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ABSTRACT

Globalization is on the agenda as a cause of job insecurity, but knowledge regarding the relation-
ship between globalization, management practices, and employee job insecurity is in fact limited. 
This study aims to investigate this multilevel association, defining globalization by the interrelated 
aspects of competition, liberalization, and technological innovation, and management by offensive 
practices such as external collaboration, organizational change, numerical flexibility, and work 
intensification. Questionnaire data were collected in 2010 from 3392 employees of 569 Danish 
companies and analyzed with multilevel modeling. The results show that international collabora-
tion and numerical flexibility are associated with higher job insecurity. The level of job insecurity 
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varies with occupational position, age group, and company size. Because globalization and the 
management of globalization are associated with employee job insecurity, companies should react 
in a timely way to globalization pressures: for example, by involving employees, communicating 
clearly, and supporting employees with lower education.

KEYWORDS

Dynamic capabilities / flexibility / globalization / job insecurity / management practices / organi-
zational change

Introduction

The context of global deregulated markets produces substantial uncertainty and 
reduces the timeframe for strategic actions in many companies (Hitt et al. 1998). 
Given increased global competition, many companies strive to develop more 

dynamic, competitive, and flexible organizations (Augier & Teece 2008; MEADOW 
consortium 2010; Nielsen et al. 2012). Employees are a key resource in making this 
process a success, but how does the ongoing ambiguity regarding the unstable future 
affect them? Globalization is often considered an underlying cause of increasing job 
insecurity (Scheve & Slaughter 2004), but little is actually known about how the context 
of globalization and related management practices affect employee perception of job 
insecurity. The focal point of job insecurity is the perceived threat of job loss or the loss 
of some aspects of one’s job combined with a sense of powerlessness or an inability to 
do anything about it (Ashford et al. 1989). The literature has either sought to explain 
job insecurity at a societal level, comparing political and economic systems, or from an 
employee perspective, focusing on organizational change or work flexibility (Ashford  
et al. 1989; Baillien & De Witte 2009; Vander Elst et al. 2010). From these perspectives, 
employees’ perception of job insecurity largely depend on their employment and their 
employers’ economic situation (Keim et al. 2014; Shoss 2017).

Studies in strategic management have revealed that internal dynamics and manage-
ment practices are largely determined by a response to developments in the external 
environment (Augier & Teece 2008; MEADOW consortium 2010; Nielsen et al. 2012). 
When companies implement measures in response to globalization pressures (Augier 
& Teece 2008), they can attenuate or increase their employees’ perception of job inse-
curity (Oreg & Sverdlik 2011). However, research has paid little attention to explain-
ing dynamic capabilities and the resulting superior firm performance with employees’ 
behaviors and attitudes, although these shape firm performance to a large degree (Abell 
et al. 2008; Felin et al. 2015). Research has thus yet not examined how a company’s 
external context of globalization and the management practices implemented in compa-
nies affect employees’ perceptions of job insecurity (Shoss 2017).

The present study analyzes the association between job insecurity as perceived 
by employees and their employers’ view of globalization and management efforts in 
response to external pressures. We build on the dynamic capabilities framework for 
investigating management efforts because this framework has been previously related 
to changing global environments (Augier & Teece 2008; MEADOW consortium 2010; 
Nielsen et al. 2012). Dynamic capabilities are a strategic approach for management’s  
handling and coping with changing, unpredictable environments by continuously 
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renewing routines and reallocating resources (Johnson et al. 2009; Teece 2007). To 
enhance their dynamic capabilities in response to the demands of globalization, compa-
nies can design and adapt their organizations to increase organizational flexibility.

We decided to explore relations between globalization and related management 
practices and job insecurity with a multilevel approach, capturing both the employer 
and the employee perspective. We focus on affective job insecurity first, because it is 
considered more important in the context of flexicurity than cognitive job insecurity 
(Anderson & Pontusson 2007; Berglund et al. 2014). While cognitive job insecurity 
refers to the possibility of losing one’s job, affective job insecurity denotes the emotional 
experience of a potential job loss. Affective job insecurity better reflects the context 
of high labor market insecurity and employment security, which denotes the chances 
of finding employment in the labor market and protection for employed workers and 
support for unemployed workers. Second, affective job insecurity has been examined in 
relation to well-being (Jiang & Probst 2016) and was thus implemented in the Copen-
hagen Psychosocial Questionnaire (COPSOQ, Pejtersen et al. 2010) that was used in this 
study. We assume that employees perceive job insecurity both due to company-specific 
pressures of globalization and specific management practices. Our empirical analyses 
are based on cross-sectional multilevel data collected in 2010 among employers and 
their employees in the Danish private sector, in which companies operate in an open 
economy with limited market growth. Our data cover a period with recession and eco-
nomic crises, following the financial crisis of 2008. 

Our study extends existing knowledge on dynamic capabilities by investigating con-
sequences for employees, particularly for their job insecurity (Abell et al. 2008; Felin  
et al. 2015). Exploring such consequences allows researchers to assess whether and how 
management practices enhance organizational competitiveness. Furthermore, this study 
contributes to extant research by explaining job insecurity in light of company-specific 
pressures of globalization and the management practices utilized by the organization 
(Quinlan & Bohle 2009). It extends existing research that has compared job insecurity 
due to globalization across countries or that has examined the effects of the employees’ 
view on organizational change or work flexibility on job insecurity (Anderson & Pon-
tusson 2007; Mau et al. 2012). It allows us to differentiate between external pressures 
due to globalization and the specific practices used in the companies and to understand 
the consequences of each of these factors for employees. Our choice of a multilevel 
design that links employer and employee data and considers globalization exposure 
variables as well as organizational variables further elaborates on the contextualiza-
tion of job insecurity (Ashford et al. 1989; Baillien & De Witte 2009; Vander Elst et al. 
2010). The study thus clarifies the often-assumed relationship between globalization and 
job insecurity in the context of business organizations.

The Danish context of flexicurity

Flexicurity, developed in the Netherlands and Denmark, consists of three ingredients: 
a flexible labor market with low dismissal protection for employees, generous employ-
ment benefits, and lifelong learning policies (Bredgaard & Madsen 2018). The Danish 
flexicurity policy thus promotes employment security and employability instead of 
job security. This particular focus of the Danish employment system is also visible in 
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the fact that job insecurity is lower in Denmark than in other countries (Anderson & 
Pontusson 2007; Green 2004). As a consequence of the financial crisis, however, the 
unemployment rate in Denmark rose from 3.2% in 2008 to 7.8% in 2012 but still 
remained below the European average (Bredgaard & Madsen 2018; OECD 2016). 
This economic development put pressure on the Danish flexicurity model. The pres-
sure was increased by policy reforms on the security side of the model, reducing the 
duration of unemployment insurance benefits to a two-year period. This reduction 
took place in parallel with a gradual reduction in the compensation rate of unemploy-
ment benefits (Bredgaard & Madsen 2018). The reform created an obvious shift of 
balance between flexibility and security in the model, and 50,000–70,000 unemployed 
people exhausted their unemployment benefits. The flexicurity system failed to prevent 
the consequences of the financial crisis for employment, but the employment situation 
recovered quickly after the crisis had faded away. In a comparison of employment sys-
tems of different European countries, the combination of high flexibility and security 
was found to attenuate affective job insecurity; thus, the Danish flexicurity model was 
perceived to be preferable to other combinations of flexibility and security (Probst & 
Jiang 2017).

Job insecurity in the context of globalization

In the era of increasing globalization with a deregulated market economy, job insecurity 
is regarded as a chronic condition affecting the general workforce (Scott 2004). Global-
ization is defined as an increase in global connectivity within economic, technological, 
and cultural domains, along with expansions of trade, finance, labor mobility, and pro-
duction (Philips & Eamets 2007; Spiegel et al. 2004). Three interrelated processes have 
been identified as core aspects of globalization (Mills 2009; Nielsen & Lundvall 2006; 
Nielsen et al. 2012): (1) Liberalization, deregulation, and the opening of new markets 
have created a multitude of cross-border markets for companies. (2) Technological inno-
vation made this economically viable due to falling transport prices, global distribution 
of the value chain, and rapid developments in communication. (3) This led to increased 
levels of competition for companies that compete with companies around the world 
for market shares. At a societal level, economic instabilities of globalization most likely 
affect employment insecurity, that is, the probability of finding another job with more 
or less equivalent characteristics (Anderson & Pontusson 2007; Chung & van Oorschot 
2011). At the company level, the three processes of globalization can be perceived as 
threatening employees’ jobs, thus creating job insecurity.

First, liberalization and deregulation further lead to the integration of national 
economies into a single world market. While growth is slow in developed countries, 
fierce competition from emerging and developing countries places pressure on compa-
nies in developed countries (Mastrostefano et al. 2009). Liberalization and deregulation 
give companies access to other countries’ markets but at the same time allow foreign 
companies to access the company’s local market (Philips & Eamets 2007). The growing 
economic interdependence across borders makes the local economy vulnerable to inter-
national economic instability, such as the global financial crisis of 2008 (Zaharia et al. 
2011). We thus assume that employees perceive higher job insecurity if their company is 
operating in a context of liberalization and deregulation.
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Second, technological innovation has been the pivotal catalyst in the rapid develop-
ment of globalization, transcending previous boundaries of information, communica-
tion, and transport (Archibugi & Michie 1995). This development has evolved at several 
levels. Innovation in communication and transport has enabled a rapid transfer of work 
between old and new industrialized countries. The industrialized countries underwent 
structural changes from manufacturing toward the service industries but, at the same 
time, a new generation of manufacturing companies emerged. Technological innovation 
has allowed many standard repetitive functions to be replaced by machines and sophisti-
cated robots, which boost the new manufacturing concept. The technological revolution 
has thus influenced internal processes in companies because it demands subsequent task 
reallocation actions and organizational changes (Nielsen et al. 2008). These develop-
ments occurring at different levels increase employees’ perception of job insecurity if 
their industry or organization is affected.

Third, growing and frequently changing market opportunities and threats directly 
or indirectly induce competition in price, quality, and innovation for individual com-
panies (Hitt et al. 1998). Competition not only drives efficiency, innovation, and 
absorption of new knowledge but also bears the risk of failing to achieve these targets, 
potentially resulting in downsizing or the transfer of work to other countries (Lundvall 
2002). Hence, we assume that employees in firms in highly competitive business envi-
ronments perceive their jobs as less secure.

Due to pressures of globalization in the form of liberalization, continuous tech-
nological innovation, and growing competition among companies, many employees 
who formerly perceived their positions in the organization as safe are now experiencing 
uncertainty (Scheve & Slaughter 2004). We thus expect employees to increasingly view 
their jobs as insecure, specifically in relation to globalization dimensions. Related to 
globalization dimensions, we posit the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1: Liberalization (a), competition (b), and technological innovation (c) are 
associated with higher levels of job insecurity in companies.

Management practices to address globalization

Advancing a company’s dynamic capabilities implies the continuous and proactive 
use of key practices appropriate for surviving and succeeding in a globalized economy 
characterized by rapid change (Augier & Teece 2008; Eisenhardt & Martin 2000). 
Dynamic capabilities are theoretically founded on the resource-based view of the firm 
that emphasizes the importance of proactively developing firm-specific resources to 
promote competitive advantages (Peteraf 1993; Wernerfelt 1984). This perspective of 
conscious resource development and allocation has been supplemented by the frame-
work of dynamic capabilities that stresses the importance of being continuously able to 
renew and reallocate resources to cope with the changing context (Johnson et al. 2009; 
Teece 2007). In a globalized context, companies strive to enhance their dynamic capa-
bilities through management practices that aim (1) to expand organizational knowl-
edge, (2) transform organizational structure to meet current pressure, or (3) increase the 
company’s flexibility (Nielsen et al. 2012; Teece et al. 1997; Wright et al. 2001). This 
study comprises four key practices derived from the theory of dynamic capabilities that 
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complement the pressure of globalization and presumably affect the employees’ percep-
tion of job insecurity because proactive transformations in companies might either result 
in redundancies or the enhancement of the employees’ value on the labor market. The 
first two objectives of dynamic capabilities are captured with one management practice 
each, while the third goal is covered with two management practices. These practices 
are selected from a larger pool of potential practices because the framework of dynamic 
capabilities does not determine the practices to be used to maintain or enhance the firm’s 
competitiveness in the context of globalization (Schilke et al. 2018; Sirmon et al. 2007).

Any changes in the organization related to knowledge, structure, or flexibility 
require that employees adapt to new demands. While some management practices 
demand more flexible skills, others might endanger employment and put jobs at risk. 
Current research on dynamic capabilities has, however, not considered how capabilities 
affect employees or how they are perceived by employees (Abell et al. 2008; Schilke  
et al. 2018). Linking management practices to job insecurity thus helps further explore 
the relationship between dynamic capabilities and firm competitiveness because of the 
known relationship between job insecurity and employee performance that further leads 
to firm performance (Abell et al. 2008; Shoss 2017).

Capabilities demand organizational knowledge that can be expanded through col-
laboration with other companies across national borders. In terms of dynamic capabili-
ties, companies develop valuable skills and competences that competitors cannot easily 
copy (Eisenhardt & Martin 2000). The current technological development generates a 
growing flow of information that increases the need for interorganizational relation-
ships to manage and convert the information for product development and innovations 
(Cegarra-Navarro & Dewhurst 2007; Lundvall 2002). Access to knowledge through 
international partners can provide access to technological capabilities embedded in part-
ner firms as well as to market conditions and opportunities embedded in the partner’s 
national environment. By merging separate home-based technological capabilities, inter-
national collaboration can create unique and powerful competitive opportunities (Vinding  
& Drejer 2006). However, these types of collaborations do not come without risk or 
costs. The companies are potentially revealing key aspects of their products and services, 
and this leaves them vulnerable and more dependent on outside forces (Bruce et al. 
1995). Employees may see interenterprise collaboration as the first step in the direction 
of outsourcing or foreign ownership, which may increase their job insecurity (Dill & Jir-
jahn 2016). We thus suggest that job insecurity is related to international collaboration:

Hypothesis 2: The company’s use of external collaborators at the international level is 
associated with a higher level of job insecurity in companies.

Organizations transform their organizational structure to improve cooperation and 
coordination in the organization, to enhance efficiency in all processes, to facilitate the 
development of new products and services and thus to increase the adaptive, dynamic 
capacity in response to global competition (Lundvall 2002). Although organizational 
changes are frequently implemented to maintain or increase efficiency and help orga-
nizations survive, employees often react with critical attitudes and behavior, among 
them the perception of job insecurity (Oreg et al. 2011). In ongoing organizational 
change, employees are afraid that their job might be redundant due to the efforts 
to design the organization toward higher efficiency (Ashford et al. 1989; Baillien & 
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De Witte 2009; Probst 2003). Earlier research has concentrated on studying employ-
ees’ experiences of organizational changes but left the organizational view on the 
intentional use of changes unconsidered. Although a closer relation can be assumed 
between employees’ experiences of organizational change and job insecurity, any use 
of change measures in the organization might still lead to job insecurity. We thus aim 
to explore the relationship between the organizational use of change and job insecu-
rity with the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 3: The use of organizational change is related to a higher level of job insecurity 
in companies.

Numerical flexibility is a human resource strategy to remain competitive and cost-
efficient within the flexicurity approach institutionalized in Denmark (Bredgaard  
et al. 2006). The flexibility permitted by the collective agreements and legal regulations 
allows companies to adapt their workforce to business needs through recruitment and 
dismissal, adjustment of working hours (overtime, flextime, and distribution), and use 
of temporary employment (Burchell et al. 2001). Companies thus customize their work-
force through numerical flexibility via the external and internal labor market (Schief 
2010). While the practice of recruiting and dismissing employees immediately indicates 
a lack of job security (Ellonen & Nätti 2015; Gallie et al. 2017; Keim et al. 2014; Maertz 
et al. 2010), temporary and part-time employment does not necessarily lead to job loss. 
However, several studies have shown that temporary and part-time employees perceive 
higher job insecurity compared to permanent and full-time contract employees (Bur-
goon & Dekker 2010; Vander Elst et al. 2010). Even when temporary workers are hired 
for the same occupations in the same company, permanent employees feel that their jobs 
are less secure (Banerjee et al. 2012). Based on these results, we assume that employees 
perceive higher job insecurity in the context of numerical flexibility:

Hypothesis 4: The use of numerical flexibility increases job insecurity among employees 
of companies.

An alternative option to increase a company’s flexibility is to motivate employees to 
work more efficiently, resulting in work intensification (Burchell et al. 2001; Green 
2004). Closer adaptation of working hours to workload means that fewer employees 
are needed to provide the same services. Work intensification can manifest itself in more 
work hours or greater work effort during work time (Green 2001). When qualified or 
managerial positions are reduced, however, the staff must perform a broader range of 
tasks with more responsibility and autonomy (Hassard & Morris 2017). Work inten-
sification may arise as a result of changes such as the introduction of lean techniques, 
the implementation of new technology, flexible working practices, and downsizing or 
working time reductions without new hires (Burchell et al. 2001; Green 2004; Kelliher 
& Anderson 2010; MEADOW consortium 2010). Earlier research has explored the rela-
tionship between work intensification and job insecurity in a correlational form, report-
ing positive correlations (Boxall & Macky 2014). Work intensification implemented 
in a company can thus also increase the level of job insecurity since employees will be 
worried that they might fail to meet the demands of the work intensification and might 
lose their job (Burchell et al. 2001). We hypothesize the following:
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Hypothesis 5: Work intensification is associated with a higher level of job insecurity in 
companies.

Methods

Research context and sample

Matched questionnaire data referring to the time period of 2007–2009 were collected 
among employers and their employees in the Danish private sector in 2010. The use of 
data from companies and their employees allowed us to avoid problems of common 
method variance because a systematic bias due to the use of self-report data cannot be 
expected (Podsakoff et al. 2012).

Company sample

The company sample originates from the study ‘Danish Innovation System: Compara-
tive analysis of challenges, strengths and bottlenecks’ (DISKO) (Gjerding 1997) that 
collected data in four rounds from 1996 to 2006 from employer representatives in 
private firms with more than 10 employees. The 1770 companies that had completed 
the DISKO study in 2006 were used as a basis for the company sample in the present 
study. In 2010, 254 of these companies were either closed or listed as having fewer than  
10 employees and another 86 companies requested removal from the study. Unique 
login information for the web questionnaire was sent to a line or an HR manager in 
1430 companies. The companies received three reminders. A total of 601 companies 
answered the survey (response rate of 42%), but 32 had to be removed due to missing 
values on key variables or lack of employee responses. Finally, 569 companies were 
included in the sample. Five different industries (1. Production, quarrying, and supply, 
2. Construction and maintenance, 3. Trade and transport, 4. Information, communica-
tion, finance, and insurance, 5. Real estate, rental business, service, and other) and three 
different company sizes (<50, 50–99, >100) were covered by the sample. The sample 
contained more small-size (n = 217) and large-size (n = 201) companies than medium-
sized ones (n = 151).

Employee sample

The employee sample consisted of 3392 employees of the 569 companies. A total of 
6626 employees were contacted by letter and invited to answer a web survey, and 3651 
employees provided data (response rate of 55%). Of these, 173 were excluded because 
they were not employed by the company in the time period 2007–2009, and 86 were 
excluded due to missing company data, resulting in a final response rate of 52%.

The employees contacted were sampled from the collectivity of all salary earners  
(n = 79,431) in the responding companies from Statistics Denmark’s registry data. To 
avoid overrepresentation of employees from larger companies, a weighted sampling strat-
egy helped select a larger percentage of employees from smaller companies (depending 



 Nordic journal of working life studies Volume 9  ❚  Number 4  ❚  December 2019 67

on the size of the company, up to 12 employees were selected for participation). If more 
than 50% of the companies within one of the combinations of industry and firm size 
failed to respond, more employees were sampled from responding companies within 
that category. Due to this semiweighted sampling design, the percentage of employees 
from the total sample in each of the combinations corresponds to the percentage of 
companies sampled.

Employees received three reminders. Reasons for dropout were that employees 
could not be contacted by phone (n = 1818), refused to participate (n = 599), found this 
survey not relevant (n = 558), or were not available due to language barriers, sickness, 
or travel. The final sample of 3392 employees consisted of 68% men and 32% women 
aged between 16 and 82 years (median 48 years; Table 1).

Measures

The dependent variable job insecurity was measured at the employee level, while the 
independent variables of globalization and management practices were measured at the 
organizational level (all items in Table 2).

Table 1  Means and standard deviations of job insecurity for different groups in the employee 
sample (Level 1 and 2) 

 n M SD

All 3392 27.32 19.9

Gender

Men 2296 26.43 19.18

Women 1096 29.20 21.22

Age groups

16–40 800 25.51 19.16

41–47 839 28.56 19.55

48–54 835 29.53 20.29

55+ 918 25.77 20.25

Occupational position

White-collar 657 22.47 16.66

Blue-collar 1947 26.83 19.32

Unskilled workers 788 32.58 22.46

Company size

0–49 1154 24.62 19.11

50–99 929 27.36 19.93

100+ 1309 29.68 20.28
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Table 2 Scales and items used in this study

Scales Items

Liberalization To what extent has liberalization of international trade had an effect on the develop-
ment of the company’s competitive conditions in the period 2007–2009: 

1. On product or service prices
2. On product or service quality
3. On development of new products or services

Competition At present, to what extent is the company experiencing competition in the following:
1. Product or service prices
2. Product or service quality
3. Development of new products or services

Technology To what extent has the overall technology development in the industry had an influ-
ence on the development of the company’s competitive conditions in the period 
2007–2009: 

1. On product or service prices
2. On product or service quality 
3. On development of new products or services

International  
collaboration

To what extent has the company cooperated with the following partners regarding 
product and/or service development in 2007–2009?

1. Foreign customers
2. Foreign suppliers

Organizational 
change

Have organizational changes aimed to strengthen: 
1. Efficiency in daily operations
2. Cooperation and coordination across the organization
3. The ability to adapt to more changing environments
4. The ability to continuously develop new products/services
5.  The ability to continuously strengthen and renew the company's knowledge 

and know-how 
6. Quality and customer service

Numerical  
flexibility

Does the company use one or more of the following options to customize the staff-
ing resources to business needs?

1. Recruitment and dismissal
2. Personnel rotation between different work tasks
3. Adjustment of working hours (overtime, flextime, distribution)
4. Changes in work tempo
5. Temporary appointments
6. Agency appointments 
7. Part-time work

Work  
intensification

Has the work content changed in the period 2007–2009 in the direction of:
1. Increased autonomy and responsibility
2. Increased technical/professional demands
3. Increased knowledge content
4. Increased interdisciplinary collaboration
5. Demand for increased labor productivity
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Scales Items

Job insecurity (JI) 1. Are you worried about new technology making you redundant?
2.  Are you worried about it being difficult for you to find another job if you 

become unemployed?
3. Are you worried about being transferred to another job against your will?
4.  Are you worried about being laid off because management is moving pro-

duction to another country or to another company?
5.  Are you worried about losing your job because your company cannot sur-

vive due to international competition?

Note.  The job insecurity items JI1, JI2, and JI3 stem from the Copenhagen Psychosocial Questionnaire (COPSOQ; 
Pejtersen et al. 2010). Items JI4 and JI5 were specifically designed for this study.

Dependent variable (employee sample)

Affective job insecurity was measured with three items (JI1, JI2, and JI3) from the 
Copenhagen Psychosocial Questionnaire (COPSOQ; Pejtersen et al. 2010). Two items 
of operational relevance to threats of job loss due to globalization were specifically 
designed for this study (JI4 and JI5). The wording of the two new items is aligned 
with the wording of the first item of the COPSOQ questionnaire. This measure of job 
insecurity thus focuses on affective job insecurity in the context of globalization. The 
respondents were asked to indicate the degree to which they agreed or disagreed with 
the statements on a five-point Likert scale (1 = to a very large extent degree, 4 = to a 
very small extent). As in the COPSOQ scale, the values were transformed to a scale of 
0–100, with 100 representing the highest degree of job insecurity. Cronbach’s alpha 
for this scale was 0.81 and hence exceeds the reliability of the original COPSOQ scale 
(Cronbach’s alpha = 0.77, Pejtersen et al. 2010).

Independent variables (company sample)

Globalization was mainly measured with items developed for this study based on the 
OECD Oslo Manual (Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development & 
Statistical Office of the European Communities 1997) and the MEADOW guidelines 
(MEADOW consortium 2010), while management practices were with a few exceptions 
measured with scales from the DISKO study (Timmermans 2008; Vinding & Reich-
stein 2003). For most of the scales, participants provided responses on four-point Likert 
scales, either assessing the degree or the importance (see below). Table 3 in the data 
analysis section shows the descriptive statistics, correlations, and internal consistencies 
of study variables at Level 2.

Globalization was measured with three scales tapping the companies’ exposure to 
liberalization, competition, and technology, which were mainly designed for this study. 
Each of the three scales contains three items for assessing competition, liberalization, or 
technology, with a focus on products and services (1 = not at all, 4 = to a large degree). 
Furthermore, the competition scale contains two items from the DISKO questionnaire, 
capturing competition exposure on the Danish or world market (1 = not at all, 4 = to a 
large degree).
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Table 3 Descriptive statistics and correlations of study variables (Level 2) 

M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. Liberalization 1.61 1.55 (0.94)
2. Competition 3.17 1.23 0.35*** (0.79)
3. Technology 2.12 1.41 0.42*** 0.45*** (0.92)
4. International collaboration 1.70 1.52 0.34*** 0.21*** 0.22*** (0.69)
5. Organizational change 2.44 1.82 0.07 0.19*** 0.19*** 0.26*** (0.95)
6. Numerical flexibility 2.33 0.87 0.10 0.13* 0.16** 0.18*** 0.28*** (0.71)
7. Work intensification 2.12 1.54 0.09 0.16** 0.22*** 0.23*** 0.36*** 0.27*** (0.87)

Note. Cronbach’s alphas are reported in brackets on the diagonal.
*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001.

Management practices were examined with four scales measuring international col-
laboration, organizational change, numerical flexibility, and work intensification. Inter-
national collaboration was originally measured with one item regarding cooperation 
with foreign customers. Two additional items were developed for this study concerning 
cooperation with foreign suppliers (answered on a scale from 1 = not at all, 4 = to a large 
degree). The use of organizational change was measured with six items investigating 
whether changes were targeted to increase efficiency and support innovation (1 = not at 
all, 4 = to a large degree). Numerical flexibility was examined with seven items covering 
several forms of adjusting staffing to business requirements (1 = not at all, 4 = to a large 
degree). Work intensification was measured with five items by tapping into increased 
demands and responsibility for white-collar workers, blue-collar workers, and other 
employees. Respondents indicated whether the type of work intensification applied to 
each group of employees (0 = no, 1 = yes). This measure thus captures several forms 
of increased demands that affect work intensification for different levels of employees 
(e.g., a broader range of tasks with more responsibility for managers, Hassard & Morris 
2017). Responses were summed for each type of work intensification, resulting in values 
between 0 and 3.

Control variables and variables for random slope

We control for the potential influence of company size at the organizational level and 
for gender, age, and occupational position at the employee level (Table 4). Gender, age, 
and occupational position were included as control variables because earlier studies 
had shown that job insecurity differs according to these variables (Baillien & De Witte 
2009; Näswall & De Witte 2003). The employee-level variables were used to test ran-
dom slopes because the relationship between globalization and management practices 
and job insecurity could vary between companies according to the composition of staff 
within each organization.

Data analysis

Prior to the analysis, all predictors were standardized. Data were analyzed by means of 
multilevel modeling to account for the nested data structure (Hox 2010) with employees 
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(Level 1) nested in companies (Level 2). The analysis was performed in six steps with 
STATA (Table 4). The first model (Model 0) served to investigate the partitioning of 
variance between the levels. Of the total unexplained variance, 84% resided between 
employees and 16% between companies, resulting in an intraclass coefficient (ICC) of 
0.16. In Model 1, the control variables at Level 1 gender, age, and occupation were 
included. We then tested whether one of the Level 1 variables could be used as a random 
slope to allow the slopes in each company to vary freely. The best results were found 
for occupation (Model 2). In Model 3, the control variable at Level 2 company size 
was added. In Model 4, the three globalization predictors were investigated. In the final 
model (Model 5), we added the four management practices: national and international 
collaboration, organizational change, numerical flexibility, and work intensification. 
Model fit was assessed with Akaike’s Information Criterion (AIC) on a smaller-is-better 
basis.

Results

The descriptive statistics and correlations of employee and organizational level variables 
are shown in separate tables to avoid aggregation or disaggregation of data (Tables 1 
and 3). All control variables at the employee level are categorical, and Table 1 presents 
the means and standard deviations of job insecurity for each category. 

Hypothesis 1 tests whether the globalization-related predictors have a positive effect 
on job insecurity. The predictors liberalization (H1a), competition (H1b), and technol-
ogy (H1c) do not show an effect on job insecurity (Table 4), and Hypotheses 1a, 1b, 
and 1c are not supported. Hypotheses 2–5 investigate the relationships between the four 
management practices and job insecurity. In Hypothesis 2, we assume that company 
use of international collaborations increases job insecurity. International collaboration 
is related to job insecurity, and we thus find support for Hypothesis 2. In Hypothesis 3, 
we state that organizational change increases job insecurity. The use of organizational 
change is not significantly related to job insecurity, and thus Hypothesis 3 is not sup-
ported. Hypothesis 4 tests the enhancing effect of numerical flexibility on job insecurity. 
The use of numerical flexibility shows a positive estimate in support of Hypothesis 4. 
In Hypothesis 5, we examine the positive relation between work intensification and job 
insecurity. This relation is not significant, and Hypothesis 5 is not supported.

The control variables at the employee level and at the company level are statistically 
significant and explain variance. Specifically, women perceive higher job insecurity than 
men, employees aged 41–54 years experience higher job insecurity than younger employ-
ees, and blue-collar or unskilled workers worry more about their job than white-collar 
employees. The use of occupational position as a random slope improves the quality and 
explanatory power of the model, indicating that job insecurity is higher in organizations 
with a higher proportion of unskilled or blue-collar workers. No such effect is found 
for gender or age. Employees in firms with more than 100 employees report higher job 
insecurity. In particular, the estimates of occupational position are comparably large, 
indicating that occupations clearly affect the perception of job insecurity.

The final model (Model 5) shows the best fit indicated by the lowest AIC, but differ-
ences between Models 3, 4 and 5 are small. Compared to Model 0, Model 5 explains 43% 
of the variance between companies calculated from the relation between unexplained 
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variance at Level 2 in Model 0 (= 63.10) and unexplained variance at Level 2 in  
Model 5 (= variance between companies + 2*covariance + variance random slope = 
35.75). The unexplained variance in the random slopes remains more or less stable 
throughout the analysis, but the use of the variable occupational position as a random 
slope clearly reduces the unexplained variance between companies (random intercept) 
from Model 1 to Model 2. The variance between companies (random intercept) increases 
when the organizational control variables are introduced but is mostly explained by the 
predictors. In addition, the random slope with occupational position plays an important 
role in explaining variance, that is, the relationships between independent and depen-
dent variables also vary according to occupations.

Discussion

In this study, we probe the influence of globalization and company practices to manage 
globalization on employees’ job insecurity. The globalization variables are not related to 
job insecurity. From the four management variables, only international collaboration and 
numerical flexibility are linked to a higher level of job insecurity. Individually perceived 
job insecurity varies largely with company size, occupation, age group, and gender.

The results show that employees’ perception of job insecurity is more strongly 
affected by the four management practices than by globalization. The use of manage-
ment practices is only partly related to the three dimensions of globalization, indicating 
that some companies implement these practices for reasons other than globalization 
(Table 3). International collaboration with customers and suppliers is associated with 
higher job insecurity. The negative influence of international collaboration can be related 
to the fear of outsourcing or similar activities (Bredgaard et al. 2006). The more that 
a company is active in other countries, the more likely it is that the company moves 
production and jobs out of the country if costs increase (Davis-Blake & Broschak 2009; 
Maertz et al. 2010). The use of numerical flexibility is associated with higher job insecu-
rity among the companies’ staff, consistent with earlier research that investigated con-
tingency labor (Banerjee et al. 2012; Vander Elst et al. 2010) and downsizing (Keim et al. 
2014). This result probably occurs because such forms of flexibility entail a higher risk 
of job loss, especially in a period with emerging economic recession.

Contrary to prior studies with a focus on the employees’ perspective (Baillien & 
De Witte 2009), we fail to find an influence of the use of organizational changes on job 
insecurity. These results might be because the use of changes aims to enhance efficiency 
and innovation, thus posing higher demands on workers without endangering the secu-
rity of jobs through reduction of staff or work time. The lack of relation between work 
intensification and job insecurity, which were previously found to be related (Boxall & 
Macky 2014; Burchell et al. 2001), can also be explained by the goal of increasing effi-
ciency and innovation without consequences for employment. In measuring work inten-
sification, we adhere to McCann, Hassard, and Morris (2010) and Hassard and Morris 
(2017), who consider higher responsibility and autonomy as a feature of work intensi-
fication in jobs that require higher qualifications. This measure represents the fact that 
intensification in qualified jobs leads to fewer people having to fulfill a broader range of 
work tasks, but the results are thus not fully comparable to studies that restricted work 
intensification to higher quantitative demands (Boxall & Macky 2014).
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Occupational position was found to be an influential variable with higher job 
insecurity for unskilled and blue-collar workers compared to white-collar workers. In 
general, unskilled and blue-collar workers have access to fewer learning opportunities 
(Standing 1997) and are more exposed to numerical flexibility than white-collar work-
ers (Nielsen 2006). However, job insecurity has traditionally been lower in Denmark 
than in other countries (Anderson & Pontusson 2007; Green 2004). Denmark is known 
to have a flexible labor market in which it is easy to hire and fire people while a high 
level of social security and an active labor market policy collectively provide a safety 
blanket (Jensen 2011).

In contrast to research investigating job insecurity at the societal level (Anderson 
& Pontusson 2007; Mau et al. 2012), this study fails to find support for the effect of 
globalization at the company level. In our sample, differences in affective job insecurity 
between types of employees and companies exceed the effects of globalization, thus 
masking the influence of globalization. Furthermore, globalization might be perceived 
as less of a threat due to Denmark’s position in innovation (Hollanders & Es-Sadiki 
2013). Although this advantage means that many demands are posed on companies and 
employees alike, it also puts the country in a position of comparative advantage on the 
world market. 

The research results contribute to the body of research on the dynamic capabili-
ties framework by showing that implemented management practices can lead to nega-
tive outcomes among employees. While management practices serve to maintain and 
enhance competitiveness (Schilke et al. 2018), the results indicate that this goal might 
not be accomplished for all management practices. Two of the four practices result in a 
higher level of job insecurity. Earlier research has found that job insecurity is negatively 
related to employee performance that to a large degree determines organizational pro-
ductivity (Jackson et al. 2014; Shoss 2017). Hence, some of the management practices 
implemented to adapt the organization to internal and external demands potentially 
fail to support organizational competitiveness. Fortunately, the level of job insecurity 
is rather low in this Danish sample, thus lowering any risks for performance outcomes.

Our study extends existing research on predictors of job insecurity. We demonstrate 
that the use of management practices only leads to perceiving job insecurity if they 
imply an immediate risk of job loss. While international collaboration and flexibility 
endanger jobs in Denmark, organizational change and work intensification primarily 
aim at increasing efficiency at work. Globalization at the company level fails to relate 
to the employees’ perception of job insecurity while not being strongly correlated with 
the use of management practices. Overall, the four management practices explained the 
employees’ perception of job insecurity better than the three indicators of globalization.

Limitations and future research

The generalizability of our study is limited by certain design choices. Organizational 
participants were invited to respond to the questionnaire with regard to the years 2007–
2009. This time period was chosen to provide coherent and comparable information 
on activities carried out by companies (MEADOW consortium 2010). We were, how-
ever, not able to control whether the participants’ data might have been biased through 
events that had happened since. Furthermore, data were obtained during the breakout 
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of the financial crisis, which might have added to the general level of job insecurity 
(Scott 2004). While the increased focus on the financial crisis could lead to a potential 
overestimation of job insecurity, the fact that the unemployment rate has been steadily 
rising during the entire period documents that there are good reasons for heightened 
feelings of job insecurity (Statistics Denmark 2010). Due to our weighted sampling strat-
egy, responses from smaller firms were overrepresented in the study sample. The non-
responders are not skewed since the number does not differ substantially across industry 
types or company sizes. The results should therefore be generalized to all types of orga-
nizations and other countries with caution. Especially for international comparisons, 
further research is needed.

Consequences for practice

The results of this study show that management practices affect employees’ percep-
tion of job insecurity. A feeling of uncertainty can deplete employees’ motivation and 
commitment and thus diminish work performance, on which the company relies for 
remaining innovative and competitive (Jiang & Lavaysse 2018). To mitigate negative 
consequences, potential changes due to globalization and newly implemented manage-
ment practices should be communicated early, and managers and employees should be 
supported in adapting to ongoing changes. Employers could also provide information 
about their perception of job insecurity to reduce employees’ job insecurity if their job 
is not endangered. Additional support should be provided to employees with a lower 
level of education and competencies because they lack a level of training and education 
protecting them from negative consequences of job loss and unemployment.

Conclusion

In this study, we explored the influence of globalization and company practices to manage 
globalization on the employees’ perception of job insecurity. The use of linked employer 
and employee data allowed us to interpret job insecurity not only at the national level 
but also in relation to the employees’ company context. More international collabora-
tion and numerical flexibility in the companies resulted in more pronounced job insecu-
rity. Clear differences in job insecurity were found between company sizes, occupations, 
age groups, and gender. Our study thus contributes to extending research knowledge by 
explaining job insecurity in a company context as a consequence of selected manage-
ment practices, namely, international collaboration and numerical flexibility. Although 
the overall level of job insecurity in our Danish sample is comparably low, we can iden-
tify the factors that challenge job insecurity, and we can illustrate variation between 
groups of employees, for example, employees in different occupations.
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