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Abstract
Job insecurity is related to many detrimental outcomes with reduced job satisfaction and
affective organizational commitment being the two most prominent reactions. Yet, effect sizes
vary greatly suggesting the presence of moderator variables. Based on Lazarus’ cognitive
appraisal theory, we assumed that country-level enacted uncertainty avoidance and a
country’s social safety net would affect an individual’s appraisal of job insecurity. More
specifically, we hypothesized that these two country-level variables would buffer the negative
relationships between job insecurity and the two aforementioned job attitudes. Combining
three different data sources, we tested the hypotheses in a sample of 15,200 employees from
24 countries by applying multilevel modeling. The results confirmed the hypotheses that both
enacted uncertainty avoidance and the social safety net act as cross-level buffer variables.
Furthermore, our data revealed that the two cross-level interactions share variance in
explaining the two job attitudes. Our study responds to calls to look at stress processes from a
multilevel perspective and highlights the potential importance of governmental regulation

when it comes to individual stress processes.
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Catch Me if | Fall! Enacted Uncertainty Avoidance and the Social Safety Net as Country-
Level Moderators in the Job Insecurity-Job Attitudes Link

In response to ongoing pressures of globalization interspersed with economic
recessions, companies have been continuously engaging in restructuring programs, mergers,
acquisitions, and outsourcing for several decades now (e.g., Greenhalgh & Rosenblatt, 1984;
Greenhalgh & Rosenblatt, 2010; Hellgren et al., 1999). At the same time, many industrialized
countries have shifted their focus from a predominantly manufacturing economy to one that
emphasizes the service and high-technology industries. Together, these changes have made
today’s employment situation less stable and secure (Greenhalgh & Rosenblatt, 1984, 2010).
As a result, job insecurity appears to be an increasingly globally relevant phenomenon with
some researchers labeling it one of the most important issues of applied psychology for the
third millennium (Fernandez-Ballesteros, 2002).

Job insecurity — a person’s “concern about the future permanence of the job” (Van
Vuuren & Klandermans, 1990, p. 133) — is a stressor with numerous detrimental outcomes
(Cheng & Chan, 2008; Sverke, Hellgren, & Néswall, 2002). The most recent meta-analysis
(Cheng & Chan, 2008) showed that job satisfaction and organizational commitment are the
two most frequently studied and most ubiquitous reactions to job insecurity. Moreover, given
that job insecurity is viewed as a stressor causing emotional reactions (e.g., De Witte, 1999),
the primary focus in most studies has been affective (rather than normative or continuance)
organizational commitment (e.g., Feather & Rauter, 2004; Staufenbiel & Konig, 2010).

Despite the large number of studies in support of a relationship between job insecurity
and the outcomes of job satisfaction and affective commitment, effect sizes for job insecurity-
outcomes relationships vary greatly suggesting the presence of moderator variables (Cheng &
Chan, 2008; Sverke et al., 2002). Typically, meta-analytic (Cheng & Chan, 2008; Sverke et

al., 2002) and primary research investigations have focused on the potential effects of
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individual-level variables as moderators (e.g., Berntson, Naswall, & Sverke, 2010; Kinnunen,
Mauno, & Siltaloppi, 2010) with little attention paid to the potential role of moderators
operating at higher levels.

We argue that this near exclusive focus on individual-level moderators falls short.
Instead, higher-level variables at the cultural and country levels may also explain substantial
variation in job insecurity-outcomes relationships. More specifically, we argue that the
cultural practice of enacted uncertainty avoidance and a country’s social safety net affect
individual appraisals of job insecurity (Lazarus, 1968; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984), thereby
buffering its relationships with the aforementioned job attitudes. We test our hypotheses using
data from representative samples of the adult population drawn from 24 different countries.

Our study contributes to the literature in several ways. First, while job insecurity
research has been conducted around the world (e.g., Bacon & Blyton, 2001; Lee, Bobko,
Ashford, Chen, & Reb, 2008; Probst & Ekore, 2010), very little research has explicitly
employed a cross-cultural perspective (see the two-country comparison studies by Konig,
Probst, Staffen, & Graso, 2011; Probst & Lawler, 2006, for exceptions). By adding this cross-
cultural perspective, we will be able to assess the generalizability of job insecurity and its two
most ubiquitous consequences (see also Gelfand, Erez, & Aycan, 2007). Second, our study
shifts the view away from an exclusively individual-level investigation of job insecurity to
examining interactions between individuals and theoretically relevant contextual factors. As
social systems affect individual behaviors (Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978), several authors have
already highlighted the importance of looking at stress processes from a multilevel
perspective (Bliese & Jex, 1999, 2002; Probst, 2010). Third, combining a cross-cultural and a
multilevel perspective enlarges previous thinking and may stimulate future research by
highlighting that job insecurity and relevant correlates are embedded in a multitude of

different contexts. Finally, our findings may have practical and policy implications to the
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extent that differences in the social safety net predict individual-level reactions to job
insecurity.

Below we review the existing literature on the relationship between job insecurity and
job attitudes. We follow this with a discussion of the mechanisms by which enacted
uncertainty avoidance and the social safety net are expected to buffer those relationships.
The Relationship Between Job Insecurity and Job Attitudes

Lazarus’ (1968; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984) cognitive appraisal model is a well-
established theory that explains how stressors result in a multitude of detrimental physical,
behavioral, and affective reactions. As noted earlier, in the case of affective reactions to job
insecurity, typical examples of such reactions are reduced job satisfaction and affective
commitment (see also Sora, Caballer, Peird, & De Witte, 2009; Sverke et al., 2002). Both
types of job attitudes represent ways in which employees affectively withdraw from their job.
Lowered job satisfaction is an attitudinal reaction directed at the individual him- or herself. In
contrast to this, when individuals reduce their affective commitment, they attitudinally
withdraw from their organization (Sverke et al., 2002) by reducing their emotional attachment
to, identification with, and involvement in the organization (Allen & Meyer, 1990). Both job
satisfaction and affective commitment are crucial reactions to job insecurity; at low levels,
they can be harmful and costly for both the individual and the organization (Sverke et al.,
2002).

Cognitive appraisal theory posits that the way stressors are interpreted plays a crucial
role (Lazarus, 1968; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). In other words, the cognitive appraisal of the
stressor is assumed to moderate the relationship between stressor and subsequent reactions.
When cognitively appraising a stressor, individuals evaluate their ability to deal with the
stressor, which affects the extent to which the stressor results in negative outcomes (Lazarus,

1968; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). Lazarus and Folkman (1984) argue that several factors
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affect individual appraisal processes. Most pertinent to this study, the authors note that
individuals are embedded in higher-level societal systems, thereby arguing for reciprocal
relationships between society and culture on the one hand and individual stress processes on
the other. Hence, besides factors at the individual level, factors from the cultural or country
context can likewise be assumed to affect an individual’s appraisal of job insecurity.
Enacted Uncertainty Avoidance: A Cultural Characteristic Affecting the Appraisal of
Job Insecurity

Research suggests that not all individuals or cultures have the same need for or place
the same value on certainty and security (e.g., in the GLOBE project, House, Hanges, Javidan,
Dorfman, & Gupta, 2004). According to Hofstede (2001), culture is in essence a collective
mental programming or mindset, reflecting traditions and common ways of thinking. What is
more, these cognitive mindsets are enacted in several institutions, such as government, legal,
and educational systems (Hofstede, 2001).

In the context of job insecurity, enacted uncertainty avoidance can be understood as a
country-level characteristic affecting stressor appraisal at the individual level. Uncertainty
avoidance reflects the extent to which ambiguous situations may be felt as threatening within
a society (Hofstede, 2001). Enacted uncertainty avoidance is the practical consequence of this
dislike and represents the extent to which people from a society rely on “social norms, rules
and procedures to alleviate the unpredictability of future events” (House et al., 2004, p. 30).
Hence, in the context of our study, we refer to enacted uncertainty avoidance as reported
societal manifestations due to a general dislike of uncertain situations. Specifically, people
from countries with high enacted uncertainty avoidance emphasize structured lives with laws
and rules covering the majority of situations (House et al., 2004).

Thus, in the context of cognitive appraisal theory (Lazarus, 1968; Lazarus & Folkman,

1984), the higher-level cultural difference of enacted uncertainty avoidance would be
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predicted to affect the individual-level cognitive appraisal of job insecurity. When confronted
with job insecurity, individuals in countries with high enacted uncertainty avoidance (i.e.,
countries with extensive norms, rules, and procedures to alleviate such uncertainty) would be
expected to have a clearer idea regarding what happens and how they are protected in the
event of job loss. Therefore, we expect that there will be fewer negative reactions to job
insecurity in terms of job satisfaction and affective commitment.

Hypothesis 1: The negative relationship between employees’ job insecurity and their

job satisfaction and affective commitment will be buffered by their country’s enacted

uncertainty avoidance: Employees in countries with high enacted uncertainty

avoidance will have fewer negative reactions to job insecurity relative to employees in

countries with low enacted uncertainty avoidance.
The Social Safety Net: A Socio-Economic Country Characteristic Affecting the
Appraisal of Job Insecurity

We also propose a second country-level characteristic to affect the cognitive appraisal
of job insecurity, namely a country’s social safety net. This is a socio-economic characteristic
referring to the extent of government regulation of the labor market and governmental social
protection programs designed to protect workers from job loss and significant income
declines (Blank, 1994). Such safety net programs generally include: (a) income transfer
programs designed to lift employees and their families out of poverty; (b) in-kind programs
providing access to health insurance or affordable housing; and (c) social insurance programs
such as disability benefits and social security. They also encompass regulatory mechanisms
that provide for continued job security or that mandate employer contributions to benefit
programs such as unemployment insurance.

According to Boots, Martinson, and Danziger (2009), such social safety nets are

essential resources as they serve the purpose of protecting and buffering employees from
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economic shocks. Hence, as people from countries with a strong social safety net are well-
equipped against uncertain situations in the employment context, they are likely to appraise
job insecurity as less threatening. As a consequence, they are predicted to react less negatively
towards job insecurity in terms of job satisfaction and affective commitment. Konig et al.
(2011) presented a similar reasoning in their study among working students, finding more
negative reactions to job insecurity in the U.S. (i.e., a country with a relatively weak social
safety net) compared to Switzerland (i.e., a country with a relatively strong social safety net,
Blank, 1994).

Hypothesis 2: The negative relationship between employees’ job insecurity and both

their job satisfaction and affective commitment will be buffered by their country’s

social safety net: Employees in countries with stronger social safety nets will have

fewer negative reactions to job insecurity relative to employees in countries with

weaker social safety nets.
Enacted Uncertainty Avoidance and the Social Safety Net: A Look at the Interface

In sum, we have postulated that both enacted uncertainty avoidance and the social
safety net at the country level have a similar effect, namely a buffering effect on the proposed
job insecurity-job attitudes relationships. We have described enacted uncertainty avoidance as
the broader cultural difference variable that refers to a multitude of institutions reported by
people to tackle uncertain situations. In contrast, the social safety net is one concrete
implementation of rules and regulations that take effect in the context of uncertainty in the
employment context. Based on our hypotheses, the question arises of whether the two cross-
level interactions share variance, and if they are linked within our proposed relationships. We
will investigate this issue by means of an exploratory research question.

Research Question: Do the two cross-level interactions share variance in explaining

outcomes of job insecurity?
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Method
Sample

Individual-level data for this study came from the International Social Survey Program
(ISSP), a continuing annual cross-national collaboration program involving 43 countries.
Every year, the survey has a main topic; the data for this study came from a subset of the 2005
module on the main topic of Work Orientations.

Country-level data came from the GLOBE study (House et al., 2004) for enacted
uncertainty avoidance and from the ILO (2004) for the social safety net. Combining the two
country-level datasets and the individual-level dataset resulted in 15,200 individuals nested
within 24 countries (Australia, Canada, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Hungary,
Ireland, Israel, Japan, Mexico, New Zealand, Philippines, Portugal, Russia, Slovenia, South
Africa, South Korea, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, the Netherlands, United Kingdom, United
States). A total of 51.8% were male and 35.9% had a supervisor position. The mean age in the
sample was 41.7 years (SD = 12.1 years), and participants indicated an average of 12.8 years
of schooling (SD = 3.8 years).

Individual-Level Measures

Job insecurity was measured with the item “My job is secure” to be answered on a
five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 = strongly agree to 5 = strongly disagree (for the same
use see Anderson & Pontusson, 2007; Erlinghagen, 2008).

Job satisfaction was measured with the item “How satisfied are you in your main
job?” to be answered on a seven-point Likert scale ranging from 1 = completely satisfied to 7
= completely dissatisfied (reverse-scored).

Affective commitment was measured with two items which were “I am willing to
work harder than | have to in order to help the firm or organization | work for succeed” and “I

am proud to be working for my firm or organization”. Items were answered on a five-point
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Likert scale ranging from 1 = strongly agree to 5 = strongly disagree (reverse-scored).
Cronbach’s alpha was .69.

As the three individual-level measures were not operationalized with commonly used
and validated measures, we conducted a validation study among 310 employees. We
concurrently administered the original ISSP items along with previously validated scales. Job
insecurity was measured with four items by Staufenbiel and Konig (2010); commitment was
measured with Allen and Meyer’s (1990) affective commitment subscale; job satisfaction was
measured with Tsui, Egan, and O’Reilly’s (1992) scale. The correlation between the job
insecurity measures was r = .82 (corrected for the unreliability of the standard measure:
loartially disattenuated = -86). The correlation between the job satisfaction measures was r = .62
(Ipartially disattenuated = -65), and the correlation between the two-item ISSP affective commitment
score and the affective commitment scale was r = .73 (Ipartially disattenvated = -83). Thus, it
appears that the measures used in this study are valid indicators of their respective constructs.
Country-Level Variables

Enacted uncertainty avoidance was operationalized using the Uncertainty
Avoidance Practices scores from the GLOBE study (House et al., 2004), a research program
consisting of a team of 170 scholars to study societal and organizational culture and attributes
of effective leadership in 62 countries. Uncertainty avoidance practices measure people’s
perception of what their culture is like and was originally measured with four items.
Individual scores were then aggregated to the country level by the GLOBE researchers. A
sample item is “In this society, societal requirements and instructions are spelled out in detail
so citizens know what they are expected to do” (measured on a seven-point Likert scale). To
determine whether aggregate scores of individually-assessed uncertainty avoidance practices
were empirically justifiable, the GLOBE researchers relied on the proportion of the total

variance that could be explained by country membership [ICC(1)] and country-mean
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reliability [ICC(2)], which were .36 and .96, respectively. All indices are well supportive of
aggregation (Bliese, 2000; LeBreton & Senter, 2008); for more information see Hanges
(2006) and House et al. (2004). Moreover, as culture-specific response tendencies (Hui &
Triandis, 1989; Stening & Everett, 1984; Triandis, 1994) may bias subsequent cross-cultural
comparisons (House et al., 2004), we utilized the respective country scores corrected for
response bias provided by the GLOBE study.

Social safety net. Two economic security indices developed by the ILO’s Socio
Economic Security Programme (2004) were used to operationalize the social safety net: the
Labor Market Security (LMS) Index and the Income Security (IS) Index. Each index has two
subcomponents reflecting a government’s formal commitment to LMS and IS (termed “input”
by the ILO), as well as the comprehensiveness of the actual programs in place in the country
(referred to as “process”). Specifically, the LMS index reflects the extent to which workers
have access to reasonable income-earning activities and whether there are governmental
policy commitments to that effect, as well as programs in place to provide opportunities for
labor market security (e.g., government investment in programs such as worker retraining and
other skills-based initiatives aimed at preparing workers for new workplace realities and
changing labor market demands). The IS index is calculated as a function of a government’s
commitment to income security and the degree of comprehensiveness of the social protection
system. Although several variables influence a country’s income security index (e.g.,
minimum wage protections, collective bargaining provisions), unemployment benefits play a
large role. In particular, this is influenced by the qualifying period of contributions before
becoming eligible for unemployment benefits, the ratio of contributions made by employees
and employers to the unemployment insurance system, the duration of benefits, and the

percentage of income replacement that the unemployment benefits provide (ILO, 2004).
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While a country’s unemployment policies can clearly impact both LMS and 1S, the
key difference between the two is that the LMS index is about the structures in place to create
adequate employment opportunities, whereas the IS index concerns the structures in place to
ensure that adequate levels of income are available for employed and unemployed individuals.
Each of the indices can range from 0 to 1. To create our composite measure of the social
safety net, we computed the average value across these components for each country, such
+ LMS

that the social safety net = (IS;,,,, + IS +LMS; /4.

process input process )
Control Variables

Based on past research in the job insecurity field (e.g., Hellgren & Sverke, 2003;
Kinnunen, Mauno, Natti, & Happonen, 1999; Orpen, 1993; Schaufeli, 1992), we included a
number of control variables (Becker, 2005) that might act as third variables in the proposed
relationships, specifically, age, gender, years of education, and supervisory position.

Results

As our dataset consisted of two data levels (level 1 = individuals; level 2 = countries),
we chose hierarchical linear modeling to analyze the data (Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002). All
predictors were centered at the grand mean.
Descriptive Statistics

Means, standard deviations, and zero-order correlations are displayed in Table 1. In
line with previous research, job insecurity was negatively related to both job satisfaction (r = -
24, p < .01) and affective commitment (r = -.16, p <.01) at the individual level.

Before proceeding with the multilevel analyses, we first determined (by means of the
Null Model) whether between-group differences do indeed account for a significant
proportion of the overall variance in our dependent variables (i.e., ICC1, Bliese, 2000;

LeBreton & Senter, 2008). For job satisfaction, between-country differences accounted for

5.7% of the total variance, and for affective commitment, between-country differences
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accounted for 10.5%".
Tests of Cross-Level Interactions with Enacted Uncertainty Avoidance (Hypothesis 1)
and the Social Safety Net (Hypothesis 2)

To test Hypotheses 1 and 2, we followed a hierarchical test procedure. We compared a
set of three nested models, starting with Model 1 that included the four individual-level
control variables and job insecurity as a random effect. The results of this model showed
significant variation in the individual slopes [¢*(23) = 85.35, p <. 001, for job satisfaction;
v*(23) = 110.72, p <. 001, for affective commitment]. We tested Hypothesis 1 by entering the
main effect of enacted uncertainty avoidance and the job insecurity x enacted uncertainty
avoidance interaction term (see Aiken & West, 1991) in Model 2. We tested Hypothesis 2 by
entering the social safety net main effect and the social safety net x job insecurity interaction
term above the control variables and job insecurity in Model 3. As we compared nested
models, parameters were estimated using full maximum likelihood estimation (e.qg.,
Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002). Tables 2 and 3 display the results.

To test Hypothesis 1, we examined the job insecurity x enacted uncertainty avoidance
interaction entered in Model 2. The respective interaction terms were significant for job
satisfaction (t = 2.69, p < .05, see Table 2) and affective commitment (t = 3.84, p <.001, see
Table 3). In the case of job satisfaction, the cross-level interaction explained 33.2% of the
variance in the job insecurity slopes; in the case of affective commitment, the cross-level
interaction explained 48.1% of the slope variance. Figures 1 and 2 display the significant
buffering effects of enacted uncertainty avoidance. Hence, Hypothesis 1 was supported.

To test for Hypothesis 2, we examined the job insecurity x social safety net interaction
entered in Model 3. The interaction terms were significant for job satisfaction (t = 3.88, p <
.001, see Table 2) and affective commitment (t = 3.96, p <.001, see Table 3). In the case of

job satisfaction, the cross-level interaction explained 56.6% of the variance in the job
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insecurity slopes; in the case of affective commitment, the cross-level interaction explained
52.7% of the slope variance. Figures 3 and 4 display the significant buffering effects of the
social safety net. Hence, Hypothesis 2 was supported®>*.
The Relative Importance of the two Interaction Effects

In order to examine the relative effects of both interactions, we entered the job
insecurity x social safety net interaction above the job insecurity x enacted uncertainty
avoidance interaction into the analyses in Model 4. The job insecurity x enacted uncertainty
avoidance interaction term became non-significant upon entering the job insecurity x social
safety net interaction for job satisfaction (see Table 2) and affective commitment (see Table
3). The respective job insecurity x social safety net interactions were significant for both
outcome variables. This suggests that both interactions share variance with the stronger effect
being captured by the social safety net interaction. Implications of this finding will be
elaborated upon in the discussion section.

Discussion

The most important finding of our study is the fact that the relationships between job
insecurity and its two most central outcomes, job satisfaction and affective commitment, are
moderated by country-level variables. We showed that enacted uncertainty avoidance and the
social safety net buffer the negative relationships between job insecurity and these job
attitudes. Given these findings, our study contributes to the literature by showing that
reactions to job insecurity are not universally equal. Instead, reactions to job insecurity
depend on the cultural and country context in which a person is embedded.

Second, in line with Lazarus (1968; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984), we show that entities
affecting stressor appraisal do not have to be located at the individual level only, but can also
accrue from the higher levels, such as the national or cultural level. Instead of focusing on job

insecurity and its correlates at the individual level only, our study shifts the view to
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interactions between individuals and context factors. In doing so, we follow the often
mentioned call to model occupational stress phenomena within multilevel designs to enrich
stress research both theoretically and practically (see also Bliese & Jex, 1999, 2002; Probst,
2010).

Moreover, our findings contribute towards the understanding that job insecurity and its
correlates are embedded in personal, organizational, and macroeconomic contexts, each
having the potential to exert specific influences (see also Sinclair, Sears, Probst, & Zajack,
2010). As our study looks at job insecurity and related processes from a wider angle, we
enlarge previous thinking of the construct, which has been mainly individually-oriented.
Similarly, Gelfand et al. (2007) recommend that researchers move beyond studying only
cultural characteristics in cross-cultural research and should instead or additionally include
contextual factors such as “political, economic, and legal factors, educational systems,
climate, resources, level of technological advancement, and demographic composition”
(Gelfand et al., 2007, p. 497). Our study responds to that call by including the social safety net
as an important socio-economic aspect that clearly differs between countries.

The analyses conducted to answer our Research Question revealed that both cross-
level interaction terms shared variance and that the job insecurity x social safety net
interaction accounted for the effect of the job insecurity x enacted uncertainty avoidance
interaction. These findings might be interpreted such that the two cross-level moderators are
causally linked, with two possible interpretations appearing plausible at this point. On the one
hand, cultural characteristics are broad tendencies to favor certain states of affairs over others,
which are directly reflected in people’s behavior (Hofstede, 2001). Hence, enacted uncertainty
avoidance may represent the more distal moderator, whereas the social safety net could be
viewed as the resulting concrete behavioral manifestation in the context of uncertain

situations in the employment context. On the other hand, concrete behaviors that we see today
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can themselves reinforce the societal norms and the ecological conditions that led to them
(Hofstede, 2001). Hence, it may also be that the social safety net affects the cultural
characteristic of enacted uncertainty avoidance. As a result, future research might tease out
the relationship among and the potential interplay of the country-level variables studied.
Either way, a process of mediated-moderation may take place.

Generally, however, the interpretation of a mediated moderation is still speculative
and limited in several ways by our available dataset. First, mediation requires temporal
precedence from the independent variable to the mediator to the dependent variable (e.g.,
MacKinnon et al., 2007). We did not conduct a more formal test of mediation, as such a test
would have been fairly inconclusive given the lack of temporal precedence of the measures in
our dataset. Second, as we have both level 1 and level 2 predictors within the mediation
model, the issue of multilevel confounding may arise (Preacher, Zyphur, & Zhang, 2010;
Zhang, Zyphur, & Preacher, 2009). Mean slope estimates cover both within and between
effects, whereby only between-effects are relevant if level 2 variables are included in the
mediation model. As a consequence, the estimation of the respective indirect effect may be
biased. Finally, there may be reliability differences between the two interaction terms that
promoted the current results. In particular, it may be the case that our social safety net
indicator is more reliable than the enacted uncertainty avoidance measure. In fact, calculating
a reliability coefficient based on the four chosen social safety net indicators revealed a
Cronbach’s alpha of .73. In the case of enacted uncertainty avoidance, the GLOBE
researchers calculated the ICC(2) as an indicator of the reliability of the group mean, which
was .96. On the one hand, this finding suggests that the social safety net interaction term may
in fact be the less reliable interaction term. On the other hand, the two indices are not directly

comparable with each other, preventing us from drawing a definite conclusion.
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One finding merits further consideration. Although we found the hypothesized
buffering effects for both country-level variables, the corresponding figures look somewhat
different. While Figures 1 and 2 align with our theoretical arguments (i.e., that enacted
uncertainty avoidance is a buffer in times of high job insecurity), Figures 3 and 4 suggest a
different effect for the social safety net. It might be that individuals in low safety net countries
have more positive job attitudes under the condition of low job insecurity precisely because
they know that there is little safety net available to them. Therefore, the fact that they have a
relatively secure job is all the better for them, particularly compared to someone who has a
secure job in a high safety net country (and who may perhaps take this job security for
granted). However, high job insecurity may be more threatening for people in the context of a
weak social safety net, because there is little to catch them if they fall. This may explain why
the data display a steeper slope among individuals who have high job insecurity (rather than
low job insecurity) in the low social safety net countries.

From a practical standpoint, our study sheds light on the potential role that the social
safety net plays in influencing individual stress processes. The importance and
implementation of a social safety net is a hotly debated issue around the globe. In the United
States, for example, there is no consensus regarding the appropriate role of the government in
regulating the free marketplace and industry, whereas most European countries highlight the
importance of a strong social safety net. However, many would argue that such governmental
restrictions regarding the hiring, firing, and unemployment benefits of workers impede the
flexibility of organizations. Although we do not assume that our single study provides
definitive insight into those issues, our results clearly suggest that governmental policies
related to employment security affect individual-level reactions to job security.

There are, of course, limitations associated with our study. In the current study, we

only focused on country-level variables that were predicted to have a buffering effect on job
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insecurity-job attitudes relationships. However, there may well be variables that exert an
exacerbating effect. Country-level unemployment rate, for example, might have such an
effect. People in countries with a relatively high unemployment rate might react more
negatively to job insecurity as this may suggest a tighter job market with fewer alternatives
should they lose their employment.

A further aspect concerns the type of job insecurity that we assessed, as the construct
has been conceptualized in a number of different ways. For example, Borg (1992)
differentiates between cognitive (i.e., the anticipated likelihood of losing one’s job) and
affective job insecurity (i.e., the worry of anticipated job loss). Others distinguish between
subjective and objective job insecurity (e.g., De Witte & Naswall, 2003). Our measure
captured employees’ subjective perception of their cognitive job insecurity. Hence, future
research might investigate whether the investigated country characteristics show the same
interactional patterns with other types of job insecurity.

Finally, our data were collected in 2005, a time of relative economic stability in the
countries under investigation. However, one may wonder whether the buffering effects of
enacted uncertainty avoidance and the social safety net would have been even stronger if the
data had been collected during an acute crisis, such as the 2007/2008 recession. In times of an
acute crisis, potential protective resources may become more salient for people, which may in
turn enhance the buffering effects investigated. Hence, future research might explore the
extent to which such acute circumstances may act as additional context factors in these

relationships.
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Footnotes

1

Despite it not being a dependent variable, we performed the same analysis for job
insecurity. The ICC(1) was 0.02, that is, 2% of the variance was accounted for by
between-country differences.

We re-ran all analyses with group-mean centered individual-level data (Enders &
Tofighi, 2007), which revealed identical results.

As we averaged GLOBE scores for former East and West Germany, the French and
German speaking parts of Switzerland, and for a Black and a White sample in South
Africa, we ran all analyses again (with both grand-mean and group-mean centered
data), leaving out the three countries in question. The analyses yielded the same results
for all proposed hypotheses.

When testing cross-level interaction effects, Hofmann and Gavin (1998) suggest
controlling for the respective level 2 interaction. We re-ran all analyses (with both
grand-mean and group-mean centered data) which revealed the same results. The level

2 interaction terms were non-significant in all analyses.
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Table 1

Means, Standard Deviations, and Zero-Order Correlations

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1. Enacted uncertainty avoidance  4.35  0.65 - B61** -12 .28 .39 22 -43* 19 .06
2. Safety net 0.76  0.13 - .18 .39 .39 41* -17 -.28 -.23
3. Job insecurity 231 113 - .03 -.03 A7 .08 -.55** -.38
4. Gender® 148 0.50 -.02%* - 25 33 .03 -.18 -21
5. Age 41.70 12.07 -02*%* - 03** - .25 .03 -.24 .02
6. Years of schooling 1282 384 -04**  .03**  -10** - -.39 -39 -.26
7. Supervisor position” 1.64 048 07**  15**  _0g**  _17** - -11 -35
8. Job satisfaction 341 1.03 - 24%* -.00 .08** -.01 -.12%* - .68**
9. Organizational commitment 3.70 0.88 -16**  -.05**  .03** .01 -.19** 43** -

Note. Correlations below the diagonal are individual-level correlations (N = 15200). Correlations above the diagonal are
country-level correlations, with individual-level measures being aggregated to the country level (N = 24).

%1 = male, 2 = female; °1 = yes, 2 = no

*p <.05, **p <.01 (two-tailed)
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Table 2

Multilevel Estimates for Models Predicting Job Satisfaction

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

t t t t
Intercept 68.90 Fokk 69.39 Fokk 72.99 Fkk 79.52 Fkk
Gender 1.94 1.94 1.91 1.91
Age 10.88 Fkk 10.85 Fkk 10.88 Fkk 10.85 Fkk
Years of schooling 2.28 * 2.23 * 2.28 * 2.29 *
Supervisor position -11.67 faleied -11.68 faleled -11.68 faleied -11.66 faleied
Job insecurity -15.03 Fkk -17.18 Fkk -19.25 Fokk -19.56 Fkk
Enacted uncertainty avoidance 0.49 211 *
Job insecurity x enacted uncertainty avoidance 2.69 * 0.92
Social safety net -1.69 -2.75
Job insecurity x social safety net 3.88 faleied 2.57
-2*log(lh) 42263.81 42257.10 42249.02 42244.63
Diff-2*log 6.71 * 14.79 el 12.47 ol
df 2 2 2
6% (SE) 0.93707 (0.96803) 0.93707 (0.96803) 0.93713 (0.96806) 0.93713 (0.96805)
6’40 (SE) 0.05742 (0.23963) 0.05661 (0.23792) 0.05100 (0.22583) 0.04271 (0.20666)
6’41 (SE) 0.00286 (0.05345) 0.00191 (0.04371) 0.00124 (0.03517) 0.00116 (0.03406)

Note. Diff-2*log of Model 2 refers to the comparison with Model 1; Diff-2*log of Model 3 refers to the comparison with Model 1;
Diff-2*log of Model 4 refers to the comparison with Model 2.
*p <.05, **p <.01, ***p <.001.
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Table 3
Multilevel Estimates for Models Predicting Affective Commitment

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

t t t t
Intercept 65.68 s 65.69 haisied 68.22 haisid 69.51 Fkk
Gender -2.60 *x -2.63 *x -2.66 *x -2.66 *x
Age 1.90 1.89 1.91 1.90
Years of schooling 4.09 Fkk 4.03 Fkk 4.07 Fkk 4.04 Fkk
Supervisor position -19.89 faleied -19.90 faleled -19.86 faleied -19.87 faleied
Job insecurity -8.88 haiad -11.12 A= -11.34  x -12.17 A=
Enacted uncertainty avoidance -0.08 0.97
Job insecurity x enacted uncertainty avoidance 3.84 falaied 2.06
Social safety net -1.37 -1.69
Job insecurity x social safety net 3.96 faleied 2.15 *
-2*log(lh) 36624.70 36612.88 36610.74 36606.09
Diff-2*log 11.82 w* 13.96 el 6.79 *
df 2 2 2
6% (SE) 0.64579 (0.80361) 0.64574 (0.80358) 0.64579 (0.80361) 0.64575 (0.80359)
640 (SE) 0.07523 (0.27428) 0.07522 (0.27427) 0.06966 (0.26393) 0.06706 (0.25895)
6w (SE) 0.00258 (0.05081) 0.00134 (0.03659) 0.00122 (0.03497) 0.00096 (0.03102)

Note . Diff-2*log of Model 2 refers to the comparison with Model 1; Diff-2*log of Model 3 refers to the comparison with Model 1;
Diff-2*log of Model 4 refers to the comparison with Model 2.

*p <.05, **p <.01, ***p <.001.
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Figure Captions
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Figure 1. The cross-level interaction effect of country-level enacted uncertainty avoidance on

the relationship between person-level job insecurity and job satisfaction
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Figure 2. The cross-level interaction effect of country-level enacted uncertainty avoidance on

the relationship between person-level job insecurity and affective commitment
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Figure 3. The cross-level interaction effect of country-level social safety net on the

relationship between person-level job insecurity and job satisfaction
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Figure 4. The cross-level interaction effect of country-level social safety net on the

relationship between person-level job insecurity and affective commitment
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