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Introduction 

Global economic condition nowadays has impacted uncertainty and competition in the 

business world (Organ et al., 2005). This situation is pushing companies to develop the 

ability to compete by having employees who are willing to do work above and beyond their 

main job to win the competition (Organ et al., 2005; N. P. Podsakoff et al., 2009). In other 

words, employees are expected to perform organizational citizenship behavior (OCB), 

actions intended to help other individuals, and the organization that is performed voluntarily 

by an employee. Previous empirical studies have identified positive consequences of OCB 

on an individual, group, and organizational performance. At the level of the individual, 

Podsakoff and MacKenzie (1997) demonstrated that employees who performed OCB were 

highly rated by their supervisors in their performance appraisal. At the level of the group, 

several studies found that OCB was associated positively with sales and revenue (Liu et al., 

2014; MacKenzie et al., 1998; P. M. Podsakoff et al., 1997) and service performance (Lam 

& Mayer, 2014). Whereas at the organizational level of analysis, OCB was positively related 

to organizational efficiency and flexibility (Schnake & Hogan, 1995) and innovation (Detert 

et al., 2013). 
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 Previous research showed inconsistent findings in the relationship 

between job insecurity and OCB, indicating an underlying mechanism 

to occur between the variables. This study aimed to examine affective 

commitment as a mediator in the relationship between job insecurity 

and organizational citizenship behavior (OCB). Drawing on 
organizational identification theory, we took on the perspective of 

organizational concern motive and suggested affective commitment to 

mediate the job insecurity and OCB relationship. The study employs a 

correlational design with an accidental sampling technique. 

Participants of the study were employees of private and state-owned 

companies in Indonesia (N = 217). Data were analyzed on Hayes’s 

PROCESS macro on SPSS statistic software. Results show a 

significantly negative relationship between job insecurity and OCB,   

significantly negative relationship between job insecurity and affective 

commitment relationship, and a significantly positive relationship 

between affective commitment and OCB. Furthermore, affective 
commitment is found to mediate the relationship between job 

insecurity and OCB, confirming the organizational concern motive of 

OCB as a consequence of job insecurity. The study implies that 

organizations should eliminate job insecurity if possible, or design 

interventions to develop employee’s oneness with the organization. 
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 Organ (1988) defined OCB as the behaviors performed by individuals with no 

intention to get rewards by the organization, and organizational formal reward systems do 

not recognize it, but if implemented in aggregate by all employees will help improve 

organizational efficiency and effectiveness. Organ developed five dimensions of OCB, 

namely courtesy, altruism, civic virtue, sportsmanship, and conscientiousness (Organ, 

1988). Williams and Anderson (1991) then simplified Organ’s OCB dimensions into two 

dimensions, OCB-O and OCB-I. OCB-O is an individual’s behaviors that are directed 

toward the organization to benefit the organization in general, i.e., employee compliance 

with organizational rules or the company in which he or she works, such as giving prior 

notice when they are unable to attend the organization. Organ’s OCB dimensions that are 

part of OCB-O include conscientiousness, sportsmanship, and civic virtue. OCB-I is 

behaviors that are performed to benefit other individuals (such as colleagues and superiors) 

that help them to deliver their jobs effectively and efficiently (Williams & Anderson, 1991). 

Organ’s OCB dimensions that are part of OCB-I include courtesy and altruism. Examples of 

OCB-I are helping colleagues who are absent from work, giving advice to colleagues who 

need help, and assisting new employees in socializing on their work orientation. In the 

current study, we will only use OCB as the combined score of OCB-I and OCB-O, because 

we are only interested in how job attitudes affect individuals in performing OCB directed as 

both individuals and the organization. 

Since its development, OCB researchers have investigated factors influencing 

OCB, that can be organized into three motives of why individuals perform OCB, namely 

prosocial values, impression management, and organizational concern (Rioux and Penner's, 

2001). The prosocial value motive corresponds with an individual’s consideration and cares 

over others, which relates to individual differences variable. Among the individual 

differences variable, Chiaburu, Oh, Berry, Li, and Gardner (2011) studied 87 independent 

research on the relationship between big five personality traits and OCB and found that 

neuroticism, openness to experience, and extraversion had unique variances on OCB over 

and above agreeableness and conscientiousness, two stable personality predictors of OCB. 

Impression management motive corresponds with crafting behaviors to affect others 

positively. This motive is driven by individual’s concern over their own well-being, and 

when the goal is achieved, individual would lower their OCB (Halbesleben et al., 2010; 

Rioux & Penner, 2001).  

Meanwhile, organizational concern motive, which also corresponds with an 

individual’s consideration and concern, is related to an individual’s perception and attitude 

at work that drives them to certain behaviors. Among the organizational concern motive, 

Organ and Ryan (1995), who studied 55 studies in a meta-analysis, found that organizational 

commitment, job satisfaction, perceived fairness, and leader support were correlated with 

OCB. Recent studies on the relationship between job insecurity as a factor of OCB found 

that the variable may be posited either as organizational concern motive or impression 

management motive, depending on the levels of job insecurity (Kang et al., 2012; Lam et 

al., 2015; C. Lee et al., 2018; Wang et al., 2014).  

Among the previously studied predictors of OCB, many studies focus on job 

insecurity (Kang et al., 2012; Lam et al., 2015; C. Lee et al., 2018; Schreurs et al., 2012; 

Wang et al., 2014). The studies found relatively inconsistent results regarding the 

relationship between job insecurity and OCB. Some researchers found negative relation 

(e.g., Cheng & Chan, 2008; Kang et al., 2012; Stynen et al., 2015; Wong et al., 2005) wherein 

the feeling of insecurity about future employment in the company led to unproductive 

behaviors performed by the employee. Meanwhile, some studies found a positive job 

insecurity-OCB relationship (e.g., Feather & Rauter, 2004; Reisel et al., 2010; Wang et al., 
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2014), in which employees who feel insecure about their job show positive behaviors at 

work. On the other hand, another research found no association between job insecurity and 

OCB (Lam et al., 2015; Schreurs et al., 2012).  

Job insecurity is defined as the perception of an individual about their work 

sustainability or longevity in the organization (Lam et al., 2015). Job insecurity is considered 

one of the most common stressors in organizations, particularly these days that will continue 

to be the significant feature of work in the future (C. Lee et al., 2018). Higher job insecurity 

leads to negative impacts both for individuals and organizations in the form of high job 

stress, high negative emotions, low job satisfaction, low OCB, and high deviant behaviors 

(Reisel et al., 2010). For this reason, job insecurity may belong to organizational concern 

motive when the levels of job insecurity are low to moderate, in which job insecurity affected 

OCB negatively when individuals perceive that their organization provides less security in 

their employment (Guzman & Espejo, 2015; Lam et al., 2015). However, when job 

insecurity levels are moderate to high, impression management motive takes over, in which 

individuals would do anything to win over an organization’s favor to keep their employees 

safe (Lam et al., 2015). 

Social exchange theory (Blau, 1986) can explain why job insecurity negatively 

affects OCB (Lam et al., 2015). The fundament of social exchange theory is the reciprocity 

norm that creates the obligation of one party to reciprocate the other party by engaging in 

positive behaviors. Drawing on the social exchange theory, when individuals feel that the 

organization provide secure employment for them, individuals will reciprocate the 

organization by performing OCB. On the contrary, when individuals feel insecure about their 

employment continuity in the organization, they no longer feel the obligation to respond in 

positive behaviors, such as OCB. Based on social exchange theory, we argue that the job 

insecurity-OCB relationship is negative, in which individuals who are feeling insecure about 

their job or unable to keep their position would not be motivated to exhibit OCB because 

they are too busy looking for new jobs or ruminate on their situation. We are supported by 

results from previous studies (Cheng & Chan, 2008; Kang et al., 2012; Stynen et al., 2015; 

Wong et al., 2005). Moreover, Lam et al. (2015) implied from their research that the job 

insecurity-OCB relationship might occur in participants who experienced job insecurity in 

the low to moderate score range. 

As previous studies found inconsistencies in the relationship between job insecurity 

and OCB (Cheng & Chan, 2008; Kang et al., 2012; Lam et al., 2015; Reisel et al., 2010; 

Schreurs et al., 2012; Stynen et al., 2015; Wang et al., 2014; Wong et al., 2005), an 

argumentation that there is a mediator in the relationship arises. Some studies have looked at 

other variables that might explain the relationship, such as organizational commitment and 

job satisfaction (see, for example, Reisel et al., 2010; Staufenbiel & König, 2010; Stynen et 

al., 2015). We draw on organizational identification theory (Mael & Ashforth, 1992) as a 

theoretical framework in explaining the mediating effect of affective commitment in the 

relationship between job insecurity and OCB. Organizational identification is an example of 

social identification in which employees share the same values with their organization, in that 

they feel that they belong to the organization (Mael & Ashforth, 1992). Affective 

commitment, as one of the components of organizational commitment, corresponds with the 

identification theory in which individuals are willing to stay in the organization because of 

belongingness with the organization. The current study is not the first study to offer a 

mediating effect between job insecurity and OCB. Staufenbiel and König (2010) tested the 

mediating effect of attitudes toward work consisted of the total score of job satisfaction and 

organizational commitment on job insecurity-OCB relationships in Germany. However, 

unlike the previous study, the theoretical contribution of the current research includes directly 
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testing affective commitment in particular in the relationship between job insecurity and 

OCB. Previous studies revealed the positive impact of affective commitment on OCB (Aslam 

et al., 2012; Y. H. Lee et al., 2018; Purba et al., 2015; Wei et al., 2012). 

Moreover, affective commitment, along with normative commitment, was found 

higher in mean levels in stronger collectivist values compared to individualist values (Meyer 

et al., 2012). Other studies also found affective commitment to be positively related to 

collectivism (Felfe et al., 2008; Wasti & Can, 2008). Since Indonesia was categorized as 

having high levels of collectivism (Hofstede & Hofstede, 2005), we argue that affective 

commitment is an important variable that may explain attitudes and behaviors at work. Hence, 

we opted to investigate the effect of affective commitment rather than the total score of 

organizational commitment as the mediator in job insecurity – OCB relationship as previously 

studied (Staufenbiel & Konig, 2010). Moreover, employee’s concerns and consideration over 

the organization in the form of OCB will only be possible when individuals affectively 

committed to the organization (Guzman & Espejo, 2015). 

Affective commitment is a part of the three components of organizational 

commitment, coming from the willingness to be a part of the organization, proposed by Allen 

and Meyer (1990). Affective commitment is defined as a sense of commitment based on 

positive feelings of an emotional relationship, identification, and engagement with the 

company (Allen & Meyer, 1990). Continuance commitment a sense of commitment based on 

the costs incurred if leaving the organization (time, money, effort) that keep them from 

leaving the organization. Normative commitment is defined as a commitment that is based 

on obligation and moral values individuals hold that keep them to stay in the organization. 

Out of the three components, researchers tend to value affective commitment most because 

previous studies showed that affective commitment has a higher positive impact on OCB than 

other types of commitment (e.g., Farzaneh et al., 2014; Ng & Feldman, 2011; Purba et al., 

2015). Besides, previous studies have shown that affective commitment has a negative 

relationship with job insecurity (De Cuyper et al., 2009; Huang et al., 2010; Masia & Pienaar, 

2011).  

Based on organizational identification theory (Mael & Ashforth, 1992), affective 

commitment may mediate the job insecurity-OCB relationship. Organizational identification 

theory explains that when an employee is identified with the organization, she/he will feel 

that the organization is a part of her/him. In this sense, the employee shares the same values 

and goals as the organization and will feel lost if he/she would have to leave the organization 

(Mael & Ashforth, 1992). Also, employees who have identified themselves with the 

organization will support the organization in various ways (Mael & Ashforth, 1992; Wu et 

al., 2016). On the other hand, employees who are uncertain about their employment in the 

organization would feel afraid and unsure, which in turn would be unable to develop positive 

feelings toward the organization (Tian et al., 2014). Based on this explanation, when an 

employee feels he/she is unable to keep the job or feel insecure about his/her work, this will 

negatively affect the emotional feeling and the process of identification with the organization, 

and in turn, will reduce the desire to perform OCB. Conversely, if an employee feels the job 

is safe and the employment can last longer, she/he will be emotionally attached and identified 

with the organization, and in turn, will be willing to perform OCB (Wu et al., 2016).  

In this study, we examine the role of job insecurity as the antecedent of OCB, with 

affective commitment as a mediator because nowadays both permanent and contract 

employees are under pressure due to the competitions and lack of guarantees to be employed 

in organizations in longer-term (De Cuyper & De Witte, 2007; C. Lee et al., 2018). We argue 

that job insecurity may be categorized as an organizational concern motive. Our argument 

base on our samples come from private and state-owned enterprises with clear employment 
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security that may pose lower to moderate levels of job insecurity compared to small-sized 

and start-up companies (De Witte & Näswall, 2003). Thus, we hypothesize that: 

Hypothesis 1: There is a negative association between job insecurity and OCB 

 Hypothesis 2: Affective commitment mediates the job insecurity – OCB relationship. 

Method 

Research Design 

The study employed survey research, wherein a paper-based survey was used to collect data 

in nine private and state-owned companies in Jakarta. The participants were ensured that the 

data are confidential and that the participation was anonymous and voluntary. We used 

temporal separation on data collection of predictors and outcome variables by two weeks, as 

suggested by Podsakoff et al. (2003), to reduce the potential of common method bias. 

Therefore, we developed some codes for participants to relate the survey one and survey 

two.  

Participants 

Participants were recruited based on two criteria: minimum one-year employment in the 

current organization and the willingness to participate in a two-wave survey. One-year work 

in the current organization should be sufficient to develop participants’ affective 

commitment with the organization. We employed the accidental sampling method, in which 

we only recruited participants based on their availability during the survey. In the survey 

one, we sent out 300 questionnaires consists of measurement tools on job insecurity and 

affective commitment. Of the 300 questionnaires returned, 250 people filled the 

questionnaire and were willing to proceed to the second survey. Two weeks later, we sent 

out 250 questionnaires to measure OCB. Of the 250 surveys returned, we only used 217 

questionnaires as the remaining 33 questionnaires were incomplete responses or unclear 

codes. The mean age of the participants was 33.3 (SD = 8.30). Table 1 showed an overview 

of participants’ demographic data. More than half of the participants were male employees 

(60.8%), and 56.2% of the participants held contract work status. Finally, almost half of the 

participants (47%) had tenure of 1-5 years in the current company.  

Table 1 

Demographic Data of Participants (N = 217) 

 n % 

Gender   

Male 132 60.8 

Female 85 39.2 

Work status   

Permanent workers 95 43.8 

  Contract workers 122 56.2 

Tenure   

1 to 5 years 102 47.0 

6 to 10 years 56 25.8 

Above ten years 59 27.2 
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Instruments 

Three scales, OCB scale, job insecurity scale, and affective commitment scale, were 

translated from English to Indonesian and then back-translated from Indonesian to English 

by two bilingual organizational psychologists. The description of each scale as follows.  

Organizational citizenship behavior. The 7-item OCBO and 7-item OCBI scales were 

taken from the Task Performance Scale of Williams and Anderson (1991). All items used a 

5-point scale with responses from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). An example 

item is: “I help others who have heavy work.” Coefficient α of OCBI and OCB scales were 

.85 and .75, respectively (William & Anderson, 1991). Coefficient α for this study were 0.70 

for OCBI and 0.64 for OCBO. Item-total correlation of the OCBI scale ranged between .30 

to .52, and the item-total correlations of the OCBO scale ranged from .29 to .46.  

Job insecurity. The 11-item job insecurity questionnaire developed by De Witte 

(2005) and Bosman and Buitendach (2005) was used in the study. Items were rated on a 5-

point scale with responses from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). An example item 

is: “I think that I will be able to continue working here.” The coefficient α of the job 

insecurity questionnaire was .84 (Busman & Buitendach, 2005). The reliability coefficients 

for job insecurity scale in this study was .84, with item-total correlation coefficients ranged 

from .15 to .65.  

Affective commitment. The 6-item affective commitment scale from Meyer and 

Allen (1997) was used. The items were rated on a 7-point scale with responses ranging from 

1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). An example item is: “I do not feel like ‘part of 

the family’ at my organization.” The coefficient α of the affective commitment scale was .71 

(Meyer & Allen, 1997). The reliability coefficients for the affective commitment scale in 

this study was .71, with item-total correlation coefficients ranged range .33 to .59.  

Data analysis 

We used Hayes’ PROCESS macro on SPSS software (Hayes, 2017) to test affective 

commitment as the mediator on the job insecurity-OCB relationship. Hayes’ PROCESS 

macro is developed to examine models using bootstrap confidence intervals to determine the 

level of significance of effect sizes (Hayes, 2017). This macro provides a robust method to 

avoid the Type II error in Baron and Kenny's (1986) method (Zhao et al., 2010). 

Results 

Table 2 demonstrates the descriptive statistics and inter-correlations between variables. Job 

insecurity negatively and significantly correlated with OCB (r = -.17, p < .01). This result 

indicates that individuals with high job insecurity tend to have a low level of OCB. Job 

insecurity is negatively and significantly correlated with affective commitment (r = -.21, p 

< .01). This result suggests that individuals with high job insecurity tend to have low 

affective commitment. Table 2 also shows that affective commitment is positively and 

significantly correlated with OCB (r = .40, p < .01). This result suggests that individuals 

with high affective commitment tend to perform high OCB. 
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Table 2 

Descriptive Statistics and Inter-correlation between Variables 

N = 217. **Significant on p < .01; *Significant on p < 0.05 (1-tailed) 

  

 To test the two hypotheses, we used the PROCESS macro from Hayes embedded in 

the SPSS software to examine the mediation effect of affective commitment on job insecurity 

relationship with OCB. Table 3 shows the total effect of job insecurity on OCB was 

significant (c = -.11, SE = .04, p = .01). This result supported Hypothesis 1 that stated there 

was a negative association on the job insecurity-OCB relation.  Moreover, job insecurity 

affected affective commitment negatively (a = -.31, SE = .10, p = .002), and affective 

commitment affected OCB positively (b= .16, SE = .027, p < .001). This result is in line with 

the results of the inter-correlation between variables.  

Table 3 

Affective Commitment as a Mediator on Job Insecurity-OCB Relationship 

                                                              Outcomes 

    Affective Commitment                  OCB 

Antecedents  Coeff. SE p  Coeff. SE P 

 

Job Insecurity a -.31 .10 < .01 

 

c 

c’ 

 

-.11 

-.06 

 

.04 

.04 

 

.01 

.16 

Affective Commitment  - - - b .16 .3 < .01 

Constant i1 5.67 .24 < .01 i2 3.26 .18 < .01 

  R2 = .42  R2 = .17 

  F(1,215) = 9.43; p < .01  F(2,214) = 22.09; p < .01 

Indirect effect = -.05, Boot SE = .0211, 95% CI [-.0990, -.0159] 

Note. N = 217. a = the path from job insecurity to affective commitment.  b = the path from the affective 

commitment to OCB. c = total effect of job insecurity on OCB before an affective commitment was included in 

the model. c’ = direct effect of job insecurity on OCB after the affective commitment was included in the model. 
i1 and i2 = the coefficients of constant on affective commitment and OCB. 

Table 3 showed that affective commitment significantly mediated the relationship 

between job insecurity and OCB. Hypothesis 2 posited the mediating effect of affective 

commitment in the relation of job insecurity and OCB. Results showed a significant indirect 

effect (Indirect effect = -.05, Boot SE = .0211, 95% CI [-.0990, -.0159]), supporting our 

Hypothesis 2. The direct effect of job insecurity on OCB became non-significant (c’ = -.06, 

SE = .040, p = .163), indicating that affective commitment plays a significant role to mediate 

the job insecurity-OCB relationship. Figure 1 showed the research model depicted 

relationships between the variables. 

 Variables M SD 1 2 3 

1 Job Insecurity 2.32 .57 1   

2 
Organizational Citizenship 

Behavior 
3.93 .36 -.17** 1  

3 
Affective Organization 

Commitment 
4.95 .85 -.21** .40** 1 
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Figure 1. Research model on the mediating effect of affective commitment 

 

Discussion  

This study investigated the relationship between job insecurity and OCB, with the mediating 

effect of affective commitment. Our findings support the first hypothesis that states job 

insecurity is negatively related to OCB. The results indicate that when one feels insecure with 

the work, one will decrease the willingness to perform OCB. According to the motive theory 

of OCB (Rioux & Penner, 2001), this result is in line with the organizational concern motive. 

Individuals with high insecurity over their employment status tend to be unable to develop 

concern over the organization's well-being, which leads to lower helping behaviors (OCBs) 

in the organization. The results confirm previous studies that found a negative relationship 

between job insecurity and OCB (Cheng & Chan, 2008; Kang et al., 2012; Reisel et al., 2010).  

Our finding shows a negative relationship between job insecurity and affective 

commitment.  Job insecurity implies powerlessness in which individuals who perceive that 

their employment in the organization would not last longer tend to feel afraid and uncertain 

about their situation (Tian et al., 2014). The negative feelings imposed by the uncertainty in 

their employment status would then lead to low levels of affective commitment toward the 

organization. This finding is in line with organizational identification theory, which explains 

that when an individual feels uncertain about their employment in the organization, one will 

feel afraid and insecure, and unable to develop positive feelings toward the organization. The 

situation will negatively affect the process of identification with the organization. Thus the 

individual will be unable to create “oneness” with the organization, or in other words, 

affective commitment toward the organization (Mael & Ashforth, 1992). This result supports 

the results of previous research (De Cuyper et al., 2009; Tian et al., 2014). 

Our findings also show a positive relationship between affective commitments with 

OCB.  Affective commitment is one of the positive organizational behavior variables that are 

related to positive outcomes such as job performance and OCB (Meyer et al., 2012). 

Individuals high in affective commitment tend to have positive feelings toward the 

organization and develop an identification with the organization. Because of their 

identification and positive emotional attachment with the organization, individuals would, in 

turn, engage in higher OCB by helping other members of the organization and protect the 

organization’s good image. This result is in line with previous studies (Farzaneh et al., 2014; 

Feather & Rauter, 2004; Purba et al., 2015).  

 Finally, the results show that affective commitment plays a significant role as a 

mediator in the relationship between job insecurity and OCB. These results indicate that 

c’ = -.06, SE = .04, p = .163 

c = -.11, SE = .04, p = .01 

b = .16, SE = .027, p < .001 a = -.31, SE = .10, p = .002 

Job insecurity 

Affective 

commitment 

OCB 

Indirect effect = -.05, Boot SE = .021, 95% CI [-.0990, -.0159] 
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individuals who feel that their employment is threatened tend to have a low emotional 

attachment with the organization and little identification with the organization. Lack of 

positive affect toward the organization is an indication of low affective commitment. This 

condition will, in turn, lower the willingness to perform OCB. In a way, our study is a 

replication of Staufenbiel and König's (2010) study in Germany, who tested the mediating 

effect of attitude toward work, consisted of organizational commitment and job satisfaction 

variables, on job insecurity – OCB relationship on 136 German employees. We found that 

our findings were in line with Staufenbiel and König's (2010) findings. However, their study 

did not directly test affective commitment as the mediator on job insecurity – OCB 

relationship. They tested the mediating effect of attitudes toward work, in which they 

measured the variable as a total score of organizational commitment and job satisfaction 

constructs. Thus, our contribution is to examine affective commitment as an independent 

work attitude variable as a mediating effect in a collectivist country (Hofstede & Hofstede, 

2005). In which affective commitment is regarded as an essential variable that affects positive 

outcomes in a collectivist society (Farzaneh et al., 2014; Kartika & Purba, 2018; Purba et al., 

2015). 

A theoretical contribution of this study is that this study demonstrates affective 

commitment as a robust mediator in the job insecurity-OCB relationship. Most research on 

job insecurity-OCB relation employs social exchange theory (Blau, 1986) as their 

framework theory (Lam et al., 2015), in which individuals decide to reciprocate positively 

toward the organization whenever the organization supports them at work. In contrast, when 

the organization does not support them, employees do not have an obligation to perform 

positive work behaviors such as OCB.  However, given the collectivist nature of Indonesia, 

organizational identification theory (Mael & Ashforth, 1992) would be more appropriate to 

explain why high job insecurity leads to low OCB compared to social exchange theory (Wu 

et al., 2016). Individuals in collectivist countries tend to have strong social ties and value in-

group goals compared to individualist countries (Meyer et al., 2012). Thus, in a collectivist 

society, positive identification with a group is a requirement to engage inappropriate 

behaviors that suit the group (Mael & Ashforth, 1992). In this vein, developing identification 

with the organization is essential so that employees can perform positive work behaviors. 

High levels of job insecurity may deplete their energy and trust toward the organization that 

leads to low levels of affective commitment because employees do not feel the “oneness” 

with the organization and that in turn leads to lower OCB. However, we did not directly 

examine the collectivism in this study. Thus, we suggest future studies to include 

individualist-collectivist value as a moderator variable, as we propose that collectivist value 

may elevate the mediating role of affective commitment in job insecurity-OCB relationship. 

We just assume that job insecurity poses lack of organizational concern rather than 

impression management motive in this study. Thus, we suggest future studies to examine 

when and how job insecurity positively related to OCB, enacting the impression 

management motive hypothesis. 

There are limitations in this study. First, the correlational design affects the power 

analysis, and in turn, affects the ability to establish the causal relationship between variables. 

To overcome this problem, we suggest future research to use longitudinal study to examine 

variations of job insecurity, affective commitment, and OCB over time. It is also possible that 

these variables change with time. Second, although we argue that job insecurity is a concern 

for employees, either they hold permanent or contract status because of the increased 

competition in the labor market, we argue that our participants had low to moderate levels of 

job insecurity as Lam et al. (2015) contended that participants with higher job insecurity 

might likely to show higher OCB as a way to impress the management. It is valuable to 
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examine employees working in organizations that are facing significant changes, such as 

mergers, downsizing, and acquisition, as employees with these situations may likely have 

higher levels of job insecurity. Lastly, all variables were measured using self-report measures, 

increasing common method variance issues. To overcome the problem, we used temporal 

separation in which we measured predictors and outcome variables separately. However, we 

suggest future research to use other robust methods such as the supervisor’s assessment of 

OCB to overcome the biases.  

Conclusion 

Job insecurity as a situational factor may imply two motives of OCB, as organizational 

concern or as impression management motives. In this study, we posited job insecurity as an 

antecedent of the lack of organizational concern motive that negatively related to OCB. 

Hence, based on the organizational identification theory, affective commitment is found to 

be a robust mediator in the job insecurity-OCB relationship. One of the managerial 

implications of our study is that to enable employees to identify with the organization, and 

managers should eliminate job insecurity where it is possible and design intervention 

programs to enhance employee’s levels of affective commitment. For instance, organizations 

could identify specific job features and organizational conducts that are problematic and 

serve as the cause of job insecurity. These programs may reduce job insecurity, increase 

affective commitment, thus increase employee’s OCB. 
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