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Abstract: Over the past decade, in the light of intensive robotisation, job insecurity referring to
the employees’ overall concern about the continued availability of their jobs in the future has
become a hot topic. A general assumption supported by the findings is that job insecurity causes
far-reaching negative consequences for the employee well-being and health, attitudes towards the job
and organisation, and behaviours at work. However, the focus on behavioural outcomes, especially
on employee performance at work, is still scant. Trying to narrow the gap, the paper aims at revealing
the linkage between job insecurity and two dimensions of performance, namely task performance
and organisational citizenship behaviour. Building on the hindrance stressor dimension of the stress
model, the paper claims that a negative relationship exists between the constructs. Quantitative data
were collected in a survey of robotised production lines operators working in the furniture sector
in Lithuania. As predicted, the results revealed that job insecurity had a negative impact on both
the task performance and organisational citizenship behaviour. These findings affirmed that job
insecurity was a hindrance stressor, which needed to be considered when managing human resources
in a robotised production environment.

Keywords: job insecurity; task performance; organisational citizenship behaviour; robots;
robotisation; furniture industry

1. Introduction

Work has been a subject of transformation for a couple of centuries [1–3]. In particular,
recently these changes have been accelerated by the rapid technological advancement [4–7].
Worldwide, the companies have started adapting technologies with intention to “decrease
costs, generate additional revenues, provide consistent product quality, streamline operations,
expand production/service capacity, improve company’s competitiveness” ([8], p. 17). This is
particularly valid for the manufacturing sector, where industrial robots have been used now
for several decades [8,9]. Such a situation raises an important concern about technological
unemployment when humans are replaced or complemented by machines [10,11]. Given
this focus, employed people might feel insecure about the future of their jobs [12] and
feel threated by unemployment [13]. In other words, employees experience job insecurity
which is situated midway between employment and unemployment [13] and is considered
as a work stressor [14].

While a growing body of prior studies have investigated the detrimental effect of job
insecurity on work-related well-being [15], health [16], and employee attitudes towards
the job and organisation [17,18], behavioural outcomes have been studied to a somewhat
lesser extent [19–23]. Incidentally, this is despite the notion that behaviour outcomes,
such as employee performance at work, serve as a core driver for overall organisational
performance and sustainable survival [22]. In such, the current paper is designed to
narrow the gap by analysing the ways the job insecurity relates to employee performance
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referring to its two empirically related, but conceptually distinct dimensions, namely task
performance and organisational citizenship behaviour (OCB). While task performance
comprises job duties relating to the organisation’s technical core, OCB encompasses varying
facets of discretionary work behaviour that create a positive work context while supporting
the technical core [24].

Going further, it is important to underline that scant prior research demonstrated
controversial findings regarding the job insecurity and employee performance. Some
of them reported a negative association between the constructs [22,25,26], while others
revealed a positive linkage [22]. As such, the current paper could benefit to the research in
the field of job insecurity by providing further evidence regarding the nature of impact.

Moreover, it seems that the previous research has largely neglected the relevance of
samples, countries, and the nature of socio-technological changes while addressing job
insecurity and its consequences [11]. As it was mentioned before, manufacturing is one of
the sectors with the growing number of industrial robots [9] having the potential to replace
human workforce [7]. As to the best knowledge of the authors of this paper there is a no
research exploring job insecurity in furniture industry with participants of the study being
robotised production line operators, the current paper serves as a good starting point for
opening an avenue for further investigations.

The aim of the paper is to reveal the linkage between job insecurity and employee
performance, in terms of task performance and OCB among the robotised production line
operators in the furniture sector. In doing this, the paper seeks to answer the following:
(a) whether and to what extent do the workers feel job insecurity? (b) whether and to what
extent do the workers perform tasks and demonstrate OCB? (c) whether the ratings of job
insecurity and performance differ according to demographic characteristics of respondents?
(d) will job insecurity impact task performance and OCB? What are the negative or positive
aspects of such impact? To answer these questions, this paper analyses data from the
survey carried out in the plants of the furniture sector, which is far-advanced in using
robots and automation solutions. The sample consisted of operators working on robotised
production lines.

The paper intends to contribute to the literature in several ways. First, the intention
is to respond to the recent call of Sverke et al. [22] to focus on and extend the empirical
evidence supporting the notion that job insecurity is associated with task performance and
OCB. Next, in order to understand how job insecurity is related to employee performance,
the hindrance–challenge occupational stressor model [27] was used. More specifically, job
insecurity was treated as a hindrance stressor, which causes impaired performance. The
purpose of this is to contribute to the research stream theoretically arguing and empirically
supporting the notion that job insecurity is a hindrance stressor. Finally, echoing the
concerns of Nam [11], the paper addresses a specific context and sample, namely robotised
production line operators in the furniture sector. The perceived job security analysed
here is supposed to be forward-looking, reflecting the expectations of job changes while
respondents have already been affected by automation-robotisation related solutions, as
they work together with robots.

The remainder of the paper is structured as follows. The theoretical part gives an
overview of the literature on changing work nature and describes job insecurity, task
performance and OCB. Later, the hypotheses are developed. Then, the research method
applied is described. The empirical results and discussion come further. Finally, conclusions
are drawn.

2. Theoretical Background
2.1. The Changing Nature of Work (in Manufacturing Industry) Due to Robotisation

Addressing our time as an era of conscious social change, Bowen and Mangum [28]
claim one of the predominant factors underlying current social changes is the advancement
of technology. There are no doubts that the current wave of technological innovation,
known as the “Fourth Industrial Revolution” [29], will have a far-reaching impact on the
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labour market [4]. Technology is believed to effect economies, employment and nature of
work dramatically [30–32]; however, it is still controversial whether the new technologies
substitute or create more and new jobs [4,33–35].

Turning to manufacturing industry, the use of robots is at the core of debates, as
industrial robots are quite widely used in manufacturing [7]. The word ‘robot’ was first
introduced in 1921 and now refers to machines that can navigate through and interact with
the physical world of factories, warehouses, battlefields, and offices [36]. Playing a vital role
in manufacturing industry’s efforts to be competitive, industrial robots are dominating in
comparison to collaborative robots [37]. Industrial robots are fully autonomous machines
that do not need a human operator and that can be programmed to perform several manual
tasks such as welding, assembling, handling materials, painting, or packaging [38]. More-
over, robotic technologies are continuing to advance allowing them to perform various
and increasingly difficult tasks [9] making people worry that large-scale job losses are
looming [34]. There are many arguments why a company would prefer using robots rather
than human employees. Here, only some of them are provided. Firstly, a robot can work
24/7, without the need to relax and recover. Next, robots can implement the same routine,
tedious and/or dangerous work repeatedly, correctly and in a timely manner. Further,
robots focus on work without negative emotions; they do not complain or require better
working conditions. Finally, robots could be rented or bought easier than human employees
get hired [8]. Relying on the advantages of robots, it is not surprising that employees may
feel insecure concerning the future existence of jobs [11]. The insecurity might even be
fueled by some empirical evidence, as for instance Acemoglu and Restrepo [38] found that
an increased use of robots has reduced the employment-to-population ratio. Naturally,
technologies do not affect all work in the same way [see Acemoglu and Autor [39] for an
overview]; however, human employees working in manufacturing are in real danger, as
“those employees whose jobs include repetitive, tedious, and/or dangerous tasks, and are subject to
strict algorithmisation” ([8], p. 3) are on the road for some replacement or substitution. Draw-
ing upon the detrimental consequences of job insecurity on employees and organisations,
the question of the extent of job insecurity perceived by the manufacturing employees is
highly relevant. The conceptualisation of this social phenomenon is provided below.

2.2. Job Insecurity

Job insecurity has been defined in various ways in the literature. One of the earliest
and of most-quoted definitions was provided by Greenhalgh and Rosenblatt [40], claiming
that job insecurity was “the perceived powerlessness to maintain desired continuity in a threatened
job situation” (p. 438). Another highly-quoted definition belongs to De Witte [13] arguing
that job insecurity is “the perceived threat of job loss and the worries related to that threat” (p. 1).
The overview of definitions [12] suggests that some researchers treat job insecurity as
multi-dimensional, differentiating between quantitative (threats to the continuation or loss
of the job itself) and qualitative (threats to continued existence of valued job features) job
insecurity [13,41]. Further, another distinction often made is between the cognitive and
affective job insecurity [13,22]. Cognitive job insecurity refers to the perceived threat to
the continuity of one’s employment and/or to the features of the job (e.g., deterioration
of working conditions), whereas affective job insecurity captures the emotional reactions
to the perceived threat to one’s job (e.g., concern, worry, anxiety) [42]. However, despite
the diversity in definitions, some common characteristics could be underlined. First, job
insecurity is a subjective experience implying that the same objective situation (e.g., a
decline in demand for the goods the company is producing) may be interpreted in various
ways by different workers. Some employees may feel insecure whereas their job continuity
is (‘objectively speaking’) not in danger, while others may feel secure about their jobs,
even though they will be laid off soon afterwards [13]. Second, job insecurity is a future-
focused phenomenon [43]. Job insecurity reflects a forecast about a loss event, which might
occur one day in the future [12]. Consequently, employees are ‘groping in the dark’ as
far as their future within the organisation is concerned [13]. Third, job insecurity refers
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to involuntary nature; the feeling of powerlessness is also a part of many job insecurity
definitions [13]. Finally, job insecurity is about the stability and continuity of one’s current
employment and accordingly differs from employability, as a related construct, which
captures an individual’s perceived ability to obtain a new job [13]. The current paper treats
job insecurity as a global construct comprising a perceived, unwelcome threat to the current
job, as suggested in a study of Sverke et al. [22].

As mentioned earlier, job insecurity might generate a vast range of outcomes for
individuals and organisations. Seeing that the paper limits its scope to a single outcome–
performance, the next subsection describes employee performance, revealing the nature of
task performance and OCB.

2.3. Task Performance and OCB

Employee performance refer to “actions, behavior and outcomes that employees engage
in or bring out that are linked with and contribute to organizational goals” ([44], p. 216). In
contemporary research, employee performance is treated as a phenomenon, which consists
of several distinct types, or dimensions of performance behaviour [45]. This paper limits
its focus to two dimensions, namely task performance and OCB.

In work psychology literature, task performance is defined as the effectiveness with
which job incumbents perform activities that contribute to the organisation’s technical
core either directly by implementing a part of its technological process, or indirectly by
providing it with the necessary materials or services [46,47]. Very similarly, Van Scotter [48]
claims that employees are engaging in task performance when they “use technical skills
and knowledge to produce goods or services through the organisation’s core technical processes, or
when they accomplish specialized tasks that support these core functions” (pp. 80–81). Pradhan
and Jena [45] argue that task performance “comprises of job-explicit behaviours which include
fundamental job responsibilities assigned as a part of job description” (p. 71). As task performance
is primarily facilitated through task knowledge, task skill, and task habits [49], the primary
antecedents of it include the ability to do the job and prior experience [45]. Summing up,
task performance refers to activities that contribute to the technical core and these activities
are formally recognised as part of the job [50].

OCB is a quite different dimension of employee performance representing contextual
performance. OCB is a kind of prosocial behaviour demonstrated by individuals in a
work set-up [45]. Originally defined by Organ [51], OCB is treated as “individual behaviour
that is discretionary, not directly or explicitly recognised by the formal reward system, and in
the aggregate promotes the efficient and effective functioning of the organisation” (p. 4). Later,
Organ [52] provided a more precise understanding of OCB referring to the “performance
that supports the social and psychological environment in which task performance takes place”
(p. 95). According to Bolino and Turnley [53], employee efforts that go “above and beyond
the call of duty” (p. 60) reflect the nature of OCB. More precisely, employees are engaged
in OCB, when they voluntarily help colleagues who are getting behind, act in ways that
maintain good working relationships, put in extra effort to complete an assignment on
time or carry out task activities that are not formally part of the job [48]. In general, OCB is
highly relevant because it contributes to the overall organisational effectiveness in ways
that shape the organisational, social, and psychological context that might foster the task
activities [47].

Generally, both dimensions of performance, as much task performance as OCB, are
significant for organisational survival leading to the demand to strengthen the employee
performance. However, it seems likely that job insecurity might cause the opposite result
with respect to employee performance. Thus, the next subsection provides a theoretical
justification and the empirical evidence regarding the association between job insecurity
and task performance and OCB.
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2.4. Job Insecurity in Relation to Task Performance and OCB

Drawing upon previous literature, it seems that stress theory [27], psychological
contract theory [54], and social identity theory [55] are the main theoretical approaches
used to explain the relationship between job insecurity and performance in terms of task
performance and OCB. The current paper limits its focus only to the stress theory.

Recognisable technological innovations implemented by the manufacturing com-
panies while installing increasingly more industrial robots cause some threats for the
employees and act as a main stressor to employment and job existence [11,14]. Relying on
the notion that job insecurity is a stressor, the explanation of the way the employees respond
to job insecurity in terms of their performance is not so straightforward. The prior literature
proposed a two-dimensional work stressor framework with respect to the stressors’ rela-
tionships with performance [56]. Drawing upon this two-dimensional stressor model, any
stressor reflects two basic dimensions, namely hindrance and challenge [56]. A hindrance
stressor is defined as excessive or undesirable work-related demands or circumstances
that interfere with or hinder an individual’s ability to achieve goals [57]. Contrary to the
hindrance stressor, a challenge stressor is seen as a job demand creating the opportunity
for better work achievements [27]. Thus, on one hand, as a result of the hindrance stressor
or “bad” stress [56], job insecurity might lead to reduced task performance and reduced
OCB. However, on the other hand, as a result of the challenge stressor or “good” stress [56],
job insecurity could trigger higher task performance and OCB when employees cope with
job insecurity actively by exerting extra effort to demonstrate their worth, as a form of job
preservation strategy [27].

Having the context of the paper in mind, this research treats job insecurity as a
hindrance stressor. Unquestionably, during the last decades, technological innovations
have dramatically changed the nature of work [11,30], while some labour in terms of
production of goods is performed by robots, meaning that humans will be increasingly
marginalised from the production process [7]. Alongside the initial high expectations of the
robots’ potential to assist humans in the manufacturing process, people have become deeply
concerned about the existence of their job in the future. Actually, work has extraordinary
importance for individuals, as it fulfils various fundamental human needs, for instance
the need for survival [14]. In the meantime, job insecurity limits or makes it impossible
to satisfy some of the fundamental needs. Moreover, humans might feel that robots are
their competitors in terms of being employed in a particular industry or workplace. As
the technological progress accelerates and displacement effect becomes an obvious reality
with manufacturing companies using robots instead of humans [31], employees might
experience a feeling of powerlessness to change the current and future situations as regards
their job existence. Hence, the growing use of robots raises stressful demands, which
have the nature of a hindrance stressor. In general, hindrance stressor has the potential to
harm personal growth, cause negative emotions, and trigger a passive style of coping [56].
One way to emotionally cope with such a stressor is to behaviourally withdraw from the
situation [19]. Turning to performance, reduced task performance and reduced OCB are the
perfect examples of such behavioural withdrawal [19]. Referring to job insecurity as to an
undesirable work-related demand, employees might demonstrate lower task performance
and lower discretionary efforts.

Turning to empirical evidence regarding the linkage between job insecurity and task
performance and OCB, no consensus exists. The majority of studies have found job insecu-
rity to be negatively related to general and task performance [20,43,58]; however, there are
some studies that have found non-significant [55] or even positive associations [59]. Regard-
ing OCB, the associations between job insecurity and OCB have also proved to be negative
in most studies [22], although some studies have found non-significant relationships [20].

Looking to meta-analysis, Sverke et al. [2] found no significant relationship between
the job insecurity and performance. Subsequent meta-analyses [25,26,42] found a rather
weak, but nevertheless statistically significant negative relationship. A more recent meta-
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analysis of Sverke et al. [22] demonstrated that job insecurity was associated with impaired
task performance and OCB.

In summary, the core assumption of the current paper claims that the hindrance effect
of job insecurity manifests itself through behavioural withdrawal (lower task performance
and OCB), because it reflects a passive coping process. In line with this perspective, job
insecurity makes it difficult for employees to devote their energy and attention to per-
forming their duties or to demonstrating extra-role performance [27]. Based on theoretical
reasoning while treating job insecurity as a hindrance stressor, the paper hypothesises the
following:

Hypothesis 1 (H1). Job insecurity will be negatively related to task performance.

Hypothesis 2 (H2). Job insecurity will be negatively related to OCB.

The theoretical model is provided below (Figure 1).
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3. Methodology
3.1. Context

The furniture industry is one of the oldest wood processing industries in Lithua-
nia. The Lithuanian furniture industry has a relatively cheap and qualified labour force;
however, its shortage is experienced because of labour-intensive products [60]. Lukšytė
and Melnikas [60] also recognise that Lithuanian furniture industry is one of the most
competitive and highly developed manufacturing industries in Lithuania; it uses innova-
tive production methods making high quality furniture; has long-standing traditions; is
applying high technologies; its staff possess appropriate qualifications and competencies; it
is integrated into the global economy. The latter statement can be supported by the fact that
69.4% of furniture made in Lithuania was exported to the EU market in 2019 [61]. Overall,
the Lithuanian furniture industry created 2.4% of national GDP and accounted for 9.7%
of GDP of the manufacturing sector, with a production value of approximately 1.4 billion
euros in 2015 [62]. In 2019, the value of sales of goods and works performed in the sector
increased by 20% [61]. The Lithuanian furniture industry shares around 0.1% of the market
realized revenue (worldwide US$1417 bn) [63]. The main indicators of Lithuanian furniture
industry are presented in Table 1. There were 872 companies operating in the furniture
industry sector in Lithuania with 27,724 employees in 2015. Total employment during that
year was 1,468,900 people working in 71,445 enterprises [61].
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Table 1. Main indicators, 2015 [62].

Main Indicators Number

Operating companies 872
Number of employees 27,724

Production value €1.4 bn
Added value €391 mill

Export of goods of Lithuanian origin €1.2 bn
Investments in tangible assets €61.5 mill

It should be noted that the development of wood industry enterprises is associated
with modern technological equipment and automation of production processes [60]. Lithua-
nian industrial companies seem to understand the challenges they are facing—the demand
for robotisation solutions currently exceeds the supply [64,65], even though only 3% of
Lithuania-based enterprises employ robotic solutions currently [66].

The Lithuanian furniture industry workforce is encountering the issues of robotisation;
it is estimated that because of automation more than 60% of jobs are at risk in Lithuania,
with 20% of those facing high risk of significant change (more than 70% probability) [67].
3D printers might easily carry out the production of furniture that is designed by algo-
rithms [63]. Nevertheless, Lithuania is highly dependent on IKEA, that is both the main
engine driving the innovation and progress of the Lithuanian furniture industry, making
it more labour- and cost-efficient, but also posing higher risks that is brought by lack of
market diversification [68]. However, the Lithuanian furniture industry is expected to
double in size in the next several years because of the ongoing clusterisation [69]. Thus,
concluding, the Lithuanian furniture industry is and should remain one of the most signifi-
cant and highest added-value sectors for the Lithuanian economy, as well as for the labour
market [60].

3.2. Sample and Data Collection

The respondents chosen to gather the data and test the hypotheses were operators of
robotised furniture production lines in Lithuania. Five furniture companies were surveyed
in 2020. The research was based on the criterion of convenience in order to obtain the
data from the respondents who were easier to reach; however, certain inclusion criteria
were applied: (1) working in furniture manufacturing industry; (2) working on robotised
production lines. Paper questionnaires were distributed to the employees. Data collection
took approximately 1 month. At the end of the research, 350 questionnaires were collected
from five furniture companies. According to the numbers of the employees working in the
Lithuanian furniture sector (27,724), such an amount of responses reflected an acceptable
bias of 5.4%, which indicated the reliability of the data. Concerning the respondent profile,
data about gender, age, education, and working time in the organisation were collected.
The socio-demographic characteristics of the sample are reported in Table 2.

As it is visible in Table 2, 61 percent of the 350 respondents were male employees.
A small number (5.0%) of respondents belonged to generation Z (date of birth 2002 and
later), 50.0% were representatives of generation Y (date of birth 1981–2001), 35.0% of those
surveyed belonged to generation X (born in 1965–1980), and 10.0% were people from the
Baby boom generation (born in 1946–1964). Regarding the education level of respondents,
51.0 percent held a higher education degree. Turning to job tenure, 4.0% of respondents
had worked less than 1 year for the particular company, 21.0% of respondents had a
1–3 year working experience, 38.0% of respondents reported that they had worked for
the organisation from 3 to 5 year, 30.0% of respondents declared a 5–10 year working
experience, while 7.0% reported that they had worked for the particular organisation
10 years and longer.
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Table 2. Respondents’ profile.

%

Furniture industry 100
Working on robotised production line 100

Gender

Male 61
Female 39

Age

Generation Z (date of birth 2002 and later) 5
Generation Y (date of birth 1981–2001) 50

Generation X (born in 1965–1980) 35
Baby boom generation (born in 1946–1964) 10

Education

Higher education 41
Non-degree 59

Time worked for the organisation (job tenure)

Under 1 year 4
1–3 years 21
3–5 years 38
5–10 years 30

10 years and over 7

3.3. Measures

Job insecurity was measured by using a four-item scale developed by De Witte [70].
Response options ranged from 1, “strongly disagree”, to 5, “strongly agree”. Sample items
are: “I feel insecure about the future of my job” and “I am sure I can keep my job” (reverse
coded). Cronbach’s alpha was 0.675.

Task performance was measured using a three-item scale developed by Goodman and
Svyantek [71]. Response options ranged from 1, “strongly disagree”, to 5, “strongly agree”.
Sample item is “I fulfil all the requirements of my job “. Cronbach’s alpha was 0.576.

OCB was measured using a five-item scale developed by Verburg et al. [72]. Response
options ranged from 1, “strongly disagree”, to 5, “strongly agree”. A sample item is “I
assist others with their work, even when they do not ask directly “. Cronbach’s alpha
was 0.807.

All items are provided in Appendix A.
Task performance and OCB were measured via self-rating.

3.4. Data Analysis

The statistical package IBM SPSS Statistics Standard v.23 (IBM, Armonk, NY, USA) was
used to perform statistical analysis. Respondents’ demographical data were summarised
using descriptive statistics. The Spearman’s coefficient was used as a means of bivariate
correlations between the main variables of the study as the data had a skewed distribution.
Logistic regression analyses were conducted to explore the relations between job insecurity
and task performance and organisational citizenship behaviour factors. Multiple logistic
regression analyses using an enter method were conducted. Models were adjusted for
personal factors (gender, age, level of education, and years worked for the organisation).
Results were considered statistically significant at a 5% (p < 0.05) significance level. Scores
for all scales used were calculated. Nonparametric statistics were applied since none
of the scales were normally distributed. Median and interquartile range were selected
as descriptive measures. All study groups were compared using Kruskal–Wallis tests.
Mann–Whitney tests were used to analyse the scores between two groups when there were
significant differences.



Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2021, 18, 515 9 of 17

Because self-reported data were used, there is a need to check for potential biases
resulting from common method variance (CMV). Actually, researchers can control CMV
with statistical and procedural remedies [73,74]. Based on recommendations [74], some
procedural remedies were used by protecting respondent anonymity, improving item
wording, and separating the measurement of the predictor and outcome variables. Turning
to statistical remedies, Harman’s one-factor analysis was performed as a statistical remedy.
According to Harman’s one-factor analysis, CMV was not a serious issue in the data.

4. Results

The means, standard deviations, and correlation matrix are provided in Table 3.

Table 3. Mean, standard deviation and Spearman correlations.

Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6

1. Gender 1.39 0.49
2. Age 2.50 0.74 0.056

3. Education 1.59 0.49 0.035 −0.122 *
4. Time worked for the organisation 3.13 0.96 −0.046 −0.370 ** −0.077

5. Job insecurity 2.76 0.65 −0.164 ** −0.152 ** 0.013 0.004
6. Task performance 4.11 0.57 0.016 0.091 −0.034 −0.094 −0.261 **

7. OCB 3.81 0.77 0.157 ** 0.139 ** 0.031 −0.070 −0.249 ** 0.496 **

Notes: n = 350; * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; SPSS 23 was used to calculate the means and standard deviations; reported
means of latent variables were zero in cross-sectional analyses. Correlations between variables such as job
insecurity were only measured with one construct (i.e., not a latent variable).

Referring to Table 3, a negative correlation between job insecurity and task perfor-
mance (−0.261, p < 0.01) was revealed. The same situation was observed in respect to
OCB, seeing that a negative correlation between job insecurity and OCB (−0.249, p < 0.01)
was found.

Previous research has suggested that employees according their demographic vari-
ables such as gender, age, work tenure, and education differed in experience regarding
job insecurity [75] and performance [72]. Turning to current research, the Mann–Whitney
U test (Table 4) showed a statistically significant difference between the job insecurity
(U = 11,652.500, p < 0.05) and OCB (U = 11,986.000, p < 0.05) of males and females.

Table 4. Gender differences in job insecurity, task performance and OCB (Mann–Whitney test).

Female Mean Rank Male Mean Rank Mann–Whitney U Test Z Sig.

Job insecurity 154.31 188.80 11,652.500 −3.134 0.002

Task performance 175.99 175.20 14,447.000 −0.072 0.942

OCB 194.21 163.75 11,986.000 −2.751 0.006

From Table 5 it is seen that the Mann–Whitney test did not reveal any statistically
significant differences concerning job insecurity, task performance and OCB depending on
the education level. This leads to the idea that when working as a robotised production
line operator in the furniture sector, education level does not matter for feeling higher or
lower job insecurity or for evaluating performance as higher or lower.

Table 5. Education differences in job insecurity, task performance and OCB (Mann–Whitney test).

University Degree
Mean Rank

Non-University
Degree Mean Rank Mann–Whitney U Test Z Sig.

Job insecurity 173.45 176.95 14,565.500 −0.322 0.748

Task performance 178.19 173.60 14,472.500 −0.426 0.670

OCB 171.80 178.12 14,325.500 −0.578 0.563

The Kruskal–Wallis test (Table 6) showed a statistically significant difference in various
age groups of respondents as regards their job insecurity (H = 24.040, p < 0.05) and OCB
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(H = 12.088, p < 0.05). It seems that respondents born in 1965–1980 felt more insecure about
their jobs (mean rank—210.82), while respondents born in 2002 and later evaluated their
extra-role performance as being the most expressed (mean rank—204.71).

Table 6. Age differences in job insecurity, task performance and OCB (Kruskal –Wallis H test).

Born in
1946–1964

Mean Rank

Born in
1965–1980

Mean Rank

Born in
1981–2001

Mean Rank

Born in 2002
and Later

Mean Rank

Kruskal–Wallis
H Test df Sig.

Job insecurity 162.47 210.82 153.98 168.79 24.040 3 0.000

Task performance 179.71 161.11 184.13 181.82 4.039 3 0.257

OCB 182.07 150.65 188.77 204.71 12.088 3 0.007

The Kruskal–Wallis test (Table 7) did not reveal any statistically significant differences
as regards job insecurity, task performance and OCB across employees with different job
tenure. This leads to the idea that the number of years spent working in a particular organ-
isation does not influence the feeling of job insecurity or the evaluation of performance.

Table 7. Working years’ differences in job insecurity, task performance and OCB (Kruskal–Wallis H test).

Less than 1
Year Mean

Rank

1–3 Years
Mean
Rank

3–5 Years
Mean
Rank

5–10 Years
Mean
Rank

More than 10
Years Mean

Rank

Kruskal–
Wallis H

Test
df Sig.

Job insecurity 176.93 167.95 181.72 168.36 194.93 2.332 3 0.675

Task performance 163.37 189.10 179.92 170.00 138.78 5.340 3 0.254

OCB 188.87 188.95 169.10 183.10 126.46 8.152 3 0.086

To test the study hypotheses, multiple regression analyses were conducted (Table 8).
The results are discussed further.

Table 8. Multiple regression results.

Dependent Variable: (Standardised β)

Independent Variables Job Insecurity Job Insecurity
H1

Job Insecurity
H2

Control variables
Gender −0.162 * −0.165 ** −0.124 *

Age −0.161 * −0.154 ** −0.133 *
Education 0.007 −0.001 0.020

Time worked for the organisation −0.041 −0.060 −0.045
Constructs

Task performance −0.215 ***
OCB −0.252 ***
R2 0.052 0.097 0.112

Total F 4.686 ** 7.394 *** 8.693 ***
Adjusted R2 0.041 0.084 0.099

Notes: * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001.

H1 proposes a negative relationship between job insecurity and task performance.
As it is seen from Table 8, job insecurity causes a decline in task performance (−0.215,
p < 0.01). Thus, H1 was confirmed. The same applies regarding H2. As illustrated in
Table 8, job insecurity elicits lower OCB (−0.252, p < 0.001). Hence, support was also found
for H2.

5. Discussion

The paper was intended to examine the relationship between job insecurity and
two dimensions of employee performance. More specifically, treating job insecurity as a
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hindrance stressor, the paper claims for negative association between job insecurity and
task performance and OCB. In doing this, the paper echoes the call in the previous literature
to focus on employee performance as one of behavioural outcomes caused and influenced
by job insecurity [27]. Following the view that context matters [25,32], attention was paid
to manufacturing sector. More specifically, the sample consisted of robotised production
line operators working in the furniture sector characterised by specific context due to high
pressure for its automation and robotisation. As predicted, the findings revealed that job
insecurity served as a determinant of lower task performance and lower OCB. Further, the
theoretical and practical implications of the findings are discussed.

5.1. Theoretical Implications

The debates whether the digital technologies substitute or create jobs have been going
on intensively for several years [4]. The prevailing message proclaims that robots can do
the jobs of humans more efficiently [76] and this might lead to a significant decrease in the
number of human employees in the currently existing jobs [8]. Incidentally, this applies for
both less-skilled occupations (e.g., plant workers) and their highly skilled counterparts [76].
Turning to furniture industry, the workers in production are under high risk of being
replaced as their jobs are essentially repetitive and subject to strict algorithmisation [8].
Accordingly, employees might feel insecure about their jobs. One of the first objectives of
the current paper was to measure the job insecurity of particular respondents form furniture
industry. The findings demonstrated a level of job insecurity that was not particularly
high (mean 2.76) allowing to suggest that workers did not perceive the threat of losing the
current job in the future as high [77] regardless of seeing some examples of robotisation
as they work on robotised production lines. Such findings are in line with Shin et al. [78]
study, where R&D professionals employed in a South Korean manufacturing company
rated job insecurity similarly (mean 2.37 on a scale from 1 to 5). Regarding differences
in the perception of respondents belonging to different gender, age, education, and work
tenure groups, only a few statistically significant differences were revealed (Tables 4–7).
Two aspects could be highlighted. First, the findings demonstrated that employees born in
1965–1980 had a higher job insecurity in comparison to other generations. This contradicts
the findings of [75] where older workers reported lower job insecurity. Second, males
reported a higher job insecurity than women. Literature review confirms that the research
into gender perceptions of job insecurity is not clear and presents controversial findings [75].
Thus, the current study does not support the idea that women experience less control over
their own employment futures and due to this suffer from higher job insecurity.

This paper considers both task performance and OCB as outcomes, seeing that they
both represent important ways by which employees can contribute to the organisation and
help it attain its goals [72]. The respondents evaluated their task performance (mean 4.11)
and OCB (mean 3.81) as high indeed. Such evaluation corresponds to the findings in other
studies where self-reported measures of performance were used [78]. As illustrated in
Table 4, statistically significant differences (U = 11,986.000, p < 0.05) make it possible to
underline that females (mean rank 194.21) evaluated their OCB higher than men (mean
rank 163.75). It could be explained by the general tendency of women for discretionary
and voluntary behaviour [20].

As job insecurity is a subjective experience [43], not all employees are equally affected
and individuals may experience varying degrees of uncertainty, even if they are objectively
in the same work situation [56] (all of the respondents were working as robotised produc-
tion line operators). As such, job insecurity may trigger contradicting reactions. Usually,
the understanding how job insecurity is related to employee performance is explained
through the hindrance–challenge stressor model [27]. In the current paper, following the
idea of a hindrance stressor, it was predicted that job insecurity would be an undesirable
work-related demand that interferes with task accomplishment. The findings supported
the mentioned assumption by revealing that job insecurity served as one of the reasons
which negatively affected task performance. However, it should be admitted that occu-
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pational health psychology literature considers job insecurity as just one example among
stressors and in comparison to other work-related stressors, job insecurity is one of the
least important amongst the most important stressors [79]. Coming back to the current
research, the results are consistent with the majority of previous studies that have explored
the relationship between job insecurity and task performance. For instance, the findings are
in line with findings of Schreuers et al. [20], while Shin and Hur [21] demonstrated that job
insecurity was strong enough to exert a long-term negative effect on the task performance
of service employees.

Turning to the relationship between job insecurity and OCB, the same view of job
insecurity as a hindrance stressor was proposed. The findings supported the notion that
job insecurity led to lower OCB (−0.252, p < 0.001). That is, when employees perceive a
threatening stressor such as job insecurity, they use up energy to cope with it, diverting
efforts away from performing extra-role job behaviours [27]. This notwithstanding, the
current study does not support the findings of Schreuers et al. [20] where no significant
negative association was observed between job insecurity and OCB. Although the latter
might represent the case when employees do not increase or decrease their discretionary
efforts when exploring job insecurity [20], the current research belongs to the literature
stream, which argues, based on empirical evidence, that job insecurity damages OCB by
diminishing employee efforts to go “above and beyond the call of duty” [53] (p. 60).

Summing up, the results of the current study support the notion that job insecurity
is associated with impaired performance due to its being a stressor. Thus, the role of job
insecurity as a hindrance stressor is confirmed.

5.2. Practical Implications

In addition to the theoretical implications, the research has some managerial implica-
tions for practitioners. Based on the finding that job insecurity impairs task performance
and OCB, organisations are encouraged to design some strategies and take some actions,
which are concerned with eliminating or reducing job insecurity as such. This is an ex-
tremely heavy task due to the nature of job insecurity and its inevitability in today’s
organisations, especially in the manufacturing industry where the number of robots is
growing. Nonetheless, several aspects that might be taken into consideration by practition-
ers are laid down below.

In general, job insecurity is problematic as it implies unpredictability and uncontrol-
lability [13]. Drawing upon common agreement in the literature, negative consequences
of job insecurity could be reduced while reducing the mentioned qualities, namely un-
predictability and uncontrollability [13,78]. For this, several ways are proposed, such as
communication [80], participation in decision making [81], and enhancement of organisa-
tional justice [82].

The first strategy refers to organisational communication seeing that the combination
of fear to lose the job and lack of information may be extremely stressful for employ-
ees [80]. Clarifying and communicating managerial expectations with respect to humans
and robotisation may counteract the feeling of uncertainty in employees [20]. Thus, job
insecurity might be reduced through communication of future organisational plans, seeing
that information is a valuable resource that increases the predictability of the working
situation and makes it more understandable from the angle of employees [80]. Moreover,
employees having access to information can gain more resources to cope with the adverse
consequences of job insecurity [27,80]. The organisation’s leaders might think about an in-
ternal communication plan and communication means. The frequency, channels, structure,
and content of the messages need to be discussed and carefully chosen in order to make
the organisation’s plans comprehensible for all employees.

The second strategy refers to employee involvement in decision making, as it increases
the control over the situation [13], thereby reducing job insecurity. In general, organisations
that are more inclined to involve the employees usually take a long-term perspective on
employment reduction [81] estimating the advantages and drawbacks of work design
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changes. Moreover, the opportunity to discuss organisational changes increases the feeling
among employees that their needs are important for the organisation and are taken into
consideration [81] when automation and robotisations decisions are discussed, chosen
and implemented. Participation in decision-making may take different forms, such as
individual or collective.

The third strategy concerns organisational justice. In fact, employees who perceive
greater justice, will have a stronger sense that they are respected and valued by the
organisations [83]. Hence, employees tend to evaluate their job existence in the future to be
more controllable and predictable [84]. Accordingly, they feel less insecure.

Summing up, the core idea is that one-shot approach to reducing job insecurity is
unlikely to be successful. The complex of actions with respect to open communication,
involving employees in decision making and increasing the feeling of fairness of the organ-
isational policies and procedures might create a synergic effect and reduce job insecurity
as such.

5.3. Limitations

This research has some shortcomings that should be acknowledged when interpreting
the results. The first concern is related to self-report nature of the data regarding task perfor-
mance and OCB. This may have increased the risk of common method variance [73,74] and
other response biases such as social desirability. Attempts were made to decrease the social
desirability on measurements of task performance and OCB by guaranteeing anonymity of
the results and emphasising that there would be no right or wrong answers [27]. Indeed,
the respondents provided favourable ratings of their own task performance and OCB, as
indicated by high means for those variables (M = 4.11 for task performance; M = 3.81 for
OCB). This suggests the possibility that job performance and OCB were overrated due to
social desirability and evaluation apprehension. For this reason, other rated measures of
task performance and OCB are recommended.

The second concern is a linking mechanism between job insecurity and performance
dimensions. In order to completely understand the relationship between job insecurity,
task performance, and OCB, the underlying processes should be considered [78]. Although
it was outside the scope of the paper to explore possible mediators and moderatos that can
strengthen or weaken the relationship between job insecurity and performance dimensions,
future research nonetheless needs to consider a linking mechanism.

The third concern relies on the dimensions of employee performance. As the current
paper captured only two types of employee performance, the future research could also
include counterproductive and other dimensions of performance [45].

The fourth concern deals with sample specifics. The sample consisted of robotised
production line operators working in the furniture sector. For this reason, the result could
not be generalised to other manufacturing industries.

The fifth concern relates to possibility to explore the generalisability of the results
to other cultures and countries. Since the sample was from one country, it would be
interesting to examine whether the job insecurity–performance relationship varies across
countries and whether this variation depends on specific country-level characteristics. In
this respect, the current research supports the interest and call that was also raised by some
earlier studies [19,25,27].

The sixth concern is related to the fact that the objective predictors of job insecurity
were neglected in the current research [2,75]. During survey, the data on organisations’ size
or employee wages were not collected. In order to have a complete picture of job insecurity
and its impact on employee performance, further research should consider previously
mentioned relevant data”

6. Conclusions

The aim of the paper was to explore the relationship between job insecurity and task
performance and OCB. Results of the survey carried out among the robotised production
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line operators working in the furniture sector revealed that job insecurity had a negative
effect on task performance and OCB. More specifically, job insecurity causes impaired task
performance by hindering the employees from exhibiting the behaviours, which include
fundamental job responsibilities from the job description. Turning to OCB, job insecurity
is detrimental to OCB as employees show lower prosocial behaviour, which supports the
psychological and social environment in which task performance takes place. Summing
up, the results are in line with the stress theory suggesting that job insecurity is associated
with impaired performance due to its being a stressor, namely a hindrance stressor.
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Appendix A. Survey Items

Job insecurity (De Witte [70]).

(1) I feel insecure about the future of my job.
(2) I am sure I can keep my job (reverse coded).
(3) Chances are, I will soon lose my job.
(4) I think, I might lose my job in the near future.

Task performance (Goodman and Svyantek, [71]).

(1) I achieve the objectives of my job.
(2) I fulfil all the requirements of my job.
(3) I demonstrate expertise in all job-related tasks.

OCB (Verburg et al. [72]).

(1) I accept added responsibility when others are absent.
2) I help others out when I can see they have a heavy workload.
(3) I assist others with their work, even when not directly asked.
(4) My attendance at work is above the norm.
(5) I give advance notice when unable to come to work.
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