiguous

and cannot be explained by rival hypotheses (Cook & Campbell, 1979). To ensure internal
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validity, one must design a study in such a way as to rule out rival hypotheses. One such
rival hypothesis in field research is that covariance among study variables is spurious—the
result of covariation with extraneous variable(s) unrelated to the study. Demographic
characteristics are a common source of extraneous variance in field studies (Kerlinger,
1986). To enhance the internal validity of this study, the effects of these variables must be
controlled. Major reviews of the literature pertaining to organizational commitment and
OCB suggest that several demographic characteristics be controlled in this study.

The largest review of the organizational commitment literature to date, conducted
by Mathieu & Zajac (1990), revealed that most demographic characteristics had little effect
on organizational commitment. Three of these characteristics, however, were significant at
the p < .01 level of significance. These characteristics included age (r = .20), organizational
tenure (r = .17), and gender (r = -.15). Older workers, according to Mathieu and Zajac, are
more committed to the organization because they are typically more satisfied, they have
better positions, and they have justified their remaining in the organization. Similarly, long-
tenured employees are more committed to the organization because psychological
attachment to the organization builds over time. While the effect is small, gender is related
to organizational commitment in that women tend to be more committed to the organization
than men.

Most recent studies of OCB control for the effects of the same demographic
characteristics: age, organizational tenure, and gender (e.g., Deluga, 1994; Konovsky &
Organ, 1996, Konovsky & Pugh, 1994; Moorman, 1991, 1993; Niehoff & Moorman, 1993,

Podsakoff et al., 1996; Van Dyne et al., 1995; Williams & Anderson, 1991). No significant
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relationships between these demographic characteristics and OCB were reported in these
studies. Nevertheless, Organ and Ryan’s (1995) review of the OCB literature presents
evidence that organizational tenure and gender are significantly related to two dimensions of
OCB-—altruism and generalized compliance. The magnitude of these effects, however, was
very small (r <.05). Collectively, the literature suggests that demographic characteristics
explain little variance in OCB.

In summary, most studies of organizational commitment and OCB control for three
demographic characteristics: age, organizational tenure, and gender. While the magnitude
of these effects is greater in studies involving organizational commitment, there is sufficient
evidence to suggest that these variables should also be controlled in studies involving OCB.
Therefore, all three variables are measured in this study and their effects are controlled in
statistical analyses. Age was determined by asking the respondent to enter his or her birth
date on the signed consent form in Appendix A. The gender of each subject was noted by
the researcher during survey administration. Finally, organizational tenure was obtained

from hospital records.

Procedure
Data collection proceeded in two phases. In the first phase, employees who agreed
to participate in this study completed the self-report employee questionnaire {Appendix A)
in on-site meetings scheduled during work hours. A release form (see Appendix A) that
described the purpose of the study and asked for the respondent’s consent to participate
was attached to the front of the employee questionnaire. A code number used to match

employee data to supervisor data was printed on the release form and in the employee
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questionnaire. Participants were assured of the confidentiality of their responses, and the
release form was detached from the questionnaire when it was returned. A release form
indicating approval of study provisions for the protection of human subjects is also included
in Appendix A,

Due to the intensity of the threat of job loss, trust was a major issue in survey
administration. Employee questionnaires were administered by the researcher without
intervention from hospital staff in over 50 small on-site meetings held in conference rooms
in employee work areas. This approach allowed the researcher to reassure employees and
to gain their trust before inviting them to participate in the study. As a result, all of the
employees who attended these meetings agreed to participate in the study.

The second phase of data collection provided supervisor ratings of citizenship
behavior for employees who participated in the study. Copies of the supervisor
questionnaire and an informed consent form (see Appendix B) were distributed to
supervisors in a staff meeting where the purpose of the study and instructions for rating
each employee were reviewed. Supervisors completed one questionnaire for each of their
subordinates participating in the study. The subordinate’s name was printed at the top of
each form. A cross reference list was used to match the employee’s name to the code
number used in the employee questionnaire. A matched set of employee-supervisor data
was obtained for each subject in the study. All participants were given an opportunity to

request a copy of the results of the finished study.
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Data Analysis Techniques

The two primary statistical techniques used to analyze data in this study are
(1) descriptive statistics, including bivariate correlational analysis, and (2) multivariate
hierarchical set regression. Descriptive statistics include the means and standard deviations
for all measures and a correlation matrix to assess bivariate correlations (Pearson product
moment correlations) between all control, independent, and dependent variables in the
study. The reliability of each measure used in the study is indicated on the diagonal of this
matrix. Moderator variables are considered independent variables in all statistical analyses.

While bivariate correlations may provide some evidence for main effects, they are
misleading when independent variables are correlated as in the present study. Multiple
regression analysis takes this intercorrelation into account by partialling out variance shared
with the other independent variables. Partial regression coefficients indicate the unj que
variance in the dependent variable accounted for by a particular independent variable.
Unfortunately, partial regression coefficients generated in multiple regression analysis are
highly unstable and misleading for independent variables that are multicollinear or strongly
correlated (Cohen & Cohen, 1983). Multicollinearity poses a problem in this study because
several of the independent variables are moderately correlated. Cohen and Cohen (1983)
recommend hierarchical set regression as a means to address multicollinearity. Using this
approach, the researcher groups independent variables into sets of related variables and
enters these sets of variables into regression analyses sequentially based on a predetermined
order derived from theory and empirical research. Ideally, no independent variable entering

later should be the presumed cause of an independent variable entered earlier in the analysis
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(Cohen & Cohen, 1983). This approach allows for the partitioning of variance accounted
for in the dependent variable (R*) into components attributed to different sets of
independent variables and interactions among these variables. Hierarchical set regression
was chosen as the primary analytical tool in this study because it provides a systematic
framework for identifying the unique variance accounted for by intercorrelated independent
variables, and it is well suited for testing moderating effects.

The set composition and order of entry suggested by the literature reviewed for this
study is shown in Table 6. As in most behavioral science studies, demographic variables are
entered first. It is unlikely that any other independent variables in this study would cause a
change in demographic factors. The job insecurity set is entered next. This set of variables
reflects the severity of the threat of job loss. Since the organization in this study was
preparing to implement a major workforce reduction, this threat had an objective basis and
was not expected to be strongly influenced by the remaining independent variables in the
analysis. The third set of variables entered into the analysis s the individual difference set.
These variables represent relatively stable individual work attitudes and preferences and
were not expected to be strongly influenced by the remaining variables in the situational
factors set. Situational factors are entered into the analysis as the fourth set. Finally, the
interactions of job insecurity with each of the individual difference and situational factors
are entered. The nature of significant interactions were examined graphically using a

technique developed by Cohen and Cohen (1983).
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Table 6

Hierarchical Set Regression: Order of Entry and Set Composition

Set Set Elements Effect

(1) Demographics Age Main
Organizational Tenure
Gender

(2) Job Insecurity Global Job Insecurity Main
Modified Kuhnert Scale

(3) Individual Differences | Communal Orientation * Main
Powerlessness

(4) Situational Factors Trust in Management Main
Procedural Fairness
Organizational Support

(5) Interactions Job Insecurity with each Individual Interaction
Difference and Situational Factor

* Relationships involving communal orientation and organizational commitment not tested

Two separate hierarchical set regression analyses were performed. In Phase I of the
analysis, organizational commitment was the dependent variable. In Phase 11, the five
dimensions of OCB comprised the dependent variable set. At each step of a given analysis,
an F-test is performed to determine whether a significant change in R? occurred after
entering a set of independent variables. If this F-test is significant, the standardized
regression coefficient (B) for each independent variable in the set is evaluated using a t-test
to determine statistical significance. If the F-test is not si gnificant, no tests of the individual
variables in the set is permitted. This “protected t-test” is instrumental in minimizing Type I
error while affording good statistical power (Cohen & Cohen, 1983). Study hypotheses are

evaluated using statistics computed for the individual variables in significant sets. Overall,
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hierarchical set regression provides an effective, theory-driven framework for testing the
hypotheses of this study.

The hierarchical set regression analysis in this study was performed using Cohen’s
(1989) SETCOR statistical package. This package is a specialized subsystem of SYSTAT
designed specifically for hierarchical set regression. The program guides the researcher
through the hierarchical analysis using the procedures set forth by Cohen and Cohen (1983)

who devised the technique.

Power Analysis

The issue of statistical power is often overlooked in empirical studies (Mazen,
Hemmasi, & Lewis, 1987). Low statistical power threatens statistical conclusion validity
and lessens the probability that a statistically significant effect will be found (Cook &
Campbell, 1979). A power analysis based on Cohen’s (1988) method was conducted in this
study to ensure adequate statistical power. Since study hypotheses are tested using
hierarchical set regression, statistical power must be assessed for all steps of the analysis
where hypotheses are tested (i.e., Steps 2 through 5 in Table 6). Cohen and Cohen (1983)
and Cohen (1988) recommend that conservative estimates of effect size be used at each step
of such a power analysis. Therefore, a conservative power analysis based on the smaller
effect sizes (R?) obtained from Phase 11 of the hierarchical analysis, in which OCB was the
dependent variable, was conducted.

Results of power analyses for each step of the hierarchical analysis, conducted using
NCSS-Power Analysis and Sample Size (Hintze, 1993) with standard alpha levels of .01,

.05, and .10, estimated effect size for each step, and various sample sizes (n), are shown in
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Appendix C. With o = .05, the sample size necessary to reach an acceptable power level of
.80 varies from 80 in the second step to only 50 in the final step of the analysis. Statistical
power for the day technician sample (n=145) was high, ranging from .96 in the second step
to .99 in the final step of the analysis. Statistical power for the night nurse sample (n=48)
was modest, ranging from .54 in the second set to .79 in the final set. If effect sizes are
based on Phase I of the hierarchical analysis, where organizational commitment is the
dependent variable, statistical power for the night nurses is adequate in every step of the

analysis, ranging from .87 to .94.

Chapter Summary

This chapter outlines the research design and methodology used in assessing the
study hypotheses developed in Chapter 2. A representative sample of hourly healthcare
workers and their supervisors were subjects in the study. Employees who agreed to
participate completed a self-report employee questionnaire during scheduled meetings held
at the work site. This questionnaire is comprised of five sections, including a demographics
section measuring control variables. Supervisors were asked to rate the citizenship behavior
of each of their subordinates by completing a supervisor questionnaire at their convenience.
Measures used in both questionnaires were carefully selected based on their content and
psychometric quality.

The chapter closed with a discussion of data analysis techniques used in the study
and an analysis of statistical power, Hierarchical set regression was chosen as the primary
analytical tool because it provides a systematic framework for identifying the unique effects

of intercorrelated independent variables, and it is well suited for testing moderating effects.



CHAPTER 4

RESULTS

This chapter details the results of the study outlined in the previous chapters. The
chapter begins with a discussion of descriptive statistics and correlation matrices for both
the day technician and night nurse samples. Results of statistical tests of hypotheses are
then discussed in two phases of analysis. In Phase I, organizational commitment is the
dependent variable, and, in Phase II, organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) is the
dependent variable. The chapter closes with a summary of findings and outcomes of

hypothesis tests.

Descriptive Statistics

Correlation matrices for the day technician and night nurse samples are presented in
Tables 7 and 8, respectively. An examination of the means reported in these tables reveals
relatively high levels of job insecurity and powerlessness among day technicians and night
nurses. Higher scores on these three scales indicate higher levels of Job insecurity and
powerlessness. Mean scores were above the midpoint on each of these five-point scales.
Moreover, trust in management and perceived organizational support were relatively low
with mean scores below the midpoint on both scales. Collectively, these findings suggest
that hospital employees feel their jobs are threatened, that they can do little to change the

situation, and that they cannot trust management or expect the organization to be concerned
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with their well-being. Despite these negative attitudes toward the organization, mean
scores on communal orientation were surprisingly high (on a five-point scale). Mean scores
on all of these independent variables were similar among day technicians and night nurses.

Mean scores on the dependent variables differed among day technicians and night
nurses. Scores for organizational commitment (seven-point scale) and four of the five OCB
measures (seven-point scales) were higher among day technicians. One exception was
sportsmanship, which was considerably higher among night nurses. Inspection of the
distribution of OCB ratings among groups of employees rated by the same supervisor
indicated that some supervisors were severe in their ratings, rating no one above the
midpoint of the scale, while others were lenient, rating no one below the midpoint of the
scale. While leniency was more common in this study, major differences in the leniency and
severity of OCB ratings among supervisors tend to obscure the relationship between job
insecurity and OCB. Therefore, supervisor ratings on the five OCB scales were centered
within each supervisor group to correct for these effects. This was accomplished by
subtracting the mean score of all employees in the supervisor’s work group from the score
of each individual in the supervisor’s work group. In this manner, individual scores could
be compared and aggregated. Centered OCB ratings were used in all statistical analyses.

The correlation matrices in Tables 7 and 8 also indicate that many of the variables in
this study are highly correlated. The research design outlined in Chapter 3 recognizes the
expected intercorrelation of many of these variables. In particular, variables that comprise
the independent variable sets defined in Chapter 3 should be highly correlated. The

correlation matrices in Tables 7 and 8 confirm that these sets are correctly specified in most
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cases. Variables in the demographic set {age, tenure, and gender) are moderately
correlated. More importantly, the two measures of job insecurity in the job insecurity set
(the global scale and modified Kuhnert scale) are highly correlated among both day
technicians (r = .60; p < .01) and night nurses (r = .52; p < .01), as expected. The lack of a
significant correlation between the components of the individual factors set (communal
orientation and powerlessness) is not surprising. These factors were grouped together
because theory suggests that both reflect individual differences, not because they were
expected to be highly correlated. Variables comprising the situational factors set, by
contrast, were expected to be highly correlated. Correlations between trust in management,
procedural fairness, and perceived organizational support (POS) exceeded .50 (p<.01)in
most cases. These strong correlations indicate that the situational factors set is correctly
specified.

Another important aspect of the correlation analysis is the relationship among
dependent variables in the study. In particular, the five dimensions of organizational
citizenship behavior (altruism, conscientiousness, courtesy, sportsmanship, and civic virtue)
should be highly correlated. Tables 7 and 8 reveal strong correlations between these
measures, as expected. One exception, however, is civic virtue. Although it is significantly
correlated with all of the OCB scales, the correlations are not as high as they are between
the other OCB scales. This finding is consistent with other research using these scales (e.g.,
Deluga, 1994; Moorman, 1991, 1993; Podsakoff et al., 1996).

Finally, Tables 7 and 8 offer tentative insight into the relationships between the

independent and dependent variables in the study. It is clear from the correlation matrices
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that both measures of job insecurity, powerlessness, and all three situational factors are
highly correlated with organizational commitment. Since these independent variables are
highly intercorrelated, bivariate correlations may be misleading (Cohen & Cohen, 1983).
Therefore, these relationships will be further explored using the hierarchical set regression
procedure described in Chapter 3.

While few independent variables in the study are highly correlated with OCB,
several relationships involving sportsmanship are worthy of note. Job insecurity is highly
correlated with sportsmanship among night nurses (r = -.52; p < .01). Trust is si gnificantly
correlated with sportsmanship among both day technicians (r = .22; p < .01) and night
nurses (r = .33; p <.05). Fairness is also significantly correlated with sportsmanship among
day technicians (r = .20; p < .05) and night nurses (r = 31; p < .05). These bivariate
correlations must, however, be viewed with caution because many of the independent
variables in this study are highly intercorrelated (e.g., trust, fairness, and perceived
organizational support). Judgment regarding these relationships is, therefore, reserved until

findings of the hicrarchical set regression procedure are discussed.

Statistical Test Results

The statistical technique used to test hypotheses in this study is hierarchical set
regression (Cohen & Cohen, 1983). The set composition and order of entry, described in
Table 6 (Chapter 3), were followed. The analysis was carried out in two phases. In Phase T,
set regression was used to examine relationships between the independent variables and
organizational commitment. In Phase II, set regression using the same set composition and

order of entry was used to examine relationships between the independent variables and
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organizational citizenship behavior (OCB). Separate analyses for the day technicians and
night nurses are presented for each step in the hierarchical procedure in both phases of the
analysis. The marginal effects of variables added at each step of the analysis and the results
of statistical tests of hypotheses are presented in each phase. The section closes with a
summary of findings for statistical tests of each hypothesis.

Hierarchical set regression minimizes the Type I error rate through the use of a
protected t-test. A multivariate F-test for the significance of the marginal effects of entering
the entire set of variables must indicate a significance level of .05 (two-tailed test) before
conducting univariate t-tests for individual variables in the set at the same level of
significance (Cohen & Cohen, 1983). Therefore, regression statistics for individual

variables in a set are presented only when the F-statistic for the set is significant.

Phase I - Organizational Commitment

In Phase I of the analysis, organizational commitment is the dependent variable.
This phase of the analysis tests only part of the research model proposed in Figure 4. The
portion of the model tested in Phase I is shown in Figure 5. Order of entry and composition
of the sets of independent variables in the hierarchical set regression followed Table 6
(Chapter 3). Separate hierarchical set regressions were run at each step of the analysis for
the day technicians and night nurses. The marginal effects of entering each set of variables
are presented at each step of the analysis. Results among the day technicians and night

nurses are compared at each step in the analysis.



137

Figure 5

Partial Model Tested in Phase |
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Step 1 - Demographics

The first step of the analysis involved entry of demographic or control variables,
including age, organizational tenure, and gender, as the independent variable set and
organizational commitment as the dependent variable. The set of demographic variables did
not reach significance among day technicians (F = .92; df =3, 141;p < .43) or night nurses
(F=.46; df = 3, 44; p < 71). Therefore, univariate analyses of demographic variables in
the set are not justified in either sample. Despite modest relationships reported in recent
reviews (e.g., Mathieu & Zajac, 1990), no significant relationship was found between
demographic variables and organizational commitment in this study.

Step 2 - Job Insecurity

The next step in the analysis involved entry of the two job insecurity measures—Job

Insecurity (Global) and Job Insecurity (Kuhnert). This step provides a test of Hypothesis
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H1, which states “Job insecurity is negatively associated with organizational commitment.”
The widely-used Global scale was included to provide a means to assess the relative
usefulness of the Kuhnert scale, which was modified for use in this study. The results of
this step for both samples are summarized in Table 9. The job insecurity set was highly
significant in both samples. The job insecurity measures were significantly related to
organizational commitment in both samples with the strongest relationship occurring among
night nurses. Higher levels of job insecurity, especially among night nurses, are associated
with lower levels of organizational commitment. In addition, examination of standardized
betas for the two job insecurity measures demonstrates that the modified Kuhnert scale is
more strongly related to organizational commitment than the traditional global scale.

Overall, Hypothesis HI is clearly supported.

Table 9

Set Regression Statistics for Job Insecurity with
Organizational Commitment as the Dependent Variable

DAY TECHNICIANS (N=145)
Multivariate Statistics
F(2,139)=1096 p<.001 R?=.134

Variable B t p
Job Insecurity (Global) -.175 -1.831 .07
Job Insecurity (Kuhnert) -.235 -2.458 .01

NIGHT NURSES (N=48)
Multivariate Statistics
F(2,42)=2336 p<.001 R®=5I11

Variable B t p

Job Insecurity (Global) -371 -2.953 01
Job Insecurity (Kuhnert) -.439 -3.499 001
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Step 3 - Individual Factors

In this step, one of the individual factors (powerlessness) is entered. This step
provides a test of Hypothesis H4a, which states “Powerlessness is negatively associated
with organizational commitment.” The results of this step for both samples are summarized
in Table 10. Powerlessness was significantly related to organizational commitment in both
samples with the strongest relationship occurring among day technicians. Higher levels of
powerlessness are associated with lower levels of organizational commitment. Therefore,

Hypothesis H4a is strongly supported.

Table 10

Set Regression Statistics for Powerlessness with
Organizational Commitment as the Dependent Variable

DAY TECHNICIANS (N=145)
Multivariate Statistics
F(1,138)=29.81 p<.001 R? =150
Variable B t P

Powerlessness -.388 -5.460 001
NIGHT NURSES {N=48)

Multivariate Statistics
F(1,41)=658 p<.01 R®= 063
Variable B
Powerlessness -.252 -2.565 .01

=
=
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Step 4 - Situational Factors

The next step in the analysis involved entry of the three situational factors (trust in
management, fairness, and perceived organizational support). This step tests three
hypotheses which state that trust in management (Hypothesis H5a), procedural fairness
(Hypothesis H6a), and perceived organizational support (Hypothesis H7a) are positively
associated with organizational commitment. The results of this step for both samples are

summarized in Table 11.

Table 11

Set Regression Statistics for Situational Factors with
Organizational Commitment as the Dependent Variable

DAY TECHNICIANS (N=145)
Multivariate Statistics
F(3,134)=1737 p<.001 R? =192

Variable B t p
Trust in Management 194 2.329 .05
Procedural Fairness .082 1.201 23
Perc’d Org. Support 243 3.087 001

NIGHT NURSES (N=48)

Multivariate Statistics

F(3,37)=811 p<.001 R?=155
Variable B 1 p
Trust in Management 237 2.145 05
Procedural Fairness 114 1.348 19
Perc’d Org. Support 135 1.188 24
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The situational factors set was highly significant in both samples. Trust in
management was significantly related to organizational commitment in both samples,
providing general support for Hypothesis H5a. Perceived organizational support (POS)
was significantly related to organizational commitment only among day technicians, offering
partial support for Hypothesis H7a. Procedural fairness was not significantly related to
organizational commitment in either sample, showing a lack of support for Hypothesis H6a.
Generally, these findings indicate that higher levels of trust in management and POS are
associated with higher levels of organizational commitment. Employees who trust
management and feel that the organization is concerned about their well-being tend to be
more committed to the organization.

Step S - Interactions

The final step of the hierarchical procedure was designed to test hypotheses dealing
with the moderating effects of powerlessness (Hypothesis H4c), trust in management
(Hypothesis H5c), procedural fairness (Hypothesis H6¢), and POS (Hypothesis H7¢) on the
relationship between job insecurity and organizational commitment. Therefore, this step of
the analysis examines interactions between job insecurity and each of these four moderators.
Because this study involves two measures of job insecurity (the Global and Kuhnert scales),
a total of eight interactions must be tested in each sample. Interactive effects were tested
according to conventional moderated regression procedures (cf. Cohen & Cohen, 1983),
which call for the entry of an interaction or cross-product term only after all main effect

terms in the model have been partialled.
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All independent variables tested in Phase I of this analysis (see Figure 5) were
entered into the hierarchical regression model in previous steps. Each interaction term was
entered separately in this step of the hierarchical procedure to determine its marginal effect
on variance explained (R*). Statistical data regarding these interactions among day
technicians and night nurses are reported in Tables 12 and 13, respectively. While none of
the interactions were significant among day technicians, the Job Insecurity (Globat) X Trust

in Management interaction was significant among night nurses.

Table 12

Moderated Regression Statistics for Day Technicians with
Organizational Commitment as the Dependent Variable

Interaction B t p AR?
Job Insecurity (Global) X 091 1.499 14 .008
Powerlessness
Job Insecurity (Global) X -.093 -1.543 12 .009
Trust in Management
Job Insecurity (Global) X -.043 -.700 A48 002
Procedural Fairness
Job Insecurity (Global) X | -.094 | -1.554 12 009
Perc’d Organization Support
Job Insecurity (Kuhnert) X | -.045 -.737 46 .002
Powerlessness
Job Insecurity (Kuhnert) X | -.056 -918 .36 .003
Trust in Management
Job Insecurity (Kuhnert) X -.021 -.343 73 .000
Procedural Fairness
Job Insecurity (Kuhnert) X | -.037 -.601 .55 .001
Perc’d Organization Support
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Table 13

Moderated Regression Statistics for Night Nurses with
Organizational Commitment as the Dependent Variable

Interaction B t p AR?
Job Insecurity (Global) X | -.006 -.079 94 .000
Powerlessness
Job Insecurity {Global) X 189 2.537 01 036
Trust in Management
Job Insecurity (Global) X 039 .480 .63 .001
Procedural Fairness
Job Insecurity (Global) X | .118 1.507 14 014
Perc’d Organization Support
Job Insecurity (Kuhnert)} X 054 676 .50 003
Powerlessness
Job Insecurity (Kuhnert) X 077 968 34 .006
Trust in Management
Job Insecurity (Kuhnert) X 037 452 65 001
Procedural Fairness
Job Insecurity (Kuhnert) X 066 .826 42 .004
Perc’d Organization Support

Cohen and Cohen’s (1983) graphical method was used to evaluate the nature of this
interaction. According to this procedure, the sample is divided into two subgroups—those
with trust scores one standard deviation above the mean trust score and those with trust
scores one standard deviation below the mean trust score. Separate regression analyses are
then performed to examine the job insecurity-organizational commitment relationship in

each group. The regression fines generated from this procedure are shown in Figure 6.
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Figure 6

Relationship Between Job Insecurity and Organizational Commitment
for High and Low Levels of Trust in Management
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The interaction is ordinal in nature and the slope of the low trust regression line is
twice as steep as that of the high trust regression line. Therefore, Hypothesis H5¢, which
states “Trust in management moderates the negative relationship between job insecurity and
organizational commitment such that the relationship becomes stronger when trust is low
and weaker when trust is high,” is supported among night nurses. Trust in management,
indeed, buffers the negative effect of job insecurity on organizational commitment. No
support for the moderating effects of powerlessness (Hypothesis H4c), procedural fairness

(Hypothesis H6c), and perceived organizational support (Hypothesis H7c¢) was found.
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Summary of Phase I Results

In this phase of the analysis, organizational commitment was the dependent variable.
Both the global and Kuhnert job insecurity measures were significantly related to
organizational commitment, providing general support for Hypothesis H1. Powerlessness
also was significantly related to organizational commitment, indicating support for
Hypothesis H4a. Among the situational factors, trust in management was significantly
related to organizational commitment in both samples, lending general support for
Hypothesis H5a. Perceived organizational support (POS) was significantly related to
organizational commitment only among day technicians, offering partial support for
Hypothesis H7a. Procedural fairness was not significantly related to organizational
commitment in either sample, showing a lack of support for Hypothesis H6a. Finally, the
interaction of global job insecurity and trust in management was significantly related to
organizational commitment among night nurses, providing partial support for Hypothesis
H5c. The hypothesized moderating effects of powerlessness (Hypothesis H4c), procedural
fairness {Hypothesis H6c), and perceived organizational support (Hypothesis H7¢) were not
supported.

Phase II - Organizational Citizenship Behavior

In Phase II of the analysis, the five dimensions of organizational citizenship behavior
(altruism, conscientiousness, courtesy, sportsmanship, and civic virtue) comprise the
dependent variable set. This phase of the analysis tests only part of the research model
proposed in Figure 4. The portion of the model tested in Phase II is shown in Figure 7.

Order of entry and composition of the sets of independent variables in the hierarchical set
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regression is identical to the Phase I analysis and follows Table 6 (Chapter 3). Separate
hierarchical set regressions were run at each step of the analysis for both day technicians
and night nurses. The marginal effects of entering each set of variables are presented at
each step of the analysis. Results among the day technicians and night nurses are compared

at each step of the analysis.

Figure 7

Partial Model Tested in Phase |l
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Step 1 - Demographics

The first step of the analysis involved entry of demographic or control variables,
including age, organizational tenure, and gender, as the independent variable set and the five
dimensions of organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) as the dependent variable set. The
set of demographic variables did not reach significance among day technicians (F=1.61,

df =15, 378; p <.07) or night nurses (F = 1.07; df = 15, 110, p <.39). Therefore,



147

univariate analyses of demographic variables in the set are not justified in either sample.
Despite modest relationships reported in recent reviews (e.g., Organ & Ryan, 1995), no
significant relationship was found between demographic variables and OCB in this study.

Step 2 - Job Insecurity

The next step in the analysis involved entry of the two job insecurity measures—Job
Insecurity (Global) and Job Insecurity (Kuhnert). This step provides a test of Hypothesis
H2, which states “Job insecurity is negatively associated with organizational citizenship
behavior.” The widely-used Global scale was included to provide a means to assess the
relative usefulness of the modified Kuhnert scale. The results of this step for both samples

are summarized in Table 14.

Table 14

Set Regression Statistics for Job Insecurity with OCB as the Dependent Variable

DAY TECHNICIANS (N=145)
Multivariate Statistics
F(10,270)=100 p<.44 R> =.068

NIGHT NURSES (N=48)
Multivariate Statistics
F(10,76)=264 p<.01 R*=439

Conscien Sports- Civic
Variable Statistic | Altruism | tiousness | Courtesy | manship Virtue
Job Insecurity B 146 -.024 208 097 037
{Global) t .848 -.143 1.202 615 224
D 40 .89 24 54 82
Job Insecurity B -.068 -.107 -.252 -.563 -.214
(Kuhnert) t -396 -.633 -1.455 -3.573 -1.291
p .69 53 15 .001 20
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The job insecurity set was not significant for day technicians, but it was highly
significant for night nurses. Examination of the results of univariate analyses reveal that the
strong relationship between the Kuhnert job insecurity measure and sportsmanship was
responsible for the significance of the multivariate F-test. Higher levels of job insecurity
were associated with lower supervisor ratings of sportsmanship. Also noteworthy, is the
finding that the modified Kuhnert scale, not the widely-used global job insecurity scale, is
related to OCB. Overall, these findings offer modest support for Hypothesis H2.

Step 3 - Individual Factors

In this step, the two individual factors (communal orientation and powerlessness)
were entered. This step tests two hypotheses: Hypothesis H3a, which states “Communal
orientation is positively associated with OCB” and Hypothesis H4b, which states
“Powerlessness is negatively associated with OCB,” The results of this step for both
samples are summarized in Table 15. The individual factors set was significant only among
day technicians. Communal orientation was significantly related to all OCB dimensions,
except sportsmanship. Higher levels of communal orientation among day technicians are
associated with higher levels of OCB. Due to the comprehensive nature of this relationship
across most OCB dimensions and the relative importance of day technicians in the total
sample, these findings provide moderate support for Hypothesis H3a.

Relationships between powerlessness and QCB were in the hypothesized direction,
but fell just short of statistical significance for altruism and civic virtue. While these

findings suggest a promising avenue for future research, Hypothesis H4b is not supported.
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Set Regression Statistics for Individual Factors with OCB as the Dependent Variable

DAY TECHNICIANS (N=145)

Multivariate Statistics

F(10,266)=195 p<.05 R?=.124
Conscien Sports- Civic
Variable Statistic | Altruism | tiousness | Courtesy | manship Virtue
Communal B 239 160 194 .075 195
Orientation t 2.908 1.908 2.326 881 2.406
1} 01 .05 .05 38 .01
Powerlessness B -.128 -.083 -.113 -.121 -.126
t -1.550 -.987 -1.359 -1.424 -1.551
P 12 33 18 .16 12

NIGHT NURSES (N=48)

F (10, 72) = 1.55

Multivariate Statistics

p=.14

R? = 263

Step 4 - Situational Factors

The next step in the analysis involved entry of the three situational factors (trust in

management, procedural fairness, and perceived organizational support). This step tests

three hypotheses which state that trust in management (Hypothesis HS5b), procedural

fairness (Hypothesis H6b), and perceived organizational support (Hypothesis H7b) are

positively associated with OCB. The situational factors set failed to reach significance

among day technicians (F = 1.18; df = 15, 359, p <.29) or night nurses (F=1.26;df = 15,

92, p < .24). Therefore, univariate analyses of these factors are not justified, and

Hypotheses H5b, H6b, and H7b are not supported.
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Step 5 - Interactions

The final step of the hierarchical procedure was designed to test hypotheses dealing
with the moderating effects of communal orientation (Hypothesis H3b), powerlessness
(Hypothesis H4d), trust in management (Hypothesis H5d), procedural fairness (Hypothesis
H6d), and perceived organizational support (Hypothesis H7d) on the relationship between
Job insecurity and OCB. Therefore, this step of the analysis examines interactions between
job insecurity and each of these five moderators. Because this study involves two measures
of job insecurity (the Global and Kuhnert scales), a total of 10 interactions must be tested in
each sample. Interactive effects were tested according to conventional moderated
regression procedures (cf. Cohen & Cohen, 1983), which call for the entry of an interaction
or cross-product term only after all main effect terms in the model have been partialled.

All independent variables tested in Phase II of this analysis (see Figure 7) were
entered into the hierarchical regression model in previous steps. Each interaction term was
entered separately in this step of the hierarchical procedure to determine its marginal effect
on variance explained (R?) in the set of organizational citizenship behaviors. Results of
multivariate statistical tests of the significance of each interaction among day technicians
and night nurses are reported in Tables 16 and 17, respectively. While none of the
interactions were significant among day technicians, the Job Insecurity (Global) X

Communal Orientation interaction was highly significant among night nurses (p < .01).
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Table 16

Multivariate Tests of Interactions for Day Technicians
with OCB as the Dependent Variable

Interaction F df P AR?
Job Insecurity (Global) X 1.42 5, 129 22 048
Communal Orientation
Job Insecurity (Global) X 77 5,129 .58 026
Powerlessness
Job Insecurity {Global) X 33 5,129 .89 011
Trust in Management
Job Insecurity {(Global) X 32 5,129 .90 012
Procedural Fairness
Job Insecurity (Global) X 49 5,129 78 016
Perc’d Organization Support
Job Insecurity (Kuhnert) X 1.07 5,129 38 .035
Communal Orientation
Job Insecurity (Kuhnert) X 1.64 5,129 15 055
Powerlessness
Job Insecurity (Kuhnert) X 63 5,129 68 022

Trust in Management

Job Insecurity (Kuhnert) X .68 5,129 .64 023
Procedural Fairness

Job Insecurity (Kuhnert) X 57 5,129 72 .020
Perc’d Organization Support
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Table 17

Multivariate Tests of Interactions for Night Nurses
with OCB as the Dependent Variable

Interaction F df p AR?
Job Insecurity (Global) X 3.38 5,32 .01 274
Communal Orientation
Job Insecurity (Global) X 74 5,32 .60 075
Powerlessness
Job Insecurity (Global) X 1.51 5,32 21 121
Trust in Management
Job Insecurity (Global) X 1.07 5,32 .40 110
Procedural Fairness
Job Insecurity (Global) X 1.34 5,32 27 104
Perc’d Organization Support
Job Insecurity (Kuhnert) X 1.67 5,32 17 168
Communal Orientation
Job Insecurity (Kuhnert) X 30 5,32 91 027
Powerlessness
Job Insecurity (Kuhnert) X 45 5,32 81 .043

Trust in Management

Job Insecurity (Kuhnert) X .53 5,32 75 .051
Procedural Fairness

Job Insecurity (Kuhnert) X .03 5,32 .99 .003
Perc’d Organization Support
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Univariate statistical tests were conducted to determine the nature of the Job
Insecurity (Global) X Communal Orientation interaction with respect to each of the five

dimensions of OCB. Results of this analysis are shown in Table 18.

Table 18

Univariate Tests of Significant Interactions with the
Dimensions of OCB as the Dependent Variables

NIGHT NURSES (N=48)

Multivariate Statistics

F(532)=338 p<.01 R?>=274
Conscien Sports- Civic
Variable Statistic | Altruism | tiousness | Courtesy | manship Virtue
Job Insecurity (Global) X| B 419 325 239 203 006
Communal Orientation t 3.188 2.445 1.653 1.562 .043
p .01 05 107 13 97

The Job Insecurity (Global) X Communal Orientation interaction was strongly

related to altruism and conscientiousness. The interaction effect with courtesy fell just short

of significance based on the two-tailed significance levels reported in Table 18. This
relationship would have been significant in a one-tailed test, but the direction of the
relationship is not as hypothesized. Cohen and Cohen’s (1983) graphical method,
previously described in the Phase I analysis, was used to evaluate the nature of both
significant interactions. Regression lines generated by this procedure for the interactive

effect of job insecurity and communal orientation on altruism are shown in Figure 8.
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Figure 8

Relationship Between Job Insecurity and Centered Altruism Scores
for High and Low Levels of Communal Orientation
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The interaction is disordinal in nature (i.e., the slopes of the regression lines have
opposite signs) indicating that nurses high in communal orientation respond to job insecurity
with increased altruism, while those low in communal orientation respond to job insecurity
with decreased altruism. Hypothesis H3b states “Communal orientation moderates the
negative relationship between job insecurity and OCB such that the relationship becomes
stronger when communal orientation is low and weaker when communal orientation is
high.” This hypothesis is partially supported because the negative relationship between job
insecurity and altruism is, indeed, stronger when communal orientation is low. It is not

supported when communal orientation is high, because the negative relationship between
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job insecurity and altruism does not become weaker, as hypothesized. Instead, it changes
direction. Nevertheless, communal orientation is an important moderator of the job
insecurity-altruism relationship among night nurses,

The second significant interaction effect for the Job Insecurity (Global) X
Communal Orientation interaction involves conscientiousness. This interaction is
~ graphically depicted in Figure 9. This interaction is also disordinal in nature. The
relationship indicates that nurses high in communal orientation respond to job insecurity
with increased conscientiousness, while those low in communal orientation respond to job
insecurity with decreased conscientiousness. Hypothesis H3b, as stated above, is partially
supported because the negative relationship between job insecurity and conscientiousness is,
indeed, stronger when communal orientation is low. It is not supported when communal
onentation is high, because the negative relationship between job insecurity and
conscientiousness does not become weaker, as hypothesized. Instead, it changes direction.
Nevertheless, communal orientation is an important moderator of the job insecurity-
conscientiousness relationship among night nurses.

Overall, partial support was found for only one of the hypothesized moderators of
the job insecurity-OCB relationship—communal orientation (Hypothesis H3b). No support
for the moderating effects of powerlessness (Hypothesis H4d), trust in management
(Hypothesis H5d), procedural fairness (Hypothesis H6d), and perceived organizational

support (Hypothesis H7d) was found.
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Figure 9

Relationship Between Job Insecurity and Centered Conscientiousness
Scores for High and Low Levels of Communal Orientation

10 +
High Communal

2 Orientation
o
» 5
R
Q
@
=
@
© ol
¢
@
3
E -5 4 Low Communal
0 Orientation
2
(=]
o

-10 : —— 4 :

3 35 4 45 5
Global Job Insecurity

Low CO: Conscientiousness = 13.76 + -3.45 (Job Insecurity)
High CO: Censcientiousness = -10.64 + 3.38 (Job Insecurity)

Summary of Phase Il Results

In this phase of the analysis, OCB was the dependent variable. The Kuhnert job
insecurity measure was strongly related to sportsmanship among night nurses, providing
partial support for Hypothesis H2, Communal orientation was significantly related to four
of the five dimensions of OCB among day technicians, indicating moderate support for
Hypothesis H3a. Powerlessness was not significantly related to OCB in either sample,
showing a lack of support for Hypothesis H4b, Hypotheses dealing with the relationship
between situational factors and OCB (Hypotheses H5b, H6b, and H7b) were also

unsupported. Finally, partial support for the moderating effects of communal orientation on
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the job insecurity-OCB relationship (Hypothesis H3b) was obtained among night nurses,
The hypothesized moderating effects of powerlessness (Hypothesis H4d), trust in
management (Hypothesis H5d), procedural faimess (Hypothesis H6d), and perceived

organizational support (Hypothesis H7d) were not supported.

Summary of Statistical Tests and Hypothesis Qutcomes

Collectively, findings in Phase I and Phase II of this analysis offer moderate support
for the social exchange model of job insecurity proposed in this study. While some support
was found for most of the hypothesized relationships involving organizational commitment
in Phase I of the analysis, fewer hypotheses involving organizational citizenship behavior
were supported in Phase IT of the analysis. A summary of the outcomes of hypothesis tests

for each research hypothesis in this study is provided in Table 19.

Chapter Summary

This chapter provided a detailed review of the study results. First, descriptive
statistics and correlation matrices for both the day technician and night nurse samples were
presented. Then, an extensive review of the results of two phases of hierarchical set
regression, used to test study hypotheses, was provided. Phase I involved hypotheses in
which organizational commitment was the dependent variable and Phase II involved
hypotheses in which organizational citizenship behavior was the dependent variable. The

chapter closed with a summary of the outcomes of all hypothesis tests.
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Table 19

Summary of Tests of Hypotheses

Hypothesis Results

H1: Job insecurity is negatively associated with organizational commitment. S

H2: Job insecurity is negatively associated with organizational citizenship behavior. PS

H3a: Communal orientation is positively associated with organizational citizenship S
behavior.
H3b: Communal orientation moderates the negative relationship between job PS

insecurity and organizational citizenship behavior such that the relationship
becomes stronger when communal orientation is low and weaker when
communal orientation is high.

H4a: Powerlessness is negatively associated with organizational commitment. S

H4b: Powerlessness is negatively associated with organizational citizenship behavior. NS

H4c: Powerlessness moderates the negative relationship between job insecurity and NS
organizational commitment such that the relationship becomes stronger when
powerlessness is high and weaker when powerlessness is low.

H4d: Powerlessness moderates the negative relationship between job insecurity and NS

organizational citizenship behavior such that the relationship becomes stronger
when powerlessness is high and weaker when powerlessness is low.

HS5a: Trust in management is positively associated with organizational commitment. S

H5b: Trust in management is positively associated with organizational citizenship NS
behavior.

H5c¢: Trust in management moderates the negative relationship between job PS

insecurity and organizational commitment such that the relationship becomes
stronger when trust is low and weaker when trust is high.

H5d: Trust in management moderates the negative relationship between job NS
insecurity and organizational citizenship behavior such that the relationship
becomes stronger when trust is low and weaker when trust is high.
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Table 19 (continued)

Summary of Tests of Hypotheses

Hypothesis Results

Ho6a: Procedural fairness is positively associated with organizational commitment. NS

H6b: Procedural fairness is positively associated with organizational citizenship NS
behavior.

Héc: Procedural fairness moderates the negative relationship between job insecurity NS
and organizational commitment such that the relationship becomes stronger
when fairness is low and weaker when fairness is high.

H6d: Procedural fairness moderates the negative relationship between job insecurity NS
and organizational citizenship behavior such that the relationship becomes
stronger when fairness is low and weaker when fairness is high.

H7a: Perceived organizational support is positively associated with organizational PS
commitment.
H7b: Perceived organizational support is positively associated with organizational NS

citizenship behavior.

H7c: Perceived organizational support moderates the negative relationship between NS
job insecurity and organizational commitment such that the relationship
becomes stronger when support is low and weaker when support is high.

H7d: Perceived organizational support moderates the negative relationship between NS
job insecurity and organizational citizenship behavior such that the relationship
becomes stronger when support is low and weaker when support is high.

S = Supported
PS = Partially Supported
NS = Not Supported



CHAPTER 5

EVALUATION OF RESULTS

This chapter is devoted to a discussion of the results of the study. It begins with an
explanation of the study results. A discussion of the theoretical contributions and practical
implications of the study follows. Next, the methodological and theoretical limitations of
the study are examined. The chapter closes by presenting a revised version of the research

model and by exploring promising directions for future research.

Discussion of Results

The purpose of this study was to test the proposed social exchange model of job
insecurity presented in Figure 4. Specifically, this study examined the direct and moderated
relationships between job insecurity and the social exchange outcomes of organizational
commitment and organizational citizenship behavior (OCB). The study also evaluated the
direct relationships between the individual and situational moderators specified in the model
and social exchange outcomes. Most of the hypotheses involving direct relationships with
social exchange outcomes were supported. Moreover, the moderating effects of communal
orientation and trust in management on the job insecurity-social exchange outcomes
relationship were partially supported. The full model explained 58 percent of the variance
in organizational commitment, but only a small portion of the variance in the organizational

citizenship behaviors of altruism (14%), conscientiousness (9%), courtesy (16%),
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sportsmanship (17%), and civic virtue (9%). The relatively small amount of variance
accounted for in OCB is common among other studies of OCB found in the literature {(e.g.,
Moorman, 1991; Konovsky & Pugh, 1994; Podsakoff et al., 1990; Podsakoff, et al., 1996).

A discussion of the primary findings of this study follows.

Demographics

Demographic or control variables were included in this study primarily to control for
extraneous sources of variance. While the set of demographic factors, including age,
organizational tenure, and gender, did not reach significance in the hierarchical set
regression analyses performed in this study, bivariate correlations indicate that age is
positively related to conscientiousness among both day technicians (see Table 7) and night
nurses (see Table 8). This suggests that older workers tend to be more conscientious than
their younger counterparts. Plausible explanations for this relationship include greater work
experience among older workers and generational differences in values, work ethic, and
work habits among these employees.

Social exchange theory offers a final explanation of these results. According to
social exchange theory (Blau, 1964; Holmes, 1981), the employee-employer relationship
develops over time from a purely economic (quid pro quo) exchange to a social exchange
relationship whereby individuals are willing to offer extraordinary benefits to exchange
partners because they trust that other parties in the exchange relationship will fairly
discharge their obligations in the long run, According to Rousseau (1989), “the longer the
relationship endures. ..the deeper the relationship the employee perceives and the broader

the array of contributions and inducements that might be involved” (p. 125). This process
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of developing deeper relationships with employers over time may predispose older workers
to engage in social exchange relationships and may explain their greater willingness to go

above and beyond the call of duty for their employer.

Job Insecurity and Social Exchange Qutcomes

Based on the research model in Figure 4, the focal relationship in this study is the
job insecurity-social exchange outcomes relationship. Due to the centrality of job insecurity
in this study, two measures of job insecurity were included—a global scale (Caplan et al.,
1975, Lim 1996) and a modified version of Kuhnert & Lahey’s (1988) job permanence

-scale. The reliability and predictive validity of the global and Kuhnert scales is of major
importance to this study. The Kuhnert scale was more reliable than the traditional global
scale, particularly among nurses. Moreover, it was more strongly related to both
organizational commitment and OCB than the global scale. Thus, the modified Kuhnert
scale may offer some improvement over the global scale in assessing the threat of job loss.
Another important aspect of the study results concerns the nature of the threat to
job continuity. Obviously, the effects of job insecurity are strongest when employees are
facing an acute threat of job loss. Unfortunately, due the sensitive nature of the topic and
the secrecy that often shrouds workforce reductions, such investigations are rarely found in
the literature (Jacobson & Hartley, 1991). This study provides a notable exception by
offering a rare glimpse into an organization on the verge of a 20% reduction in force.
Comparison of mean scores on the global job insecurity scale (Caplan et al., 1975) in this
study with mean scores on the same scale found in other studies indicates that the threat of

job loss in the present study was intense. Ashford et al. (1989) reported a mean score of
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2.45 among a sample of hygienists, auditors, and nurses working in relatively stable
organizations. Caplan and his colleagues {Caplan et al., 1975) reported a mean score of
2.73 in a sample of over 2,000 employees in a variety of jobs across many diverse
organizations. A somewhat higher level of job insecurity {2.90) was reported by Lim
(1996) among a sample of recent MBA graduates. The highest mean score (3.01) was
reported by Schweiger and Lee (1993) who surveyed manufacturing employees who were
facing the acute threat of plant closure due to a merger with another company. The mean
job insecurity score in the present study was considerably higher (3.39) indicating that the
employees in this study were, indeed, facing an acute threat of job loss.

The results of the study offer moderate support for the hypothesized relationship
between job insecurity and social exchange outcomes. Job insecurity is strongly related to
organizational commitment and, to a lesser extent, OCB. The modified Kuhnert scale was
more strongly related to organizational commitment than the global scale. Correlations
between the Kuhnert scale and organizational commitment among day technicians and night
nurses were -.34 and -.64, respectively. These correlations, are generally higher than those
observed in the literature. The improved reliability and predictive validity of the modified
Kuhnert scale and the acute threat of job loss faced by employees in this study may be partly
responsible for this finding. These findings add to a growing body of empirical research
demonstrating that job insecurity is associated with psychological withdrawal or reduced
commitment to the organization (e.g., Greenhalgh, 1979; Brockner et al., 1987; Ashford et

al., 1989; Borg & Elizur, 1992; Van Vuuren et al., 1991; Schweiger & Lee, 1993;
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Rosenblatt & Ruvio, 1996). Generally, the results of this study support the notion that
reduced organizational attachment is a likely response to job insecurity.

An interesting finding is the strong correlation between job insecurity and
organizational commitment found among night nurses (r = -.64). Surprisingly, this
correlation is nearly twice as strong as that observed among day technicians (r=-34). One
explanation for this finding lies in differences in the work environment faced by these
employees. Day technicians have greater access to unit RN’s and unit managers who attend
regular meetings with administrative staff during the day. Night nurses report to a single
night shift manager who is isolated from hospital administration at ni ght. Therefore, lack of
communication, which exacerbates negative reactions among employees during times of
organizational upheaval (Greenhalgh, 1991), may explain this finding.

Another explanation, offered in a study by Rosenblatt and Ruvio (1996), is that
professional employees have higher expectations of secure employment than lower level
employees. Higher expectations cause them to react more strongly when job security is
threatened. This explanation is consistent with the literature on psychological contracts
(Rousseau, 1989; Robinson & Rousseau, 1994; Wiesenfeld & Brockner, 1993), which
suggests that violations of the psychological contract lead employees to psychologically
withdraw from the organization. Because job security is more likely to be an expectation or
component of their psychological contract with the organization, night nurses can be
expected to react more strongly to a given level of job insecurity.

The relationship between job insecurity and organizational citizenship behavior

(OCB) was significant for sportsmanship. This relationship was significant only for the
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Kuhnert scale and not the global job insecurity scale. A strong relationship between job
insecurity and supervisor ratings of sportsmanship was found among night nurses (r = -.51).
This relationship was not significant among day technicians. One explanation for the strong
relationship among night nurses is that sportsmanship can be viewed as a measure of the
extent to which one complains about circumstances. Items in the sportsmanship scale refer
to a person being the “squeaky wheel,” making “mountains out of molehills,” complaining
over trivial matters, and finding fault with the organization. Since they are licensed
healthcare providers, night nurses may feel greater freedom to express their di spleasure with
circumstances in the workplace. Moreover, the opportunity for supervisors to observe
these behaviors may be greater for night nurses who are highly visible in their work as
compared to day technicians who spend most of their time working directly with patients.

It is not surprising that employees who feel insecure in their jobs will curtail at least
some organizational citizenship behaviors. This is consistent with social exchange theory
and the literature on psychological contracts. Job insecurity will cause employees to
psychologically withdraw and to curtail activities that will not further threaten their job
security. Findings in this study reveal that some forms of OCB are more likely to be
curtailed in response to job insecurity than others. Poor sportsmanship may have been
viewed by night nurses as a relatively safe reaction to job insecurity.

Several scholars (Graham, 1991; Morrison, 1994; Van Dyne et al., 1994; Williams
& Anderson, 1991) have argued strongly that the boundary between prescribed in-role
behaviors and discretionary extra-role behaviors or citizenship behaviors is not as clearly

delineated as Organ (1988, 1990) has suggested. These researchers claim that citizenship
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behavior is in the eye of the beholder. Healthcare workers, by virtue of their close contact
with patients, are more likely to view helping behaviors (altruism), conscientiousness, and
courtesy toward others as prescribed in-role behaviors. These employees may fear that any
curtailment of these activities will be viewed as a reduction in performance that will further
jeopardize their future in the organization. Sportsmanship, on the other hand, is more
discretionary in nature and less likely to be viewed as in-role behavior by employees and
supervisors. This behavior, which may be curtailed with little risk to the employee, may be
the most likely behavioral manifestation of job insecurity among healthcare workers. Poor
sportsmanship (complaining) is a natural response to job insecurity that poses little risk to
employees in a hospital setting.

Collectively, the results of this study provide some support for the basic tenets of
the social exchange model of job insecurity proposed in Figure 4. The apparent violation of
the employer’s obligation to provide secure employment may, in fact, disrupt the social
exchange relationship between employee and employer leading previously committed
employees to psychologically withdraw from the organization and formerly devoted

employees to curtail some citizenship behaviors.

Individual Factors

The direct and moderating effects of two individual factors were assessed in this
study-—communal orientation and powerlessness. First, the direct relationships of these
variables with social exchange outcomes are discussed, then their moderating effects on the

job insecurity-social exchange outcomes relationship are discussed.
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As hypothesized, communal orientation had a significant positive relationship with
organizational citizenship behavior (OCB). It was significantly related to all OCB
dimensions, except sportsmanship, among day technicians who represent the majority of
subjects in the study. This finding is noteworthy because this study may be the first to
demonstrate a significant link between communal orientation and OCB. Moreover, these
results confirm Clark et al.’s (1987) claim that individuals who are high in communal
orientation are more willing to help others. In fact, the strongest relationship between
communal orientation and OCB involved altruism (helping behaviors). These results
suggest that further investigation of the communal orientation-OCB relationship is justified.

Powerlessness was strongly related to organizational commitment, but it was not
significantly related to OCB. Study results clearly demonstrate that powerlessness has a
strong negative relationship with organizational commitment. In fact, powerlessness was
more strongly related to organizational commitment in this study than job insecurity. The
feeling of powerlessness may be amplified during times of organizational upheaval because
management often denies workers control just when they need it most by withholding
information and ignoring input from workers (Greenhalgh & Sutton, 1991). Since human
beings share a common desire to control their environment (Bandura, 1982; Seligman,
1975; Sutton & Kahn, 1987), powerlessness, which entails the lack of control over work-
related events, may indicate a serious violation of relational psychological contracts. Such a
violation triggers a shift away from social exchange and a relational psychological contract

between employee and employer toward a more calculative, economic exchange and a



168

transactional psychological contract (Parks & Kidder, 1994). This shift leads committed
employees to psychologically withdraw from the organization.

The lack of significant findings regarding the relationship between powerlessness
and OCB was unexpected. One explanation for this lack of findings lies in recent work by
Stassen (1994), who identified two alternative strategies for coping with powerlessness.
Some may take action to gain control over the situation (control coping) while others may
attempt to escape or avoid the situation (escape coping). While some researchers suggest
that responses to organizational upheaval are primarily passive or escapist in nature (e.g.,
Jacobson, 1987, Roskies et al., 1988; Fried et al., 1996), little is know about how
employees cope with chronic powerlessness. Stassen (1994) presented evidence that
powerlessness is actually associated with control coping in acute settings. Employees in the
present study have experienced powerlessness in the face of state-mandated job cuts several
times in recent years. These employees, by virtue of their experience with chronic
powerlessness, may have adopted a variety of coping strategies. Employees adopting a
control coping strategy may engage in some forms of OCB, like altruism, conscientiousness,
and courtesy, to support coworkers and to protect them from what they view as a threat
from the organization. Therefore, powerlessness may be associated with increased levels of
OCB in some cases.

In terms of moderating effects, only communal orientation was a significant
moderator of the job insecurity-social exchange outcomes relationship. Specifically,
communal orientation moderated both the job insecurity-altruism and the job insecurity-

conscientiousness relationship among night nurses. The nature of these interactions is
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graphically depicted in Figures 8 and 9. Both interactions are disordinal. Night nurses who
are high in communal orientation respond to increased job insecurity with increased altruism
and conscientiousness. While this reaction may seem unusual, Brockner and his associates
(Brockner, Grover, Reed, and Dewitt, 1992) noted that some employees may actually work
harder at moderate levels of job insecurity in hopes that their efforts may protect them from
job loss. Because employees who are high in communal orientation have a strong desire to
meet the needs of others (Clark et al., 1987), increased altruism and conscientiousness are
likely avenues for increased work effort.

Night nurses who are low in communal orientation, by contrast, respond to
increased job insecurity with decreased altruism and conscientiousness. Since these nurses
have less concern for the needs of others, they are more likely to give in to the natural
tendency to curtail citizenship behaviors in the face of job insecurity.

The lack of a significant interaction effect for powerlessness is unexpected.
Powerlessness was specified as a moderator of the job insecurity-social exchange outcomes
relationship in this study so that its effects could be assessed separately, as suggested by
Jacobson (1991), rather than as a component of a composite job insecurity index consisting
of powerlessness and job insecurity as recommended by Greenhalgh and Rosenblatt (1984).
This approach was taken because previous studies indicated that powerlessness was weakly
correlated with job insecurity and, thus, not an appropriate component of such a composite
job insecurity index (Ashford et al., 1989; Rosenblatt & Ruvio, 1996). Results in the
present study, however, revealed a strong correlation between powerlessness and the

modified Kuhnert job insecurity measure (r = 46). This supports Greenhalgh and
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Rosenblatt’s (1984) formulation of the job insecurity construct and suggests that
powerlessness may, in fact, be a dimension of job insecurity. Furthermore, this finding
indicates that a composite index of job insecurity comprised of the Kuhnert job insecurity
measure and the powerlessness scale used in this study may be quite useful in predicting

social exchange outcomes.

Situational Factors

The direct and moderating effects of three situational factors were assessed in this
study—trust in management, procedural faimess, and perceived organizational support
(POS). First, the direct relationships of these variables with social exchange outcomes are
discussed, then their moderating effects on the job insecurity-social exchange outcomes
relationship are discussed.

As hypothesized, trust in management and POS were strongly related to
organizational commitment. These results are consistent with other studies reporting a
strong positive relationship between trust and organizational commitment (see Mayer,
Davis, & Schoorman, 1995 for a review) and between POS and organizational commitment
(Eisenberger, et al., 1986; Eisenberger et al., 1990; Shore & Tetrick, 1991; Shore &
Wayne, 1993). The lack of significant findings for procedural fairess was unexpected.
One explanation for this finding concerns the referent in the scales used to assess the
situational factors.

The referent in the trust scale was top management (hospital administrators,
managers, and directors), and the referent in the POS scale was the organization as a whole,

In the procedural fairness scale, the referent was the employee’s immediate supervisor.
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Examination of the correlation matrices in Tables 7 and 8 reveal that mean scores for both
trust and POS were relatively low (below the scale midpoint) while mean scores for fairness
were considerably higher (above the scale midpoint), This indicates that employees
maintained a relatively positive view of their immediate supervisors while they generally
distrusted top management and felt the organization was not concerned with their well-
being.

Negative appraisals of top management and the organization can be expected during
downsizing because top management represents the organization to its employees and is
called upon to initiate job cuts during downsizing (Greenhalgh & Sutton, 1991). Immediate
supervisors, on the other hand, may be viewed by their subordinates as simply carrying out
orders from top management. Thus, top management and the organization itself, not the
immediate supervisor, may be viewed as the source of the violation of psychological
contract that prompts psychological withdrawal or reduced organizational commitment. As
a result, employees may react more strongly to feelings of mistrust toward top management
and poor organizational support than to perceptions of supervisor fairess during
downsizing.

Contrary to expectations, none of the situational factors were significantly related to
organizational citizenship behavior (OCB). The lack of significant findings may be due, in
part, to the analytical technique used in this study. Some of the situational factors are
significantly correlated with other variables entered earlier in the hierarchical set regression.
Specifically, trust in management and POS were strongly correlated with job insecurity and

powerlessness. Therefore, any variance in OCB shared by these variables was partialled out
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before the situational factors set was entered into the hierarchical set regression,
Consequently, little variance in OCB remained by the time the situational factors were
entered into the analysis. The correlation matrices in Tables 7 and 8 suggest that modest
relationships with OCB may have been found for trust in management and fairness if these
variables were entered earlier in the hierarchy. Cohen and Cohen (1983) acknowledge this
shortcoming of hierarchical set regression, but stress that the researcher must adhere to an a
priori hierarchy based on theory in conducting the analysis. This approach was followed in
the present study.

In terms of moderating effects, only trust in management emerged as a significant
moderator of the job insecurity-social exchange outcomes relationship, Specifically, trust in
management moderated the job insecurity-organizational commitment relationship among
night nurses. The nature of this interaction is graphically depicted in Figure 6. As
hypothesized, trust in management buffers the negative relationship between job insecurity
and organizational commitment. The detrimental effects of job insecurity on organizational
commitment were minimized when nurses felt management was trustworthy.

This finding is consistent with social exchange theory, which states that trust is a
critical determinant of relational contracts and social exchange (Blau, 1964; Holmes, 1981;
Rousseau & Parks, 1993). Since strong relational contracts are more resilient and tolerant
of the short-term inequities and injustices that occur in the workplace (Folger, 1986;
Rousseau & Parks, 1993, Parks & Kidder, 1994), employees with high levels of trust in
their employer may remain committed to the organization even when they feel business

conditions may pose a threat to the continuity of their jobs. Conversely, lack of trust in
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one’s employer intensifies the negative effects of job insecurity on organizational
commitment. This study demonstrates that maintaining high levels of trust among
employees may be an employer’s best line of defense against the inevitable effects of job

insecurity.

Theoretical Contributions and Im plications for Practice

Results of this study have implications for both theory and practice, Theoretical

contributions include a new model of job insecurity, the investigation of several previously
unexplored relationships, and improvements in the measurement of constructs relating to
job insecurity. Since the study was conducted in an organization on the verge of a major
workforce reduction, it also has profound implications for practicing supervisors and
managers who are likely be called upon to manage a reduction in force at some point in
their careers. Findings of this study suggest several appropriate responses for dealing with
the inevitable effects of job insecurity. A discussion of the theoretical contributions of the

study is followed by an examination of the implications for practice.

Theoretical Contributions

This study extends theory by introducing and testing a new model of job insecurity.
The social exchange model of job insecurity proposed in this study provides a new
perspective that opens the door to the investigation of unexplored relationships in the study
of job insecurity. Borrowing from social exchange theory (Blau, 1964, Holmes, 1981) and
the literature on psychological contracts (Schein, 1980; Rousseau, 1989; Rousseau & Parks

3

1993, Parks & Kidder, 1994), the model provides a framework for assessing the direct and
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moderated effects of job insecurity on vital social exchange outcomes. It offers an
alternative to the dated stress (Jacobson, 1985) and organizational (Greenhalgh &
Rosenblatt, 1984) models of job insecurity.

Several aspects of this study contribute to the theoretical development of the study
of job insecurity. First, this study provides a rare glimpse into the effects of job insecurity in
an environment where an acute threat of job loss exists. Such studies are seldom seen in the
literature due to the emotional nature of the topic and the secrecy that often shrouds
workforce reductions. Data collection in this study occurred within a month of a major
workforce reduction. The study is also unique in that it provides the first investigation of
job insecurity among healthcare workers in a mental health hospital.

Secondly, this study provides the first known test of the relationship between job
insecurity and organizational citizenship behavior. Study findings offer the first evidence
that reduced organizational citizenship behavior may be a behavioral manifestation of job
insecurity. These findings offer further evidence that the distinction between prescribed in-
role behavior and discretionary extra-role behavior may vary across people, jobs, and
organizations {Graham, 1991). Healthcare workers in this study, who may have regarded
altruism, conscientiousness, and courtesy as in-role behavior, reacted to job insecurity by
curtailing more discretionary citizenship behaviors, like sportsmanship.

A third contribution involved the discovery of important individual and situational
moderators of the job insecurity-social exchange outcomes relationship that had not been
previously examined. A test of the direct effects of communal orientation provided the first

evidence that communal orientation is related to organizational citizenship behavior.
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Communal orientation also emerged as a significant individual difference moderator,
suggesting that employees who are high in communal orientation react differently to job
insecurity than do those who are low in communal orientation. Trust in management
emerged as a significant situational moderator that buffered the negative effects of job
insecurity on organizational commitment. These findings are important to the study of job
insecurity because few moderators of the job insecurity-work outcomes relationship have
been identified in the literature.

Finally, this study provides a useful new measure of job insecurity. The new eight-
item scale, derived from Kuhnert and Lahey’s (1988) 11-item Job Permanence Scale,
proved to be a more reliable measure and was more strongly related to social exchange
outcomes than the popular global scale developed by Caplan et al, (1975). This scale,
which more directly assesses the severity of the threat of job loss, was strongly correlated
with a measure of powerlessness (r=46). The strong relationship between these two
measures supports Greenhalgh and Rosenblatt’s (1984) claim that job insecurity and
powerlessness should be multiplicatively combined to form a composite index of job
insecurity. Findings of this study suggest that the proposed social exchange model of job
insecurity could be enhanced by treating powerlessness as a component of such a composite

job insecurity index rather than as an individual difference moderator.

Implications for Practice

For practitioners, this study offers valuable insight into the hidden costs of job
insecurity and provides some hope for mitigating these effects. Previous research, which

found no significant relationship between job insecurity and traditional measures of in-role
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performance, did not consider the more likely consequences of job insecurity on
discretionary, extra-role aspects of performance, like organizational citizenship behaviors.
This study reveals some of the hidden costs of job insecurity that may offer a partial
explanation for the lack of productivity gains in two thirds of downsizing companies
surveyed in a recent American Management Association study (Madrick, 1995).

While the detrimental effects of job insecurity on organizational commitment are
well documented in the literature, there is little evidence to suggest that job insecurity may
actually hinder performance or organizational effectiveness. Findings in this study provide
some evidence that job insecurity is negatively related to work behavior. Although
organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) is considered to be discretionary in nature, a
decline in these behaviors may impact organizational effectiveness in two ways. First,
because the distinction between prescribed, in-role behaviors and discretionary, extra-role
behaviors may be fuzzy in the workplace {(Graham, 1991: Morrison, 1994), the
organizational citizenship behaviors tapped by the measures used in this study may be
viewed as prescribed, in-role behaviors or formal work performance by some employers,
particularly those in service industries. In this sense, a decline in OCB associated with job
insecurity may directly impact organizational effectiveness.

Secondly, even if the decline in OCB is not related to work performance as
measured by the employer, it may relate to organizational effectiveness indirectly because
OCB promotes the effective functioning of the organization (Organ, 1988); so much so,
that Katz and Kahn (1978) claim that exclusive reliance on formally prescribed in-role

behaviors will lead to the collapse of the organization. This study suggests that the hidden
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costs of job insecurity in terms of reduced commitment and QCB serve to counteract or
negate potential productivity gains expected from layoffs and workforce reductions.
Practitioners must effectively manage the job insecurity crisis if such gains are to be realized
(Greenhalgh, 1984).

The findings of this study offer practitioners some hope for mitigating the
debilitating effects of job insecurity in the workplace. First, because communal orientation
is associated with higher levels of OCB and because it tends to reverse the negative
relationship between job insecurity and OCB, practitioners must strive to maintain high
levels of communal orientation in the workplace. Since communal orientation is largely
dispositional in nature (Clark et al., 1987), this must be accomplished through the personnel
selection process. Communal orientation may be assessed by administering a work-related
personality test. The best known candidate for such testing is the 92-item Service
Orientation Scale (Hogan et al., 1984) that has been associated with high supervisor ratings
of service-related performance among nursing students, practicing nurses, clerical
employees, and truck drivers. Such a selection test will enable human resource practitioners
to hire employees with higher levels of communal orientation. Findings in the present study
suggest this practice may not only enhance performance, but it may help build a hedge of
protection against the inevitable effects of job insecurity.

Another important finding in this study indicates that employers may mitigate the
detrimental effects of job insecurity on organizational commitment by building trust among
employees. Since trust in management was found to buffer the negative effects of job

insecurity in this study, high levels of trust in management may be the best defense against
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the negative effects of job insecurity. Maintaining a high level of trust in management
through fairness, communication, and involvement with employees is, perhaps, the best
damage control strategy in today’s turbulent workplace. But, how can supervisors and
managers maintain trust during times of organizational upheaval? After a decade of
independent research in downsizing organizations, Brockner (1992) and Greenhalgh (1991)
concur that the best way to minimize the psychological damage and loss of trust inherent in
workforce reductions is to provide early notification and full information regarding job cuts,
to consistently apply a fair decision rule for determining who is laid off, to provide fair
treatment and support to layoff victims, and to provide realistic assurances of continued
employment to layoff survivors as soon as possible.

A final implication of this study for practitioners is the importance of powerlessness
in this study. Scores on the six-item powerlessness scale used in this study were strongly
associated with a variety of negative work attitudes, including low levels of trust, perceived
organizational support, and organizational commitment. Other studies involving this
measure report similar findings (e.g., Ashforth, 1989; F ried, et al., 1996; Lee & Ashforth,
1993). Employees who feel they have no control over work-related events have generally
poor work attitudes. The experience of powerlessness is particularly relevant during
periods of organizational upheaval (Greenhalgh & Sutton, 1991). Workers are denied
control when they need it most because management tends to be more secretive and seeks
less input from employees during such times (Greenhalgh, 1984). This suggests that
empowerment (sharing information, resources, and power with employees) is a key strategy

for building trust and commitment in the workforce. Supervisors and managers must make
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every effort to maintain and enhance employees’ sense of control over their work

environment, particularly in times of organizational upheaval.

Study Limitations

No single piece of research can maximize all possible dimensions of research design
and methodology (Mitchell, 1985). Therefore, conclusions drawn from any research effort
must be interpreted in light of the potential limitations of the study. The present study is
subject to several methodological and theoretical limitations. Methodological limitations
are concerned with the validity of inferences made from study data while theoretical
limitations are concerned with potential flaws in the research model itself A discussion of

the potential methodological and theoretical limitations of this study follows.

Methodological Limitations

Every research endeavor requires the researcher to make a series of tradeoffs. The
goal of sound research design is to make appropriate tradeoffs to ensure that the resulting
research design effectively addresses the research question at hand (Kerlinger, 1986). The
methodological limitations of this study are assessed in terms of the validity of inferences
made from study data. The most widely used framework for evaluating study validity was
proposed by Cook and Campbell (1979). This framework involves the assessment of four
distinct forms of validity--internal validity, statistical conclusion validity, construct validity,
and external validity. Cook and Campbell (1979) identified potential threats to each form of
validity. Unfortunately, most of these threats were more germane to experimental research

than to correlational research. Mitchell (1985) used Cook and Campbell’s framework to
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develop a checklist for evaluating the validity of correlational research. This approach is
used to evaluate the validity of the present study.
Internal Validity

Internal validity is compromised when plausible alternative explanations for the
relationships between study variables exist. The most salient threat to the internal validity
of correlational studies is the lack of control over study variables (Mitchell, 198 5). Itis
possible that some of the relationships identified in this study were influenced by spurious
variables that were not addressed in the study. The impact of these variables suggests
several plausible rival hypotheses that must be considered in interpreting study findings.

A major issue that often plagues survey research is the impact of selection. When
the participation rate is less than 100%, the possibility exists that study findings are
influenced by some factor that differs between participants and non-participants. The
likelihood of such an effect is minimal in the day technician group because participation was
relatively high (81%), and participants were very similar to non-participants in terms of age,
tenure, gender, and education. Selection bias was more likely in the night nurse group
because the participation rate was somewhat lower (66%). Nevertheless, participants and
non-participants in this sample were also quite similar in terms of age, tenure, gender, and
education. The possibility that participants and non-participants differed in terms of some
other variable not measured in the study, however, remains as a potential alternative
explanation for study findings.

A second threat to the internal validity of this study involves ambiguity about the

causal direction of the relationships identified in the study. Since this is a correlational
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study, the causal direction of relationships identified in the research model cannot be
determined. Reverse causality is a possibility for many of the significant relationships in this
study. One could argue, for example, that good organizational citizens (t.e., those who tend
to engage in organizational citizenship behaviors) are more valued by their employers and,
as a result, are less likely to feel insecure about the future of their jobs. A similar argument
could be made concerning the relationship between job insecurity and organizational
commitment. Employees who are highly committed to the organization are, by definition,
more willing to exert extra effort on behalf of the organization (Mowday et al., 1982).
Their commitment to the organization may be valued by employers who are less willing to
lay off such employees. Therefore, highly committed employees are less likely to feel
insecure about the future of their jobs.

Statistical Conclusion Validity

Sources of random error variance arising from unreliability and instability of
measures and the inappropriate use of statistical tests can also lead to false conclusions
about the covariation of independent and dependent variables. Measures used in this study
were highly reliable. All scales exceeded Nunnally and Bernstein’s (1994) standard .70.

Another potential source of measurement instability in survey research arises from
the lack of control over survey administration. This threat was minimized in this study by
the nature of survey administration. Surveys were administered by the researcher in a series
on-site meetings involving small groups of employees. Meetings were held in conference

rooms in the employees” work area to minimize distractions. Clear instructions,
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standardized measures, and a quiet environment during survey administration served to
lessen the potential for measurement instability in this study.

Several issues concerning the nature of statistical tests in this study also may affect
study validity. These include violation of the assumptions of statistical tests, inflation of
Type I error, and statistical power. This study involved a large number of intercorrelated
independent variables and several intercorrelated dependent variables. Multicollinearity
among the independent variables violates the assumptions of traditional multivariate
regression analysis. Moreover, the large number of comparisons involved in testing
relationships between the independent variables and the six dependent variables inflates
Type 1 error in regression analysis leading to significant results, for some variables, purely
by chance. As a result, statistical power with such a technique would be quite low.

The hierarchical set regression procedure used in this study addresses these
concerns. Evaluating independent and dependent variables as sets of related variables, as
described in Chapter 3, alleviates concern over multicollinearity and substantially reduces
the Type 1 error rate (Cohen & Cohen, 1983). An F-test for a set of variables must reach
significance before examination of t-statistics for individual variables is justified. This
approach significantly reduced Type I error across the study and enhanced statistical power.
A post hoc power analysis indicated acceptable statistical power, in excess of Cohen’s
(1988) standard of .80, for both samples in most analyses. Statistical power was moderate,
however, in analyses involving OCB among night nurses. Despite significant findings, these
analyses should be replicated with a larger sample of nurses in future research. Overall,

hierarchical set regression is well suited to this study not only because it provides a usefil
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framework for testing the hypotheses of this study, but because it addresses most of the
potential threats to the validity of statistical inferences in this study.

Construct Validity

According to Schwab (1980), construct validity refers to the correspondence
between a construct and the operational procedure used to measure that construct.
Construct validity is compromised in survey research by using measures that do not
adequately represent the construct of interest and by procedural shortcomings that
contaminate measures, the most serious of which is common method variance. Every effort
was made in this study to use only well-validated measures of the constructs of interest
Considerable evidence supporting the construct validity of each measure used in this study
was presented in Chapter 3. Since the study relies upon well-validated measures of study
variables, concerns over whether these measures adequately represent the intended
constructs are minimized.

Perhaps the most serious threat to construct validity in survey research is common
method variance. When independent and dependent variable measures are obtained from
the same source, any defect in that source may contaminate both measures, giving rise to
common method variance (Campbell & Fiske, 1959; Fiske, 1982). Common method
concerns are largely alleviated in this study because independent variables were obtained
from employees and organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) ratings were obtained from
a procedurally independent source—employees’ supervisors, Therefore, relationships

mvolving OCB cannot be explained by common method variance.
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Common method variance is, however, a possibility for relationships involving
organizational commitment. In this case, measures of independent variables and
organizational commitment were obtained from the same source giving rise to a special
form of common method variance called single source bias (Avolio, Yammarino, & Bass,
1991). Moreover, because these measures were obtained using self-reports, they are also
subject to mono-method bias (Cook & Campbell, 1979). Sources of mono-method bias
include consistency motif, similarity in item content, transient mood states, social
desirability, and cues in the study environment (Podsakoff & Organ, 1986).

While both forms of common method variance may pose a significant threat, their
impact was minimized in this study. Podsakoff and Organ (1986) point out that common
method variance may be addressed procedurally or statistically. Procedural safeguards in
this study include reverse wording of items in most scales to minimize consistency motif;
use of a variety of scale formats with different anchors and response categories to address
response sets, and careful selection of scales to reduce item overlap between independent
variable measures and the organizational commitment scale.

The statistical technique used in this study also mitigates the potential effects of
common method variance. Partialling of common variance in regression analysis is an
effective approach for statistical control of common method effects (Podsakoff & Organ,
1986). The hierarchical set regression technique used in this study lessens the potential
impact of common method variance on relationships between the independent variables and
organizational commitment. If common method variance among all the variables assessed

on the employee survey explained the covariance between the independent variables and
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organizational commitment, then a single general factor would account for most of the
variance between these variables. The common variance associated with such a factor
would have been partialled out after the first set of independent variables was entered into
the hierarchical analysis. As a result, little variance in organizational commitment would
remain to be explained in subsequent steps in the analysis making significant results in these
steps unlikely. Nevertheless, significant results were obtained at every step of the analysis,
including the last step in which interactions were evaluated.

The benefit of hierarchical set regression as a means of controlling common method
effects is most pronounced in tests of interaction. Pierce et al. (1993) argue that common
method effects are partialled out along with the main effects before inspection of the
interaction in hierarchical regression analysis. Therefore, the potential impact of common
method variance on relationships involving organizational commitment has been mitigated
procedurally through survey design and statistically through the use of hierarchical set
regression.

External Validity

A final methodological limitation of this study concerns its external validity. The
major issue regarding external validity is the extent to which inferences drawn from the
study may be generalized to or across times, settings, and persons (Cook & Campbell,

1979). The external validity of this study can be evaluated in terms of two broad classes of

external validity defined by Bracht and Glass (1968). These include (1) population validity,
which refers to the extent to which study findings can be generalized to a larger population,

and (2) ecological validity, which refers to the realism of the environment in which the study
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was conducted. Population validity is limited in this study because study findings are
generalizable only to the target population of healthcare workers in a hospital setting.
While the target population is rather narrow in scope, this study is among the first to
investigate job insecurity in a hospital setting. This is significant given the recent trend
toward cost control and consolidation among healthcare organizations. Despite the narrow
scope of the target population in this study, Cook and Campbell (1979) argue that external
validity is better established using a number of smaller studies focused on narrow target
populations than by a single large study which attempts to draw a representative sample
from a wide variety of populations.

Ecological validity, on the other hand, is high in this study because it provides a rare
glimpse into the nature of employee reactions to an acute threat of job loss. The
environmental conditions represented in this study were painfully realistic. Job insecurity
researchers are rarely given access to organizations on the verge of a major workforce
reduction for fear that they may tip management’s hand regarding impending layoffs. This
study is among the few documented in the literature that were conducted in an acute
setting. Thus, it satisfies Brunswick’s (1955) call for natural research in which real people
experience the phenomenon of interest in a natural setting.

Cook and Campbell (1979) acknowledge the fact that researchers must make
tradeoffs among the various types of validity in designing research. Nevertheless, they
stress that internal validity must have priority in these tradeoffs. Such is the case in the
present study. Because the experience of job insecurity is largely a contextual phenomenon

3

employee reactions depend on the nature of the threat of job loss and the extent to which
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they are protected by collective bargaining agreements, job rights, severance packages, or
early retirement incentive programs (Jacobson, 1991). Since these factors vary among
organizations and at different job levels, respondents were limited to healthcare workers in a
single organization to control for these effects. Thus, internal validity was enhanced at the
cost of reduced external validity.

Every effort has been made to minimize the effects of the potential limitations of this
study. Despite these efforts, one must acknowledge that no single study can optimize all
possible dimensions of research design and methodology (Mitchell, 1985). Tradeoffs must
be made in such a way as to ensure that the study effectively addresses the research
question and the hypotheses to be tested (Cook & Campbell, 1979; Sackett & Larson,
1991). The research design and methodology chosen for this study meets these objectives

and provides an appropriate test of the proposed social exchange model of job insecurity.

Theoretical Limitations

The study breaks out of what Daft and Lewin (1990) call the “normal science
straitjacket.” Because it tests a new model of a relatively under-researched phenomenon in
an unique environment, it can be considered a novel inquiry. Many of the relationships
specified in the social exchange model of job insecurity proposed in this study have not been
explored in the job insecurity literature. When one conducts novel research with potential
for new discovery and theory building, surprises are inevitable and desirable. Daft and
Lewin argue that if one already knows the phenomenon well enough to predict the
outcome, there is no reason to ask the question. Surprise discoveries in this study revealed

two important theoretical limitations in the research model. These limitations and the model
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revisions they suggest are discussed below. The discussion concludes by presenting a
revised version of the research model.

The first theoretical limitation of this model involves the role of powerlessness in the
proposed social exchange model of job insecurity. Results of this study indicate that
powerlessness is not a moderator of the job insecurity-social exchange outcomes
relationship as specified in the proposed research model. Instead, it is strongly correlated
with one of the job insecurity measures—the modified Kuhnert scale. This is surprising
because the relationship between powerlessness and job insecurity is very weak in other
studies (Ashford et al., 1989; Rosenblatt & Ruvio, 1996). Improved measures of both
constructs, and the fact that employees faced an acute threat of job loss, may explain the
stronger relationship. Nevertheless, this finding supports Greenhalgh and Rosenblatt’s
(1984} conceptualization of job insecurity as consisting of two dimensions—the severity of
the threat of job loss and powerlessness. According to these authors, job insecurity is best
measured using a composite index in which scores from scales tapping both dimensions are
multiplicatively combined. Since the modified Kuhnert job insecurity scale taps the severity
of the threat of job loss, it may be combined with powerlessness to form a composite index
of job insecurity. Overall, the findings of this study may suggest that powerlessness is
better represented as a component of job insecurity than as an individual difference
moderator.

A second theoretical limitation of the research model tested in this study pertains to
the situational moderators involved in the study. While the theoretical basis for expecting

trust in management, procedural fairness, and organizational support to moderate the job
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insecurity-social exchange outcomes relationship is sound, some practical issues argue
against inclusion of all these variables in the model. These variables were viewed as a set of
situational moderators because previous research had already documented that they were
related constructs that were likely to be highly intercorrelated. All three variables were
included in hopes that the study would reveal which variable was the stron ger moderator of
the job insecurity-social exchange outcomes relationship. Trust in management was so
highly correlated with POS (r = .77) that it could serve as a surrogate for POS. Thus, the
inclusion of POS in the model is redundant and may have obscured the direct and
moderating effects of trust in management and procedural fairness. In the interest of
parsimony, POS is removed from the revised model. Removal of the 17-item POS scale
also has the practical benefit of significantly shortening the employee survey.

A revised version of the social exchange model of job insecurity, incorporating the
revisions discussed above, is shown in Figure 10. According to the revised model,
powerlessness is removed as an individual difference moderator and included, along with
the severity of the threat of job loss, as a dimension of job insecurity. Powerlessness will be
replaced by other potential individual difference moderators discussed in the next section.
Situational factors include only trust in management and procedural faimess. The need to
evaluate other situational moderators in future research is also discussed in the next section.
No change is planned for social exchange outcomes in the model, but some improvements

in measurement may be required as discussed in the next section.
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Figure 10

Revised Research Model

INDIVIDUAL
FACTORS
- Communal Orientation SOCIAL EXCHANGE
- Personality Factors * OUTCOMES
Commitment:
- Organizational
PERCEIVED Commitment
JOB INSECURITY
- Severity of Threat Citizenship Behavior:
- Powerlessness - Altruism
- Courtesy
- Sportsmanship
SITUATIONAL - Conscientiousness
FACTORS - Civic Virtue

- Trust in Management
- Procedural Fairness

* Proposed for future study

Directions for Future Research

This study introduced a new perspective for examining the effects of job insecurity.
The social exchange model proposed in this study opens the door to renewed research in
the field. Future research should focus on testing, refining, and expanding the social
exchange model of job insecurity proposed in this study. Specifically, future research
should replicate the present study, explore the causes and consequences of powerlessness,
examine the dimensionality of job insecurity, search for new moderators of the job
msecurity-work outcomes relationship, investigate intervening processes in this relationship,
develop improved measures of social exchange outcomes, and expand the domain of the

proposed social exchange model.
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Replication of Present Study

This study provides the first test of the proposed social exchange model of job
insecurity. Findings pertaining to the job insecurity-OCB relationship may be of particular
interest to organizational researchers. A shortcoming of the present study is the relatively
small sample size among nurses in the study. Modest statistical power in statistical tests
involving nurses in this study may have rendered some important relationships insignificant.
Future research should replicate the present study using larger samples of healthcare
workers in downsizing hospitals. Such samples may be difficult to obtain in the presence of
an acute threat of job loss, but this study suggests that the potential for discovery may be
great for researchers who succeed in this effort.

Replications of this study should test the revised research model shown in Figure 10.
Care must be taken in determining the order in which independent variable sets are entered
into the hierarchical set regression. Based on Cohen and Cohen’s (1983) recommendation,
no set entered later in the analysis should be the presumed cause of sets entered previously.
Since the individual difference factors in Figure 10 refer only to enduring personality traits,
this set of independent variables must be entered first in the analysis--immediately after
control variables are entered. The job insecurity set should be entered next, followed by the
situational factors and, finally, the interactions. The revised research model facilitates a
more theoretically-sound order of entry.

Causes and Consequences of Powerlessness

The lack of control over work-related events or powerlessness is a powerful

determinant of negative work attitudes and outcomes (e.g., Ashforth, 1989, Fried et al.,
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1996; Lee & Ashforth, 1993). The results of this study suggest that its relationship with
work attitudes, like organizational commitment, may be amplified during downsizing
because workers are denied control and access to important information just when they
need it the most (Greenhalgh & Sutton, 1991). Yet, little is known concerning the specific
factors that cause powerlessness and its consequences for employee attitudes and behavior.
A promising avenue for future research is to examine the causes and consequences of
powerlessness in both stable and downsizing organizations. Such research should lead to
the development of models to describe the process of powerlessness. These models, in
turn, may prompt field experiments in which various interventions designed to reduce
powerlessness are evaluated.

Dimensionality of Job Insecurity

Job insecurity was considered to be a unitary construct in the social exchange model
of job insecurity tested in this study. Nevertheless, the strong correlation between job
insecurity and powerlessness in this study provides clear evidence to support the utility of
Greenhalgh and Rosenblatt’s (1984) conceptualization of job insecurity as consisting of two
dimensions--severity of threat and powerlessness. A fruitful avenue for future research is to
evaluate the dimensionality of job insecurity. Using a global job insecurity scale, which taps
the severity of the threat of job loss, and the measure of powerlessness used in this study,
researchers may examine the individual and joint effects of these dimensions of job
insecurity. Joint effects may be evaluated by multiplicatively combining these scales to form
a composite index of job insecurity. If Greenhalgh and Rosenblatt’s (1984)

multidimensional conception of job insecurity is supported, as suggested by findings in this
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study, this 14-item composite index may emerge as a useful predictor of work attitudes and
behaviors. Availability of such an improved measure may lead to the re-evaluation of
previous research involving employee reactions to job insecurity.

Moderators of the Job Insecurity-Work Qutcomes Relationship

Additional moderators of the job insecurity-work outcomes relationship remain to
be explored. The search for additional individual difference and situational moderators
offers a promising direction for future research. Among the potential individual difference
factors, personality traits may be the most appealing. Significant findings for the
moderating effects of communal orientation in this study should spark renewed interest in
personality traits as moderators of the job insecurity-work outcomes relationship. Caution
must be exercised, however, in selecting personality measures for such research. Organ
(1994) argues that personality measures reflecting a constellation of personality traits, like
communal orientation, are more powerful predictors of work attitudes and behaviors than
individual trait measures, like extroversion. Two promising individual difference
moderators are positive and negative affectivity. Like communal orientation, these
constructs reflect a host of emotional states and personality traits (Watson & Clark, 1984).
Both were strongly related to psychological distress in a study involving two companies that
were facing job cuts (Roskies et al., 1993). Future research should seek to replicate
findings regarding communal orientation and to examine the effects of positive and negative
affectivity.

Another fruitful avenue for research in this area involves the evaluation of new

situational moderators. Additional research is needed to test the moderating effects of
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social support on the job insecurity-work outcomes relationship. Early evidence provided
by Lim (1996), which indicates that social support moderates the relationship between job
insecurity and nonconforming behaviors, suggests that this may be a promising direction for
future research. Other situational factors, like leader behavior, quality of leader-member
exchange, and even job characteristics may also emerge as important moderators of the job
insecurity-work outcomes relationship. To minimize the potential effects of
multicollinearity, only situational factors that are not strongly related to job insecurity and
individual difference moderators in the model should be tested. Significant findings for
situational moderators may provide some insight as to how managers may mitigate the
negative effects of job insecurity.

Intervening Processes

The social exchange model of job insecurity proposed in Figure 1 (Chapter 1)
suggests that the intervening process linking job insecurity to social exchange outcomes lies
in the operation of psychological contracts. This intervening process rests on two major
assumptions: (1) job insecurity represents a major violation of relational psychological
contracts, and (2) violations of relational psychological contracts cause a shift from
relational contracts to transactional contracts. Yet, neither assumption has been explicitly
tested in the literature. Pioneering work by Robinson and her colleagues (e.g., Robinson et
al., 1994; Robinson & Morrison, 1995; Robinson & Rousseau, 1994) produced new
measures of transactional and relational psychological contracts and investigated the impact

of violations of such contracts. Unfortunately, the validity of these measures is not well
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established, and no studies have specifically addressed the role of job insecurity as a
violation of psychological contracts.

Future researchers may examine this intervening process by conducting longitudinal
studies in downsizing organizations. The first wave of data collection should occur before a
reduction in force is announced. Baseline measures of psychological contracts, using scales
like those developed by Robinson et al. (1994), and perceptions of specific violations of
psychological contracts should be taken at this time. One subscale of the violation of
contract measure should specifically address violations of the obligation to provide secure
employment. These measures should be administered again in subsequent waves of data
collection after the layoffis announced and after it is implemented. Comparison of data
collected at each of these time periods would provide valuable insight into the operation of
psychological contracts during downsizing,

Another potentially important intervening process in the job insecurity-work
outcomes relationship concerns the mediating role of trust. While trust in management
emerged as a significant moderator of the relationship between job insecurity and
organizational commitment in this study, its role as a mediator of the relationship between
job insecurity and work outcomes remains unexplored. Several studies demonstrate that
trust mediates relationships between work attitudes and work outcomes (e.g., Konovsky &
Pugh, 1994; Robinson & Rousseau, 1994; Robinson & Morrison, 1995), but no studies
have assessed its role as a mediator in the job insecurity-work outcomes relationship. A
particularly promising research opportunity for organizational researchers lies in

investigations of the mediating effect of trust on the job insecurity-OCB relationship.
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Measures of Social Exchange Outcomes

Measurement of social exchange outcomes emerged as an important issue in this
study. Because organizational commitment was assessed using a self-report measure,
common method variance was a concem in this study. Future research may eliminate this
problem by obtaining measures of organizational commitment from an independent source.
Because close relationships tend to develop among people over time (Holmes, 1981),
employees may be quite familiar with the work attitudes of their closest coworkers,
Therefore, peer evaluation of organizational commitment may be explored as an alternative
to self-report measures of the construct.

Additional research is also necessary to develop new measures of organizational
citizenship behavior (OCB) for healthcare workers. As previously stated in this chapter,
OCB is in the eye of the beholder. Healthcare workers, by virtue of their close contact with
patients, may not view altruism, conscientiousness, and courtesy as discretionary, extra-role
behaviors. Thus, Organ’s (1988) five-factor framework may not be as relevant among
healthcare workers as it is for employees in other occupations. Future research should
develop and test new measures of OCB that are more relevant to healthcare workers.
Overall, improved measures of social exchange outcomes should lead to the discovery of

more meaningful relationships between job insecurity and social exchange outcomes.

Domain of the Social Exchange Model
All theoretical models are based on a set of bounding assumptions that establish the
domain within which the model operates (Bacharach, 1989; Dubin, 1976). This study

represents the first test of the proposed social exchange model of job insecurity. At this
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time, the model appears to be relevant to healthcare workers facing an acute threat of job
loss. Whether the domain of the model extends beyond this setting is unknown at this time.
Future research, which tests the model in other industries and in settings where the threat of

job loss is less pronounced, is needed to expand the domain of the model,

Chapter Summary

This chapter provided an evaluation of the results of the study. First, a detailed
explanation of the results was provided. A discussion of the major theoretical contributions
of the study and its practical implications followed. The methodological limitations of the
study were then examined in terms of threats to the internal validity, statistical conclusion
validity, construct validity, and external validity of the study. A discussion of the theoretical
limitations of the study and potential flaws in the research model concluded with the
introduction of a revised version of research model Finally, the chapter closed by exploring

potential directions for future research.
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EMPLOYEE QUESTIONNAIRE



University of North Texas

College of Business Administration
Department of Management

Employee Attitude Survey
October 1997

- Dear Participant:

1truly appreciate your time and involvement in this research project, which is being conducted as part of
the requirements for me to earn my Ph.D. in Human Resource Management at the University of North
Texas. The purpose of this study is to increase our understanding of work attitudes in healthcare
institutions. Your participation in this research involves only the completion of the attached survey,
which takes about 10-15 minutes. No foreseeable risks or discomforts are expected from your
participation. Benefits from your participation in this research will help in improving the work
environment in healthcare institutions. Your honest responses to each statement are extremely
important to the success of this project. Thank you again for your time and effort.

Please read the following statement before proceeding with the survey:

If you agree to participate in this study, please sign the consent form below and comiplete the survey.
Your responses are completely confidential. No individual responses will be identified or published,
Your survey responses will remain anonymaus. All survey data will be accessible only to me and will be -
compiled and presented as group data only. Participation in this survey is voluntary. You may refuse to
participate or stop participation at any time during completion of the survey without penalty or loss of
benefits to which you are entitled. Please contact Charles Bultena, the project director, at 691-4208 if
you have any questions regarding your participation in this project, '

X agree to participate in this study by completing the attached survey.

Printed Name . Date of Birth

Signature Today's Date

Directions: The attached survey contains five sections addressing your attitudes toward your work and
this organization. It is very important that you respond honestly to every statement or question on ali
four (4) pages of this survey. Please read the instructions at the top of each section of the survey and
circle the response that best describes your opinion.

Please note that this project has been reviewed and approved by the University of North Fexas
Committee for the Protection of Human Subjects,

PO, Box 13677 » Denton, Texas 76203-6677
817/565-3140 « DFW Metro 817/267-373] « FAX 817/565-4394 « TDD 800/735-2989
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SECTION 1: YQUR PERSONAL FEELINGS ABOUT WORK AND THIS ORGANIZATION:
o o e et AROUT WORK AND THIS ORGANIZATION!

Part A: Please Indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with each of the fallowing statements by circling the appropriate
number.

' Neither .
Strongly Moderately  Slightly Disagree Slightly Moderately Strongly

Disagree Disagree Disagree norAgree Agree Agree Agree
1.1 am willing to putin a great deal of effort 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

beyond that norrnally expected in order to
help this arganization be successful.

2. 1talk up this organization to rny friends i 2 3 4 5 6 7
as a greal organization to work for.
3. I would accept almost any type of job 1 2 3 4 . 5 6 7

assignment in order to keep working for
this organization.

4.  find that my values and the 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
organization’s values are very similar,

$.1am proud o tell others that | arn part of 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
this arganization.

6. This organization really inspires the very 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
bestin me in the way of job performance.

7.1am extremely glad that | chose this 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

organization {o work for over others |
was considering at the ime { joined.

8. I really care about the fate of this 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
arganization.
9. For me this is the best of alj possible 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

organizations for which to work.

Part B: Please indicate how much You agree or disagree with each of the following statements about yourself or your
personal beliefs by circling the appropriate number.

Strongly Neither Agree Strongly
Disagree  Disagree NorDisaqree Agree  Agree
1. When making a decision, | take other people’s needs 1 2 3 4 5
and feelings into account,
2. F'm not especially sensitive to other peaple’s feelings. 1 2 3 4 5
3. | don’t consider myself to be a particularly helpful person. 1 2 3 4 5
4. | believe people shouid go out of their way fo be helpful, 1 2 3 4 S
$. | don't especially enjoy giving others aid. 1 2 3 4 5
6. | often go out of my way to help another person. 1 2 3 4 5
7. I believe it's besf not to getinvolved taking care of 1 2 3 4 5
people’s personal needs,
8. I'm not the sort of person who often comes o the aid of others. 1 2 3 4 $
9. When peopls get emotionally upset, I tend to avoid them. 1 2 3 4 5
10. Peaple should keep their roubles to themselves, 1 2 3 4 5
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SECTION 2; YOUR EVALUATION OF YOUR WORK ENVIRONMENT

Rart A: Looking to your future in this organization, how certain are you about each of the following statements,
Circle the appropriate number beside each statement,

Somewhat  AlLittle  Somewhat Fairly Very

Uncertaln _Uncertain Certaln __. Certain _Certain
: - e e LAIN_ Certaln
1. How certain are yau about what your future career picture 1 2 3

4 5

laoks like?

2. How certaln ars you of the opportunities for promotion and 1 2 3 4 5
advancement which will exist in the next few years?

3. How certain are you about whether your Job skills will be of 1 2 3 4 5
use and value five years from now?

4. How certain are you about what your responsibilitios will be 1 2 3 4 5
six months from now?

S. How certain are you that you will not be laid off from your job 1 2 3 4 5
in the next few years?

6. How certain are you about your Job security with your present 1 2 3 4 5

arganization?

Part B: Think about the future of your job in this organization. Circle the appropriate number beslde each statement to
indicate the extent to which you agree or disagres with the statement.

Strongly Neither Agree . Strongly
) Disagree Disagree Nor Disagree Anree Agree .
1. I'm not really sure how long my Job will last, 1 2 3 : 4 5
2.1'm concerned about the possibility of losing my job. 1 2 3 4 5
3. Itis very unlikely that my Job will be tesminated. 1 2 3 4 5
4.} can keep my job here for as long as | want it 1 2 3 4 5
§. I tan be sure of my job as long as f da good waork. 1 2 3 4 5
6. If my present job were phased oul, management would 1 2 3 4 5
try to find me another position In this organization,
7. Management is planning a staff reduction. 1 2 3 4 5
8.1 believe my job is secure, ' 1 2 3 4

Part C: Indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements by circling the appropriate number.,

Strangly Nelther Agree Strongly
Disagree  Disagree  Nor Disagree Agree Agree
1. My impact on what happens at work is very large. 1 2 3 4 5
2.1 have a great deal of control over how things are done. 1 2 3 4 5
3. No matter what | do, nothing seems to have an effect, 1 2 3 4 5
4. I have little influence over what happens around here. 1 2 3 4 5
5. There is very little | can do to change things at work, 1 2 3 4 5
6.l do not have enough power {6 make any real changes, ] 2 3 4 5
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SECTION 3: YOUR EVALUATION OF YOUR PRESENT JOB

Part A: This section deals with how you feel about the people whoe manage this organization, The word “management”
refers ta the administrators, managers, and directors of this organization as a whole,

Indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following statements by circling the appropriate number.

Strongly Nelther Agree - Strongly
isagree -Disagrea Nor Disagree Agree Agree

1.t am not sure | fully trust management. 1 2 3 4 §
2, Management is open and upfront with me. 1 2 3 4 5
3.1 believe management has high integrity, 1 2 3 4 5
4. In general, | believe management's motives and 1 2 3 4 5

intentions are good.
§. Management s not atways honest and truthful, 1 2 3 4 5
6. 1 don't think management treats me falrly. 1 2 3 4 5
7.1 can expect management to treat me ina consistent 1 2 3 4 5

and predictable fashion.

Part B: The following questions ask about your overall refationship with your current supervisor. The word *supervisor”
refers to the person to whom you report direclly, regardless of the person’s actual title,

Think of recent decisions made by your supervisor, Indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the
following statements by circling the appropriate number,

Strongly Neither Agree + Strongly
Disagree  Disagree Nor Disagree -Agree  Aqree
1. My supervisor treats me politely. 1 2 3 4 5
2. My supervisor shows concern for my rights. 1 2 3 4 5
3. My supervisor gets the information needed to make a 1 2 3 4 5
good decision,
4. My supervisor brings issues into the open so problems 1 2 3 4 5
can be solved.
5. My supervisor is honest in what he/she says to me, 1 2 3 4 5
8. My supervisor allows me to stale my views, 1 2 3 4 5
7. My supervisor gives a greal deal of consideration to 1 2 3 4 5
my views when he/she makes a decision,
8. My supervisor gives me a great deal of contro} over 1 2 3 4 5
decisions that affect me.

ADDITIONAL QUESTIONS ON THE NEXT PAGE o » w
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SECTION 4: YOUR FEELINGS CONCERNING SUPPORT RECEIVED FROM THIS ORGANIZATION: Please indicate
how strongly you agree or disagree with each of the following statements by circling the appropriate number,
Neither.
Strongly Moderately Slightly Disagree Slightly Maderately Strongly
Disagree Disagres Disagres norAgree Agree  Agree Agree
2 3 4

1. The organization values my contribution 1 5 6 7
to its weill-being. .

2. If the organization could hire someone else 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
{0 replace me at a lower salary it would do so.

3. The organization fails to appreciate any 1 2 3 -4 5 6 7
exlra effort from me.

4. The organization strongly considers my 1 2 3 4 5 & 7
goals and values. .

5. The organization would ignore any 1 2 3 4 5 & 7
complaint fram me.

6. The organization disregards my best 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Interests when it makes decisions that
affect me. .

7. Help is available from the organization 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
when | have a problem,

8. The organization really cares about my 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
well-being.

9. The crganization is willing to extend itself 1 2 _ 3 4 5 ] 7

in order to help me perform my job to the
tiest of my ability.

10. Even if | did the best job possible, the 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
organization weuld fail to notice me. _

1. The organization is willing to heip me 1 2 3 4 $ 6 7
when | need a special favar.

12. The organization cares about my 1 2 3 4 5 & 7
general salisfaction at work.

13. If given the opportunity, the organization 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
wauld take advantage of me. :

14. The organization shows very litde 1 2 -3 4 5 6 7
concern for me.

15. The organization cares about rmy opinions. 1 2 3 4 § 6

16. The organization takes pride in my 1 2 3 4 5 [ 7
accomplishments at work.

17. The organization tries to make my job as 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

interesting as possible.

SECTION §: ADDITIONAL INFORMATION: Please fill in each blank or check the appropriate respanse category.

1. Title of Your Current Posiion: 3. Highest Level of Education Completed:
{1) High School
(2) Some College

2. Your Cumrent Employment Status:

(1) Part Time; Average Hours Worked per Week: (3) Associate/Technical Degree
(2} Full Time (4) Four-Year College Degree
(3) Other (Please Spacify) : {5) Graduate Degree

Thank you very much for your time!
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P University of North Texas

Sponsored Projects Administration

September 18, 1997

Mr. Charles Bultena
4213 Kingsbury Dr, .~
Wichita Falls, TX 76309

Re: Human Subjects Application No. 97-185

Dear Mr, Bultena:

As permitted by federal law and regulations governing the use of human subjects in research
projects (45 CFR 46), I have conducted an expedited review of your proposed project titled
“Social Exchange Under Fire: Direct and Moderated Effects of Job Insecurity on Social
Exchange.” The risks inherent in this research are minimal, and the potential benefits to the
subjects outweigh those risks. The submitted protocol and informed consent form are hereby
approved for the use of human subjects on this project.

The UNT JRB must re-review this project prior to any modifications you make in the approved
project. Please contact me if you wish to make such changes or need additional information.

If you have questions, please contact me.

4rias, Jr., EA.D. ’{f-

tonal Review Board

Sincerely,

alter C.
Chair, Insti

WZ:sb

cc. IRB Members

P.O. Box 305250 + Denton, Texas 762035250
(940) 565-3940 « Fax (940) 565-4277 » TDD (800) 735-2989
¢-mail; lane@abn.unt.edu


mailto:lane@abn.unt.edu
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University of North Texas
' - College of Business Administration

Department of Management

Employee Attitude Survey
October 1957

Dear Participant:

1truly appreciate your time and involvement in this research project, which is being conducted as part of
the requirements to earn my Ph.D. in Human Resource Management, at the University of North Texas,

~ As you may already know, the purpose of this study is to increase our understanding of work attitudes in
healthcare institutions. As you know, I have administered confidential surveys among most day mental
health care workers and most of the nurses on each shift to assess employee attitudes toward the
organization. As a final step in my study, I want to look at the other side of the coin—your evaluation of
the employees who repot to you.:

As in the employee surveys, your ratings are comptetely confidential. They will be accessible only to me
and will remain anonymous. Your ratings will be compiled and presented only as group data. Your
participation is vital to this project because you are the only person wha is qualified to rate your
subordinates. Without your input, their responses will be of little value to the study. Nevertheless, your
participation is voluatary and refusal to participate will not result in penalty or any loss of benefits to
which you are entitled. Please contact Charles Bultena, the project director, at 689-4402 if you have any
questions regarding your participation in this project.

Instructions:

For each employee, write your name at the top of the form in the space provided and record the
approximate amount of time (years and months) that you have supervised this employee. Then, take a
few minutes to reflect on the employee’s work behavior over the past three (3) to six (6) months. Record
your honest impressions of the employee for each item on the rating form. This should take about 3-5
minutes per employee. Irecommend that you rate all your subordinates in one sitting, if possible, so that
you can adequately distinguish between those with favorable and unfavorable work behavior. When you
have finished, put the rating forms back in the envelope and seal it. To complete the study on time,

envelopes must be completed by 5 p.m, on Thursday, October 30th. You may return the sealed envelope

to your nurse manager or directly to me when I visit the units on Friday moming (October 3 Ist).

Your help is greatly appreciated) I will see to it that you get a copy of the study findings when I am
finished. ‘Thank you again for your time and effort!

Please note that this project has been reviewed and approved by the University of North Texas
Committee for the Protection of Human Subjects.

P.O. Box 13677 « Denton, Texas 76203-6677 .
817/565-3140 » DFW Meuo 8177267-3731 « FAX 81 7/565-4394 » TDD 800/735-2989
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Employee Name: Supervisor Name:

How long have you supervised this employee? Years Months

Think of this person’s behavior on the job over the past three (3) to six (6) months. Please indicate as objectively as
possible how strangly you agree or disagree with each of the following statements by circling the carrect number.

Strongly Strongly
' Disagree Agree
1. Helps others who have heavy work loads, 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
2. Is the classic *squeaky wheel” that always needs greasing. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
3. Believes in giving an honest day’s work for an honest day's pay. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
4. Tries to avold creating problems for coworkers. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
5, Cdnsumes a lot of time complaining about trivial matiers. 1 2 3 4 5 8 7
6. Keeps abreast of changes ih the organization. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
7. Tends to make “mauntalns out of molehilis.” 1 2 3 4 5 8 7
8. Considers the impact of histher actions on coworkers. 1 2 3 4 5 8 7
9. Attends meetings that are not mandatery, but are considered 1 2 3 4 -] 6 7
important,
10. Is zlways ready to lend a helping hand to those zround him/her. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. Attends functions that are not required, but help the 1 2 3 4 - 5 & 7
organization’s image.
12. Reads and keeps up with organization announcements, 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
memos, and so on,
13. Helps others who have been absent. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
14. Does not abuse the rights of others, 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
15. Willingly helps others who have work related problems. 1 2 3 4 5 & 7
16. Always facuses on what's wrong, rather than the positive side, 1 2 3 4 5 ] 7
17. Takes steps o try to prevent problems with other workers, 1 3 3. 4 5 6 7
18. Attendance at work is above the norm, 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
18. Always finds fault with what the organization is doing. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
20. Is mindful of how hister behavior affects other people's jobs, 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
21, Does not take extra breaks, 1 .2 3 4 5 6 7
22. Obeys company rules and regulations even when no one is 1 2 3 4 5 (3] 7
watching,
23. Helps orient new people even though it is not required. 1 2 3 4 ] 6 7

24. Is one of my most conscientious employees. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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Power Report

Step 1: Demographic Set (R? =.10)

Variables of Interest
Variables Partialled

Effect Size = 1111

N
50
50
50
60
60
60
70
70
70
80
80
80
80
80
80
100
100
100
110
110
110
120
120
120
130
130
130
140
140
140
150
150
150

Lambda
5.5556
5.5556
5.5556
6.6667
6.6667
6.6667
7.7778
7.7778
1.7778
8.8889
8.8889
8.8889
10.0000
10.0000
10.0000
11.1111
11.1111
11.1111
12.2222
12.2222
12.2222
13.3333

13.3333

13.3333
14.4444

14.4444

14,4444
15.5556
15.5556
15.5556
16.6667
16.6667
16,6667

Number of Estimated

Variables R?
3 0.10
0 0.00

Numerator Degrees of Freedom = 3

Denominator
Degrees of
Freedom
46
46
46
56
56
56
66
66
66
76
76
76
86
86
86
96
96
96
106
106
106
116
116
116
126
126
126
136
136
136
146
146
146

Alpha
0.01
0.05
0.10
0.01
0.05
0.10
0.01
0.05
0.10
0.01
0.05
0.10
0.01
0.05
0.10
0.01
0.05
0.10
0.01
0.05
0.10
0.01
0.05
0.10
0.01
0.05
0.10
0.01
0.05
0.10
0.01
0.05
0.10

Beta
0.782338
0.551024
0.416832
0.712309
0.465704
0.336801
0.639735
0.388222
0.268742
0.567203
0.319627
0.212035
0.496852
0.260188
0.165599
0.430325
0.209619
0.128141
0.368774
0.167281
0.098320
0.312901
0.132329
0.074856
0.263030
0.103833
0.056584
0.219181
0.080863
0.042489
0.181146
0.062534
0.031709

Power
0.217662
0.448976
0.583168
0.287692
0.534296
0.663199
0.360265
0.611778
0.731258
0.432797
0.680373
0.787966
0.503148
0.739812
0.834402
0.569675
0.790381
0.871859
0.631226
0.832719
0.901680
0.687100
0.867672
0.925144
0.736970
0.896167
0.943416
0.780819
0.919137
0.957511
0.818854
0.937466
0.968291
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Power Report

Step 2: Job Insecurity Set (R? = .10)

Variables of Interest
Variables Partialled

Effect Size = 125

N
50
50
20
60
60
60
70
70
70
80
80
80
90
90
90

100
100
100
110
110
110
120
120
120
130
130
130
140
140
140
150
150
150

Lambda
5.875
5.875
5.875
7.125
7125
7.125
8.375
8.375
8.375
9.625
9.625
9.625

10.875
10.875
10.875
12.125
12.125
12.125
13.375
13.375
13.375
14.625
14.625
14.625
15.875
15.875
15.875
17.125
17125
17.125
18.3756
18.375
18.375

Number of Estimated

Variables R?
2 0.10
3 0.10

Numerator Degrees of Freedom = 2

Denominator
Degrees of
Freedom
44
44
44
54
54
54
64
64
64
74
74
74
84
84
84
84
84
94
104
104
104
114
114
114
124
124
124
134
134
134
144
144
144

Alpha
0.01
0.05
0.10
0.01
0.05
0.10
0.01
0.05
0.10
0.01
0.05
0.10
0.01
0.05
0.10
0.01
0.05
0.10
0.01
0.05
0.10
0.01
0.05
0.10
0.01
0.05
0.10
0.01
0.05
0.10
0.01
0.05
0.10

Beta
0.705968
0.456163
0.328010
0.615722
0.362353
0.246772
0.527291
0.283035
0.182047
0.444089
0.217816
0.133888
0.368351
0.165417
0.096868
0.301291
0.124135
0.069367
0.243295
0.092157
0.049216
0.194154
0.067748
0.034626
0.153255
0.049360
0.024175
0.119754
0.035667
0.016759
0.092699
0.025577
0.011543

Power
0.294032
0.543838
0.671990
0.384278
0.637647
0.753228
0.472709

0.716965

0.8170583
0.555911
0.782184
0.866112
0.631649
0.834584
0.903133
0.698709
0.875865
0.930633
0.756705
0.907843
0.950784
0.805846
0.932252
0.965374
0.846745
0.950840
0.975826
0.880246
0.964333
0.983241
0.907301
0.974423
0.988457
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Step 3: Individual Factors Set (R? =.10)

Variables of Interest
Variables Partialled

Effect Size = .143

50
50
50
60
60
60
70
70
70
80
80
80
90
90
90
100
100
100
110
110
110
120
120
120
130
130
130
140
140
140
150
150
150

Lambda
6.4286
6.4286
6.4286
7.8571
7.8571
7.8571
9.2857
9.2857
9.2857

10.7143

10.7143
10.7143
12.1429
12.1429
12.1429
13.5714
13.5714

13.5714

15.0000

15.0000

15.0000
16.4286
16.4286
16.4286
17.8571
17.8571
17.8571

19.2857

19.2857

19.2857

20.7143

20.7143

20.7143

Power Report

Number of Estimated

Variables R?
2 0.10
5 0.20

Numerator Degrees of Freedom = 2

Denominator
Degrees of
Freedom
42
42
42
52
52
52
62
62
62
72
72
72
82
82
82
92
92
92
102
102
102
112
112
112
122
122
122
132
132
132
142
142
142

Alpha
0.01
0.05
0.10
0.01
0.05
0.10
0.01
0.05
0.10
0.01
0.05
0.10
0.01
0.05
0.10
0.01
0.05
0.10
0.01
0.05
0.10
0.01
0.05
0.10
0.01
0.05
0.10
0.01
0.05
0.10
0.01
6.05
0.10

Beta
0.672198
0.417226
0.292696
0.569469
0.317707
0.209659
0.471575
0.237010
0.147524
0.382567
0.173665
0.102205
0.304648
0.125250
0.069849
0.238546
0.089065
0.047161
0.183944
0.062536
0.031498
0.139865
0.043408
0.020831
0.104991
0.029818
0.013655
0.077884
0.020289
0.008878
0.057147
0.013684
0.00572¢9

Power
0.327802
0.582774
0.707304
0.430531
0.682293
0.790342
0.528425
0.762990
0.852476
0.617433
0.826335
0.897795
0.695352
0.874750
0.930152
0.761454
0.810935
0.952840
0.816056
0.937464
0.968502
0.860135
0.856592
0.979169
0.895009
0.970182
0.986346
0.922116
0.979712
0.991122
0.942853
0.986316
0.994271
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Step 4: Situational Factors Set (R? = .15)

Variables of Interest
Variables Partialled

Effect Size = .273

50
50
50
60
60
60
70
70
70
30
80
80
80
90
90
100
100
100
110
110
110
120
120
120
130
130
130
140
140
140
150
150
150

Lambda
11.7273
11.7273
11.7273
14.4545
14.4545
14.4545
17.1818
17.1818
17.1818
19.9091
19.9091
19.9091
22.6364
22,6364
22.6364
25.3636
25.3636
25.3636
28.0909
28.0808
28.0909
30.8182
30.8182
30.8182
33.5455
33.5455
33.5455
36.2727
36.2727
36.2727
35.0000
39.0000
39.0000

Power Report

Number of Estimated

Variables R?
3 0.15
7 0.30

Numerator Degrees of Freedom = 3

Denominator
Degrees of
Freedom
39
38
39
49
49
49
59
59
59
69
69
69
79
79
79
89
89
8%
99
29
99
109
109
109
119
119
118
129
129
129
139
139
139

Alpha
0.01
0.05
0.10
0.01
0.05
0.10
0.01
0.05
0.10
0.01
0.05
0.10
0.01
0.05
0.10
0.01
0.05
0.10
0.01
0.05
0.10
0.01
0.05
0.10
0.01
0.05
0.10
0.01
0.05
0.10
0.01
0.05
0.10

Beta
0.450035
0.212210
0.126154
0.304927
0.120090
0.064771
0.195392
0.064811
0.031908
0.119345
0.033611
0.015184
0.069931
0.016847
0.007014
0.039515
0.008198
0.003158
0.021623
0.003887
0.001391
0.011500
0.001801
0.000600
0.005961
0.000818
0.000254
0.003020
0.000364
0.000106
0.001498
0.000160
0.000044

Power
0.549965
0.787790
0.873846
0.695073
0.879910
0.935229
0.804608
0.935189
0.968092
0.880655
0.966389
0.984817
0.930069
0.983153
0.992986
0.960485
£.991802
0.996842
0.978377
0.996113
0.998610
0.988501
0.998199
0.999400
0.99403%9
0.999182
0.999746
0.996980
0.999636
0.999894
0.988502
0.999840
0.099956
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