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Abstract

:

The investigation of job insecurity has been a growing field of research. However, little is known about the strategies employees adopt to reduce job insecurity. Former research has shown that employees who perceive high job insecurity tend to engage in voluntary turnover. Yet, we do not know whether such a strategy is successful in reducing perceived job insecurity. Based on the Swiss Household Panel (SHP), a general population survey in Switzerland, a propensity score matching procedure is applied to investigate whether voluntary turnover successfully reduces feelings of job insecurity for employees who previously perceived an above-average level of job insecurity. Assuming that individual and family conditions are important factors explaining the success of this strategy it is distinguished between men and women with high, equally shared, or low financial responsibilities and of different age and educational groups. The results show that voluntary turnover indeed reduces perceived job insecurity. Whereas the individual factors do not moderate this relationship, the level of financial responsibilities does: employees who equally share financial responsibilities with their partners are most successful in reducing perceived job insecurity through voluntary turnover. The use of a propensity score matching procedure has proven fruitful as the bias caused by differing pre-turnover characteristics can be reduced considerably.
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1. Introduction


Public opinion polls regularly show that people are concerned about their country’s economic conditions and fear unemployment [1]. As a consequence of the Great Recession of 2008, unemployment rates as well as feelings of job insecurity have increased in most European countries [2,3,4]. Even in Switzerland, where unemployment has been quite stable at a comparatively low level [5], fear of unemployment is high [6]. The present study focuses on perceived job insecurity in Switzerland and the employees’ strategy of coping with it through voluntary turnover.



Perceiving a job to be insecure is harmful to employees because it decreases feelings of controllability and predictability in one’s life [7]. It provokes considerable concern about the continuity of the actual situation and hampers planning for the future [8]. There are often objective causes such as mergers, downsizings, or the implementation of new technologies that cause job insecurity [9]. However, job insecurity also has a subjective dimension [7]. As research shows, the subjective interpretation of the situation also entails important adverse outcomes [7,10]. Employees who perceive high job insecurity see a threat to the provision of regular income through their employment [11] and feel powerless to sustain their current employment situation [7,12]. Some authors distinguish between a cognitive and an affective component of subjective job insecurity [13,14]. The first refers to the individual’s evaluation of the likelihood of an undesired change such as job loss [14]. In contrast, the latter refers to the individual’s emotional reaction to the perceived likelihood of the undesired change translating into fear and worries about job loss or unemployment [13,14]. The present study focuses on the cognitive component of the subjective dimension: perceived job insecurity conceptualized as the perceived risk of becoming unemployed in the near future.



It is well documented that job insecurity leads to a lowering of physical and mental well-being [7,8,15,16]. Less well documented are the strategies individuals adopt to cope with uncertainty and the ways these depend on individual and contextual factors [17], i.e., the resources and constraints resulting from work- and family-related characteristics [18,19].



This article deals with one strategy for coping with perceived job insecurity, namely voluntary turnover. Few studies have followed up on the effects of voluntary turnover and examined whether employees feel more secure after turnover [20,21,22]. The present study pursues two aims. First, it investigates whether workers who voluntarily leave a job they perceive as highly insecure subsequently perceive less insecurity with a new employer. The strategy is considered successful if voluntary turnover leads to a decrease of perceived job insecurity in the year following it. Second, the question is answered as to whether the success of the strategy is influenced by individual and family-related contextual factors, i.e., gender, age, educational level, extent of financial responsibility for the family, and experience of economic hardship.




2. State of the Art


Research has shown that high subjective job insecurity reduces satisfaction with the job and affects work attitudes [10]. There is a broad consensus that job insecurity enforces turnover intentions [10,23,24]. However, it is less clear whether job insecurity also increases the employee‘s probability of actually experiencing voluntary turnover (see e.g., [25,26]). Cornelißen [26] shows that although job insecurity enforces turnover intentions, the probability of actually experiencing voluntary turnover is not affected. He hypothesizes that if job insecurity is high the opportunities to change are scarce. His study is in line with some research from Adkins, Werbel, and Farh [25] focusing on university employees in times of a major funding crisis. The authors show that employees who perceive high job insecurity are particularly likely to report high turnover intentions and increased job search activities. Yet, they are not more likely than their colleagues who perceive low job insecurity to actually experience voluntary turnover [25]. In contrast to these studies we have demonstrated in our previous research that individuals in dual-earner couples tend to engage in voluntary turnover when they perceive high job insecurity. In order to secure more stable employment for them they choose to change to a new employer [27]. This is in line with Blau [24] and Swaen et al. [20] who also found higher probabilities of actual turnover for employees who perceive high levels of job insecurity.



2.1. Individual, Work- and Family-Related Factors Influencing Perceived Job Insecurity


The literature shows that the perception of job insecurity is related to a series of individual factors. However, findings are often inconsistent. Whereas some studies find women to perceive higher levels of job insecurity [28,29] others identify men to be more concerned [30]. Regarding age, there are studies that find older employees to perceive particularly high levels of job insecurity [29]. Others describe a middle-aged group, i.e., individuals who are most likely to have children to provide for, to perceive high levels of job insecurity [8,31]. Furthermore, employees with a low educational level and manual workers report higher levels of job insecurity [29,32] as it is also the case for employees in poor health [32]. Although the findings are sometimes contradictory, it becomes apparent that some individuals are more concerned by job insecurity than others: those who have a rather weak position on the labor market generally perceive higher levels of job insecurity. Among other things this is due to their evaluation of their chances to find equivalent employment. Research has for instance shown that low educated, younger and older workers, as well as employees in poor health are less confident to find equivalent employment in case of job loss [33,34]. According to Anderson and Pontusson [34] these individual factors influence the value of an employee for his/her employer and determine the worker’s employability.



Besides these individual characteristics there are also work-related contextual factors that influence the employees’ perception of job insecurity. Research shows that employees with a fixed-term contract perceive higher levels of job insecurity compared to permanent employees [8,32]. Feelings of job insecurity also often emerge in times of high unemployment [33] and in the context of restructuring processes, downsizings, mergers, or privatizations which are often followed by mass redundancies [31]. In general, employees working in the private sector perceive higher levels of job insecurity [32]. Yet the perception of job insecurity can also be the result of relational conflicts: particularly victims of workplace bullying fear job loss because they ascribe a high power to their bullies [35,36]. Obviously the current job situation is an important factor explaining the individuals’ perception of job insecurity. The less stable and the more threatening the work environment, the higher fear of job loss and perceived job insecurity [34].



Charles and James [37] show also that family-related factors influence the perception of job insecurity. Whereas singles worry moderately about job insecurity, their sense of responsibility and desire for financial stability increases drastically once they have a partner, children, and a house. Though parents would consider scaling down their living standards if it were only for them, they do not consider it an option for their children and so seek a stable financial situation for their family [38]. These studies suggest that employees who have a high level of financial responsibility feel a particularly strong pressure to maintain or regain a high level of job security because they are more sensitive to potential threats as a consequence of their responsibility for other family members. Employees with high financial responsibility have also been identified as having a particularly high preference for secure jobs [39]. Furthermore, individuals who already experience economic hardship tend to perceive higher levels of job insecurity [28].




2.2. An Unresolved Question


The literature review gives insight into individual and contextual predictors of job insecurity and has shown that employees who perceive high job insecurity have high turnover intentions [23,25,26] and high probabilities of subsequent voluntary turnover [20,24]. Yet, little is known about the employees’ perception of job insecurity after re-employment following voluntary turnover. A few studies show that individuals who engage in voluntary turnover are better off after the change in terms of working life, physical and emotional well-being, work-related attitudes, and job security [20,21]. Yet, we do not know whether all employees, independent of their individual characteristics and their family situation, can reduce their perceived level of job insecurity through voluntary turnover. In what follows, two questions will be addressed: do workers who voluntarily leave their current job experience lower insecurity in subsequent jobs, and if so is this true for all employees independent of individual characteristics (gender, age, and educational level) and the pressures resulting from their level of financial responsibilities and experienced economic hardship? To do so, perceived job insecurity is measured for the former employment before voluntary turnover occurred and after voluntary turnover, i.e., referring to the new employment. This allows assessing changes in perceived job insecurity following voluntary turnover.





3. Theoretical Argument


3.1. Individual Factors Explaining Job Insecurity


From the literature review, it can be deduced that voluntary turnover is a coping strategy that insecure employees adopt to reduce perceived job insecurity [18,40]. Therefore employees who perceived a high level of job insecurity and experienced voluntary turnover are expected to report lower levels of perceived job insecurity in a new job. The following hypothesis is formulated:

Hypothesis 1: 

Voluntary turnover reduces perceived job insecurity.







However, in order to be able to engage in voluntary turnover and to reduce perceived job insecurity, employees need to be attractive to employers and competitive for vacant, good quality jobs that provide high job security. Yet it can be assumed that employees differ in their competitive- and attractiveness. Therefore, some groups may succeed in changing employer but will not experience a decrease in perceived levels of job insecurity. This assumption gets support from segmentation theory that assumes a dual labor market which consists of a primary sector that is characterized by good working conditions, career opportunities, high wages, and a high level of social protection [41]. This sector is complemented by a secondary sector characterized by low-skill jobs, poorer working conditions, little or no social protection and thus a high level of job insecurity. Between these two sectors are barriers constraining transitions from the secondary to the primary sector [41,42]. According to this theory, employees with poor working conditions such as a high level of job insecurity, fixed-term contracts, low wages, and little or no coverage by social security are assumed to have difficulties in finding jobs that provide good working conditions [41]. Consequently, employees experiencing high job insecurity may continue to feel insecure even after voluntary turnover. Whether they will succeed in moving to an employer that provides more job security is supposed to be related to their individual characteristics and their employability. Employees who are attractive to other employers may be successful in reducing perceived job insecurity through voluntary turnover even if they perceived high levels of job insecurity with their previous employer.



Research shows that there is some evidence for a dual labor market in Switzerland with women to be somewhat more concerned by the segmenting aspects of the labor market [43,44]. In general, women in Switzerland have weaker positions on the labor market and more often occupy low-paid, atypical, and insecure jobs [45,46]. From this it can be deduced that women are less successful than men in reducing perceived job insecurity through voluntary turnover.

Hypothesis 2: 

Women are less likely than men to report reduced levels of perceived job insecurity after voluntary turnover.







In addition to gender the employees’ age and educational level is believed to matter for the success of voluntary turnover to reduce perceived job insecurity. With regards to age young employees are assumed to have a weak position on the labor market due to incomplete training and little work experience [46]. In contrast, employees in their 30s and 40s usually have a good position due to completed training, considerable experience in their field and high willingness to comply with the employers’ expectations because they often have families and therefore high financial responsibilities [47]. Employees in their 50s and 60s face some difficulties. They are not only confronted with the stereotype of being less productive compared to younger employees but they are also more expensive [48]: wages are usually dependent on the number of years of service and the social costs for the employer are also higher. Due to their weaker position on the labor market the younger and the older employees are expected to be less competitive and therefore less likely to change into good quality jobs that provide high levels of job security.

Hypothesis 3: 

Younger and older employees are less likely than middle-aged employees to report reduced levels of perceived job insecurity after voluntary turnover.







Finally, the employees’ educational level influences his/her position on the labor market and the perceived level of job insecurity [49]. Individuals with a medium or a high educational level have a wider spectrum of choice among available jobs since they can also take up a job that requires fewer skills than he or she could offer [29]. Compared to employees with a low educational level, they are more competitive for good quality jobs and therefore they are expected to be more successful in reducing perceived job insecurity through voluntary turnover.

Hypothesis 4: 

Middle and highly educated employees are more likely than employees with a low educational level to report reduced levels of perceived job insecurity after voluntary turnover.







Along with the educational attainment the individuals’ socio-economic position influences, the perception of job insecurity: employees in higher status jobs usually have educational and financial resources that help them improve their situation [29]. Finally, poor health is assumed to increase perceived job insecurity as employees in poor health generally have a reduced productivity and are more often absent from work which weakens their position within an organization [50]. Therefore the individuals’ socio-economic position and their health status should be controlled for in the analyses.




3.2. Contextual Factors Explaining Job Insecurity


In addition to the individual factors, contextual factors that are assumed to influence perceived job insecurity should be considered. It can be distinguished between work-related and family-related factors. Whereas the former have already received considerable attention (see e.g., [32,34]) much less is known about the latter [17]. Therefore the present paper will focus on the family-related factors. Yet the most important work-related factors known from existing literature will be considered in the empirical section.



A crucial family-related factor is the employee’s financial responsibility for the family’s economic well-being [38]. It can be distinguished between main breadwinners with the primary responsibility to provide for the family, individuals who equally share financial responsibilities within a couple and secondary earners who contribute some additional income to the breadwinner’s earnings and usually have the main responsibility for family work [51,52]. When it comes to work decisions such as turnover, the individuals’ work and family roles come into play. Greenhaus and Powell [53] assume that individuals with high financial responsibilities will take decisions that secure or even increase the family’s financial resources whereas individuals with a predominant role as a carer will take decisions that favor family work and assure child care. As a consequence employees with high financial responsibilities are assumed to have high preferences for jobs that provide high job security [30,54,55] and therefore to be particularly likely to decrease perceived job insecurity in case of voluntary turnover. In addition, turnover is not only a chance to improve working conditions but is also a risky decision since the chance of a deterioration in working conditions is high as usually little is known about the future work place [56]. Therefore, it can be expected that individuals with high financial responsibilities will not engage in voluntary turnover unless they feel confident of increasing their job security.

Hypothesis 5: 

Individuals with high financial responsibilities are more likely than employees with equally shared or low financial responsibilities to report reduced levels of perceived job insecurity after voluntary turnover.







Furthermore, married employees are expected to perceive lower levels of job insecurity due to their lower dependency on the job as their partner can provide for and support them [29]. In contrast, the presence of children in the family increases dependency on the job [29]. In a qualitative study, parents declared that they would scale down their own standard of living but that they did not want to impose this on their children [38]. From this it can be deduced that children act as an incentive for their parents to increase the economic well-being of the family and decrease job insecurity. In addition, families who already face economic hardship are more vulnerable to job loss because they do not have financial reserves to fall back on. Without such reserves, dependency on the job and fear of unemployment are high [28]. DiPrete and McManus [57] identified turnover to be one of the most effective means to push families out of economic hardship. Therefore, employees who already face economic hardship may be more likely to experience voluntary turnover. However, economic hardship could also be the consequence of an employee’s weak position on the labor market (e.g., [58]). Consequently, it can be expected that employees who experience economic hardship are indeed more likely to experience voluntary turnover but less likely to reduce job insecurity through turnover.

Hypothesis 6: 

Individuals who experience high economic hardship are less likely than employees with low economic hardship to report reduced levels of perceived job insecurity after voluntary turnover.









4. Data and Analyses


4.1. Sample


The present research is based on data from the Swiss Household Panel (SHP). The SHP is a longitudinal household survey which aims to assess living conditions and to observe social change in Switzerland. It covers a multitude of topics such as employment, health, housing, and division of work.



Funded by the Swiss National Science Foundation, it started in 1999 with 7799 individuals in 5074 households interviewed in the first wave. All members of the households of 14 years of age or more are interviewed annually by computer-assisted telephone interview. In 2004 and 2013 a refreshment sample was drawn by the Swiss Federal Statistical Office (2004: 3654 participating individuals in 2538 households; 2013: 6090 individuals in 3989 households).



For the analysis, the years 2004 to 2014 from the original and the first refreshment sample1 are used. The sample is restricted to individuals with valid information about all the variables included in the analysis. Concerning turnover, the respondents were asked the following question: “Since [month, year], have you changed jobs or employers?” Individuals who indicated that they changed employers or both jobs and employers, were considered changers, those who only changed jobs but remained with their current employer or changed neither jobs nor employers were considered stayers. Then the respondents were asked why they changed jobs and/or employers. These reasons were classified according to the existing literature. Turnover was considered involuntary when the individual reported one of the following reasons: end of a temporary contract, closure of their own or a family business, dismissal [59]. Amongst the individuals who voluntarily changed their employer, 48% did it in the first instance simply to take up a better job, 4% indicated family reasons (care for children or follow the partner), and 48% indicated other reasons that were not further specified. In order not to confound employees who experienced involuntary turnover with those who experienced voluntary or no turnover involuntary changers were excluded from the analyses.



The sample is further restricted to individuals of 18 years of age or more, but younger than the official age of retirement which is at 64 for women and 65 for men. Individuals younger than 25, in formal education, and living with at least one parent were excluded from the analyses as young individuals who are taken care of by their parents should be ruled out here. For the analysis, all years were pooled which means that each individual could have up to 11 time points of observation and could therefore potentially experience repeated voluntary turnover. Yet, in order to be able to assess changes in the level of perceived job insecurity before and after voluntary turnover, all individuals had to have participated in at least two consecutive waves (time point t-1 and t0) and needed to be in paid work at each time point. If voluntary turnover occurred between t-1 and t0 it was assessed at t0. To assure that the independent variables refer to periods before turnover lagged information (t-1) is used for all the independent variables.



The focus of the present study is on voluntary turnover as a strategy to reduce perceived job insecurity. Yet the SHP does not allow assessing the exact reason for voluntary turnover. Therefore, the sample was restricted to individuals who perceived an above-average level of job insecurity at time t-1 (i.e., >2 on the scale from 0 to 10, 0 meaning no job insecurity). This allows focusing on employees who were actually in need of a strategy to cope with job insecurity.



The final sample over the eleven years of observation consisted of 1551 women with 3728 observations and 1501 men with 3990 observations. For descriptive statistics see Table 1 below.
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Table 1. Descriptive statistics before PSM is applied, based on observations and separated by employees without and with voluntary turnover. Data is not weighted.







Table 1. Descriptive statistics before PSM is applied, based on observations and separated by employees without and with voluntary turnover. Data is not weighted.







	

	

	
Without Turnover

	
With Voluntary Turnover




	
Variables

	
Scale

	
M(SD)/% a

	
M(SD)/%






	
Work-related contextual factors at t-1

	

	

	




	
Job insecurity (0 = low; 10 = high)

	
0–10

	
4.8 (1.7)

	
5.5 (2.2)




	
Type of contract

	

	

	




	
  Permanent contract

	
0/1

	
85.1

	
74.2




	
  Fixed-term contract

	
0/1

	
7.3

	
18.4




	
  Unknown

	
0/1

	
7.6

	
7.4




	
Restructuring of company

	

	

	




	
  No ongoing restructuring

	
0/1

	
55.4

	
56.2




	
  Ongoing restructuring

	
0/1

	
41.9

	
41.0




	
  Unknown

	
0/1

	
2.7

	
2.8




	
Private sector

	
0/1

	
73.9

	
77.8




	
Regional unemployment rate

	
2.3–7.0

	
4.2 (1.1)

	
4.2 (1.0)




	
Working atmosphere (10 = completely satisfied)

	
0–10

	
8.1 (1.5)

	
7.6 (1.9)




	
Job satisfaction (10 = completely satisfied)

	
0–10

	
7.6 (1.4)

	
7.0 (1.8)




	
Work status (1 = self-employed/business owner)

	
0/1

	
13.1

	
9.7




	
On probation

	
0/1

	
0

	
28.9




	
Family-related contextual factors at t-1

	

	

	




	
With minor child (0 = no; 1 = yes)

	
0/1

	
41.0

	
34.5




	
Married (0 = no; 1 = yes)

	
0/1

	
56.8

	
37.9




	
Economic hardship (0 = low; 10 = high)

	
0–10

	
2.9 (2.0)

	
3.2 (2.3)




	
Financial responsibility

	

	

	




	
  Main breadwinner

	
0/1

	
62.3

	
66.7




	
  Equal earner

	
0/1

	
15.7

	
14.4




	
  Secondary earner

	
0/1

	
22.0

	
18.9




	
Individual factors at t-1

	

	

	




	
Gender (1 = male)

	
0/1

	
51.7

	
51.5




	
Age group

	

	

	




	
  Young workers (18–25 years)

	
0/1

	
6.2

	
22.1




	
  Middle-aged workers (26–49 years)

	
0/1

	
65.1

	
67.4




	
  Older workers (50–65 years)

	
0/1

	
28.7

	
10.5




	
Educational level

	

	

	




	
  Low educational level

	
0/1

	
8.5

	
8.5




	
  Medium educational level

	
0/1

	
50.6

	
48.9




	
  High educational level

	
0/1

	
40.9

	
42.6




	
ESEC European socio-economic classification

	

	

	




	
  1 Large employers, high managers/professionals

	
0/1

	
19.4

	
20.2




	
  2 Lower managers/professionals, higher supervisors/technicians

	
0/1

	
22.8

	
22.6




	
  3 Intermediate occupations

	
0/1

	
21.7

	
21.5




	
  4 Small employer and self-employed (non-agriculture)

	
0/1

	
3.3

	
1.7




	
  5 Small employer and self-employed (agriculture)

	
0/1

	
0.5

	
0.4




	
  6 Lower supervisors and technicians

	
0/1

	
2.8

	
1.7




	
  7 Lower sales, services and clericals

	
0/1

	
12.3

	
12.3




	
  8 Lower technical occupations

	
0/1

	
8.6

	
10.2




	
  9 Routine occupations

	
0/1

	
7.6

	
8.1




	
  10 unknown

	
0/1

	
1.0

	
1.3




	
Poor health

	
0/1

	
14.4

	
12.0




	
Observations

	

	
6945

	
773








a For continuous variables, means and standard deviations are reported; for dummy variables the share of category 1 is reported.








4.2. Measures


Perceived job insecurity: Job insecurity was measured on an 11-point scale: “How do you evaluate the risk of becoming personally unemployed in the next 12 months, if 0 means ‘no risk at all’ and 10 ‘a real risk’”?



Voluntary turnover: Changers who reported voluntary turnover as described in Section 4.1. were coded 1, stayers were coded 0.



Age groups and gender: Participants are subsumed in three age groups. Young employees are between 18 and 25 years old; middle-aged employees are between 26 and 49 and older employees are 50 years of age or more. Furthermore, gender was included with men coded 1.



Educational level: In accordance with the Federal Statistical Office we distinguish between low (lower secondary level), medium (upper secondary level) and high (tertiary) educational level [60].



Socio-economic position: To assess the employee’s socio-economic position the European socio-economic classification ESEC is used which is based on the International Standard Classification of Occupations (ISCO), the individual’s status as an employee, employer, or self-employed, supervisory tasks and firm size [61]. As for some respondents the ESEC could not be constructed, an additional residual group was added with an unknown ESEC coded 10. As the sample only consists of a low number of small employers and self-employed in agriculture, the regression coefficients would be inaccurate. Therefore, these individuals (category 5) were assigned to the residual group.



Poor health: Employees who responded that they felt “well” or “very well” were coded 0 (in good health); otherwise they were coded 1 for poor health (“so, so”, “not very well” or “not well at all”).



Type of contract: It can be distinguished between employees with a permanent, fixed-term, or unknown type of contract.



Ongoing restructuring processes: Ongoing restructuring processes in the employee’s organization were assessed with a question asking whether the employing organization is currently undergoing restructuring, reorganization, or privatization. Due to the filtering of the questionnaire not all employees reported whether the company was undergoing restructuring. Therefore an additional category “unknown” was coded.



Sector: Employees working in a public organization were coded 0 and those working in a private organization were coded 1.



Regional unemployment rate: To control for the regional unemployment rate, annual unemployment rates of the major regions of Switzerland (Lake Geneva, Mittelland, Northwestern Switzerland, Zurich, Eastern Switzerland, Central Switzerland and Ticino) provided by the Swiss Federal Statistical Office were introduced. As such, the unemployment rate of the individual’s region of residence was added for each year.



Working atmosphere and job satisfaction: Working atmosphere and job satisfaction were assessed with the following question: “On a scale from 0 ‘not at all satisfied’ to 10 ‘completely satisfied’ can you indicate your degree of satisfaction for each of the following points?” For the working atmosphere it was followed by: “The atmosphere between you and your work colleagues.” For job satisfaction it was followed by: “Your job in general”.



Work status: Employed individuals were coded 0, self-employed and business owners were coded 1.



Probation: Employees who joined their current employer less than three month ago were coded 1 and considered on probation.



Minor children: Employees with minor children were coded 1. Individuals who did not cohabit with their children but have to pay alimony for their children outside of the household were considered as belonging to the group with minor children.



Marital status: Employees were coded 1 if they were married and 0 otherwise.



Economic hardship: Economic hardship was measured on a scale from 0 to 10. The question was formulated as follows: “How do you manage on your household's current income, 0 means ‘with great difficulty’ and 10 ‘very easily’?” The variable was recoded with a high value indicating a high level of economic hardship.



Financial responsibilities: It can be distinguished between individuals with high financial responsibilities (main breadwinners), individuals with equally shared responsibilities (equal earners), and individuals with low financial responsibilities (secondary earners). In order to deal with missing values imputed income variables that are made available by the SHP researchers were used [62]. The level of financial responsibilities was assessed as follows: individuals without a cohabiting partner or a partner who was not in paid work were considered main breadwinners by definition. If individuals lived with an employed partner, the income of both partners was considered and the share of total income was calculated. Individuals with a share of income of 60% or more were considered the main breadwinners and individuals with a share of 40% or less were classified as secondary earners. If the share of total income was higher than 40% and lower than 60%, financial responsibilities were considered to be equally shared.



In order to control for period effects, year-dummies were included.




4.3. Methods


A Propensity Score Matching (PSM) procedure developed by Rosenbaum and Rubin [63] was applied to estimate causal treatment effects. Voluntary turnover is considered to be an observable treatment that allows for the estimation of the effect of voluntary turnover on perceived job insecurity. Yet, as voluntary turnover is not randomly distributed in the working population, a mere focus on the changers and stayers may cause a selection bias2.



In fact, we are interested in the question of what would have happened to the changers if they would not have experienced voluntary turnover (counterfactual outcome)3. As it is not possible to observe both outcomes on the same individual at the same time, we approximate the counterfactual outcome by the mean values of stayers. To do this a control group is created among the stayers that is as similar as possible to the changers with the main difference that they did not experience voluntary turnover. To evaluate the amount of similarity between individuals, propensity scores are estimated, i.e., the probability of voluntary turnover given observed X variables. The X variables that are included in the model are gathered from the existing turnover literature (see e.g., [65,66]) and widely correspond to the variables included in the OLS regression that follows the propensity score matching.



The PSM procedure starts with the estimation of the propensity scores by applying a logistic regression with voluntary turnover as the dependent variable. In a second step, different matching procedures such as the nearest neighbor, caliper, radius, kernel, and local linear regression algorithms are tested (for a comprehensive introduction see Caliendo and Kopeinig [67]). Usually, only the observations on the common support (intersection of propensity scores of stayers and changers) are retained [68]. On the basis of the propensity score matching the so-called average treatment effect on the treated (ATT) can be estimated, i.e., the effect of treatment    T = 1    (voluntary turnover) on perceived job insecurity for changers [67]:


   e f  f  A T T   = E  (  e f f | T = 1  )  = E  [  Y  ( 1 )  | T = 1  ]  − E  [  Y  ( 0 )  | T = 1  ]  ,   








with    E  [  Y  ( 1 )  | T = 1  ]     as the observed effect for those experiencing voluntary turnover and     [  Y  ( 0 )  | T = 1  ]     as the unobserved counterfactual for those experiencing voluntary turnover.    Y  ( 1 )     denotes the level of perceived job insecurity for individuals who experienced voluntary turnover and    Y  ( 0 )     for those who did not.



In a third step, an OLS regression is applied on the matched sample in order to estimate the propensity score matching estimator (   e f  f  A T T   P S M     ), i.e., the effect of voluntary turnover on perceived job insecurity when controlling for the characteristics that are assumed to influence the perception of job insecurity P(X) [67]:


   e f  f  A T T   P S M   =  E  P  ( X )  | T = 1    (  E  [  Y  ( 1 )  | T = 1 ,   P  ( X )   ]  − E  [  Y  ( 0 )  | T = 0 , P  ( X )   ]   )    











As we are mainly interested in changes of perceived job insecurity, the difference of job insecurity between t0 and t-1 is used as the dependent variable. To take account of time, lagged information was used for the independent variables (t-1). Furthermore, individual cross-sectional weights for each year were used to correct for attrition biases and as a means of increasing representativeness of the sample. In order to counter correlated error terms within individuals robust standard errors are estimated [69].



As it has been hypothesized that the success of the strategy of voluntary turnover to reduce perceived job insecurity depends on individual and family-related characteristics, interaction terms are included to test for possible moderating effects. The interaction terms are obtained by multiplying the variable voluntary turnover with the variables of interest (gender, age groups, educational level, amount of financial responsibility, and experience of economic hardship).



The ATT and the OLS regression models are finally based on the matched sample obtained by the kernel matching algorithm. The kernel algorithm revealed to be the one that was most efficient in balancing pre-treatment characteristics. In addition, the kernel algorithm takes into account a high share of available information since several observations in the non-treatment group can be matched with the observations in the treatment group. With this algorithm, the matches in the control group are weighted according to their closeness to the treatment observations [68].





5. Results


Although Pseudo R2 of 0.122 is relatively low, the matching procedure performed well in that it reduces the bias for most of the variables included in the model (see also Table A1 and Table A2 in the Appendix). Although the bias increased for some variables, the difference between the treatment (with voluntary turnover) and the control group (without voluntary turnover) remains statistically insignificant. Yet, for some variables, the differences between the treatment and the control group remain statistically significant. One observation was excluded from the analyses as it was off the common support.



Table 2 shows that employees who experienced voluntary turnover between t-1 and t0 report a decrease of perceived job insecurity of 2.32 units. Employees in the control group, i.e., not experiencing voluntary turnover, report a smaller decrease of 1.27 units before the matching is applied. After the matching the two groups are more similar on the pre-treatment variables and as a consequence the means in changes of perceived job insecurity are also more similar with −1.57 units for stayers. From this we can conclude that the propensity score matching indeed is a fruitful procedure to estimate changes in perceived job insecurity resulting from voluntary turnover that are obviously overstated when the matching procedure is not applied.
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Table 2. Mean of changes in perceived job insecurity before and after matching.







Table 2. Mean of changes in perceived job insecurity before and after matching.







	
Sample

	
Treated

	
Controls

	
Standard Error

	
T-Statistic






	
Unmatched

	
−2.32

	
−1.27

	
0.10

	
−10.19




	
ATT

	
−2.32

	
−1.57

	
0.13

	
−5.99









As we are interested in the ATT when controlling for the other relevant variables for the prediction of changes in perceived job insecurity, multiple OLS regressions are run on the matched sample. Model 1 in Table 3 shows that, with an ATT of −0.580, voluntary turnover significantly reduces perceived job insecurity. Therefore Hypothesis 1 that expected changers who perceived an above-average level of job insecurity to report lower levels of perceived job insecurity after voluntary turnover can be maintained.
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Table 3. OLS regression predicting changes in perceived job insecurity (negative values indicating a decrease); weighted sample matched on propensity scores.







Table 3. OLS regression predicting changes in perceived job insecurity (negative values indicating a decrease); weighted sample matched on propensity scores.







	

	
Model 1

	

	
Model 2

	

	
Model 3

	

	
Model 4

	

	
Model 5

	

	
Model 6

	




	

	
Coefficient

	
S.E.

	
Coefficient

	
S.E.

	
Coefficient

	
S.E.

	
Coefficient

	
S.E.

	
Coefficient

	
S.E.

	
Coefficient

	
S.E.






	
Work-related factors at t-1

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
Voluntary turnover a (between t-1 and t0)

	
−0.580 **

	
(0.190)

	
−0.733 **

	
(0.255)

	
−0.552 *

	
(0.228)

	
0.076

	
(0.508)

	
−0.489 *

	
(0.219)

	
−1.063 ***

	
(0.289)




	
Fixed-term contract

	
−1.178 ***

	
(0.247)

	
−1.188 ***

	
(0.248)

	
−1.177 ***

	
(0.247)

	
−1.146 ***

	
(0.247)

	
−1.174 ***

	
(0.248)

	
−1.153 ***

	
(0.245)




	
Unknown type of contract

	
−1.481 ***

	
(0.415)

	
−1.465 ***

	
(0.411)

	
−1.471 ***

	
(0.416)

	
−1.479 ***

	
(0.418)

	
−1.506 ***

	
(0.414)

	
−1.487 ***

	
(0.421)




	
Ongoing reorganization

	
−0.379 *

	
(0.183)

	
−0.382 *

	
(0.183)

	
−0.380 *

	
(0.183)

	
−0.393 *

	
(0.185)

	
−0.375 *

	
(0.182)

	
−0.407 *

	
(0.181)




	
Unknown reorganization

	
−0.445

	
(0.416)

	
−0.460

	
(0.412)

	
−0.452

	
(0.417)

	
−0.442

	
(0.421)

	
−0.445

	
(0.413)

	
−0.447

	
(0.416)




	
Private sector

	
0.220

	
(0.185)

	
0.215

	
(0.185)

	
0.222

	
(0.185)

	
0.224

	
(0.184)

	
0.211

	
(0.185)

	
0.211

	
(0.185)




	
Regional unemployment rates

	
0.141

	
(0.084)

	
0.142

	
(0.084)

	
0.142

	
(0.085)

	
0.137

	
(0.085)

	
0.142

	
(0.084)

	
0.133

	
(0.083)




	
Work atmosphere

	
−0.014

	
(0.057)

	
−0.016

	
(0.057)

	
−0.016

	
(0.057)

	
−0.009

	
(0.056)

	
−0.014

	
(0.056)

	
−0.014

	
(0.056)




	
Job satisfaction

	
0.123 *

	
(0.055)

	
0.124 *

	
(0.056)

	
0.124 *

	
(0.055)

	
0.116 *

	
(0.056)

	
0.121 *

	
(0.055)

	
0.115 *

	
(0.055)




	
Work status

	
0.244

	
(0.303)

	
0.244

	
(0.302)

	
0.241

	
(0.302)

	
0.246

	
(0.304)

	
0.275

	
(0.301)

	
0.267

	
(0.304)




	
On probation at t0

	
0.168

	
(0.286)

	
0.167

	
(0.286)

	
0.168

	
(0.286)

	
0.170

	
(0.287)

	
0.178

	
(0.287)

	
0.177

	
(0.285)




	
Family-related factors at t-1

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
Child

	
−0.497 *

	
(0.204)

	
−0.496 *

	
(0.204)

	
−0.493 *

	
(0.203)

	
−0.514 *

	
(0.204)

	
−0.525 **

	
(0.203)

	
−0.517 *

	
(0.206)




	
Married

	
0.377

	
(0.204)

	
0.374

	
(0.204)

	
0.373

	
(0.202)

	
0.386

	
(0.203)

	
0.379

	
(0.202)

	
0.396

	
(0.204)




	
Economic hardship

	
0.065

	
(0.048)

	
0.063

	
(0.048)

	
0.066

	
(0.047)

	
0.067

	
(0.047)

	
0.064

	
(0.047)

	
−0.016

	
(0.033)




	
Equal earner

	
−0.263

	
(0.208)

	
−0.264

	
(0.209)

	
−0.263

	
(0.208)

	
−0.270

	
(0.208)

	
0.165

	
(0.159)

	
−0.260

	
(0.210)




	
Secondary earner

	
0.220

	
(0.258)

	
0.219

	
(0.259)

	
0.219

	
(0.258)

	
0.200

	
(0.257)

	
0.143

	
(0.257)

	
0.207

	
(0.257)




	
Individual factors at t-1

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
Male

	
0.475 **

	
(0.177)

	
0.345 *

	
(0.175)

	
0.473 **

	
(0.176)

	
0.471 **

	
(0.177)

	
0.473 **

	
(0.177)

	
0.449 *

	
(0.178)




	
Young workers (18–25)

	
−0.153

	
(0.232)

	
−0.150

	
(0.233)

	
−0.179

	
(0.257)

	
−0.173

	
(0.235)

	
−0.169

	
(0.233)

	
−0.163

	
(0.233)




	
Older workers (50–65)

	
−0.359

	
(0.199)

	
−0.358

	
(0.200)

	
−0.221

	
(0.146)

	
−0.347

	
(0.199)

	
−0.364

	
(0.199)

	
−0.382

	
(0.203)




	
Medium educational level

	
0.100

	
(0.282)

	
0.094

	
(0.282)

	
0.109

	
(0.282)

	
0.486

	
(0.250)

	
0.099

	
(0.277)

	
0.088

	
(0.278)




	
High educational level

	
0.184

	
(0.303)

	
0.183

	
(0.304)

	
0.195

	
(0.303)

	
0.515

	
(0.289)

	
0.190

	
(0.300)

	
0.176

	
(0.301)




	
ESEC cat. 1

	
−0.003

	
(0.240)

	
0.000

	
(0.239)

	
−0.007

	
(0.240)

	
−0.018

	
(0.239)

	
−0.008

	
(0.239)

	
−0.006

	
(0.237)




	
ESEC cat. 3

	
−0.130

	
(0.277)

	
−0.121

	
(0.275)

	
−0.134

	
(0.277)

	
−0.141

	
(0.277)

	
−0.141

	
(0.275)

	
−0.125

	
(0.273)




	
ESEC cat. 4

	
0.085

	
(0.497)

	
0.085

	
(0.494)

	
0.086

	
(0.502)

	
0.071

	
(0.493)

	
0.066

	
(0.491)

	
0.117

	
(0.492)




	
ESEC cat. 6

	
−0.655

	
(0.419)

	
−0.654

	
(0.420)

	
−0.656

	
(0.424)

	
−0.667

	
(0.422)

	
−0.648

	
(0.411)

	
−0.635

	
(0.419)




	
ESEC cat. 7

	
0.282

	
(0.313)

	
0.294

	
(0.311)

	
0.283

	
(0.312)

	
0.269

	
(0.309)

	
0.269

	
(0.310)

	
0.306

	
(0.307)




	
ESEC cat. 8

	
−0.476

	
(0.339)

	
−0.475

	
(0.339)

	
−0.482

	
(0.340)

	
−0.482

	
(0.340)

	
−0.472

	
(0.339)

	
−0.456

	
(0.332)




	
ESEC cat. 9

	
−0.180

	
(0.390)

	
−0.178

	
(0.390)

	
−0.191

	
(0.388)

	
−0.200

	
(0.391)

	
−0.163

	
(0.388)

	
−0.155

	
(0.385)




	
ESEC cat. 10

	
−0.124

	
(0.501)

	
−0.132

	
(0.506)

	
−0.117

	
(0.503)

	
−0.131

	
(0.501)

	
−0.111

	
(0.506)

	
−0.136

	
(0.490)




	
Poor health

	
−0.110

	
(0.229)

	
−0.115

	
(0.229)

	
−0.109

	
(0.228)

	
−0.113

	
(0.229)

	
−0.101

	
(0.228)

	
−0.123

	
(0.231)




	
Interaction terms

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
Turnover x male

	

	

	
0.267

	
(0.311)

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
Turnover x young workers

	

	

	

	

	
0.046

	
(0.383)

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
Turnover x older workers

	

	

	

	

	
−0.380

	
(0.438)

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
Turnover x medium education

	

	

	

	

	

	

	
−0.784

	
(0.550)

	

	

	

	




	
Turnover x high education

	

	

	

	

	

	

	
−0.679

	
(0.564)

	

	

	

	




	
Turnover x equal earner

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	
−0.924 *

	
(0.399)

	

	




	
Turnover x secondary earner

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	
0.174

	
(0.458)

	

	




	
Turnover x economic hardship

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	
0.143

	
(0.082)




	
Year-dummies

	
controlled

	

	
controlled

	

	
controlled

	

	
controlled

	

	
controlled

	

	
controlled

	




	
Constant

	
−3.502 ***

	
(0.832)

	
−3.401 ***

	
(0.818)

	
−3.507 ***

	
(0.841)

	
−3.774 ***

	
(0.801)

	
−3.507 ***

	
(0.831)

	
−3.126 ***

	
(0.800)




	
Observations

	
7591

	

	
7591

	

	
7591

	

	
7591

	

	
7591

	

	
7591

	




	
R-squared

	
0.080

	

	
0.080

	

	
0.080

	

	
0.081

	

	
0.082

	

	
0.082

	








Note: Robust standard errors are reported in parentheses. *** p < 0.001, ** p < 0.01, * p < 0.05; a Reference categories are: no turnover, permanent contract, no ongoing reorganization, public sector, employed (not self-employed/business owner), not currently on probation, no child, not married, main breadwinner, female, middle-aged workers (26–49 years), low educational level, ESEC cat. 2 (lower managers/professionals and higher supervisors/technicians), good health.







To test Hypothesis 2, assuming women to be less likely than men to report reduced job insecurity after voluntary turnover, an interaction term is included in Model 2 in Table 3. As the interaction term is not statistically significant, Hypothesis 2 is rejected.



Hypothesis 3 was tested by means of two interaction terms: one for young and one for older employees experiencing voluntary turnover. As neither of them is significant (see Model 3 in Table 3) Hypothesis 3 that expected young and older employees to be less likely than middle-aged employees to successfully reduce perceived job insecurity when experiencing voluntary turnover is also rejected.



Furthermore, an interaction term is included for both medium and highly educated changers. The coefficients for the interaction terms are relatively high and the direct effect of voluntary turnover which now refers to the employees with low educational level is close to 0. However, the interaction terms are statistically insignificant (see Model 4 in Table 3). This leads to a rejection of Hypothesis 4 that assumed employees with medium and high educational levels to be more successful in reducing perceived job insecurity when experiencing voluntary turnover compared to low educated employees.



Model 5 in Table 3 shows that the level of financial responsibility plays a significant role for the reduction of perceived job insecurity when experiencing voluntary turnover: the interaction term for changers with equally shared financial responsibilities is negative and statistically significant. This means that employees who share financial responsibilities equally with their partners are most successful in reducing perceived job insecurity through voluntary turnover. However, the observed effect is not consistent with Hypothesis 5 that expected main breadwinners to be more successful. Therefore, Hypothesis 5 is rejected. An explanation for equal earners to be most successful in reducing perceived job insecurity through voluntary turnover may be found in the composition of this group. Specifically, it becomes apparent that in this group women, on average, have a higher educational level than women in the other groups. Whereas only 33% of female main breadwinners and 31% of female secondary earners have a high educational level this share is of 55% for female equal earners. For men, the distribution of the educational level is more equal amongst main breadwinners, equal and secondary earners (the average educational level being highest amongst secondary earners). The high share of female equal earners with a high educational level may explain the result. These unexpected findings will be discussed in more detail in the discussion section.



Finally, an interaction term for voluntary turnover and economic hardship is included in Model 6 in Table 3 to test Hypothesis 6 expecting individuals who experience economic hardship to be less likely to report reduced levels of job insecurity after voluntary turnover. The interaction term is positive but not statistically significant on the 5%-level (p = 0.082). Yet, attention should be drawn to the main effect of voluntary turnover which now refers to changers who reported no economic hardship before turnover. It has nearly doubled in size when compared to the model without interaction terms. Although the interaction term is not statistically significant, there is a tendency towards changers without economic hardship to be particularly likely to reduce perceived job insecurity when experiencing voluntary turnover.



Furthermore, Table 3 reveals that individual as well as work- and family-related factors explain changes in perceived job insecurity. In comparison to permanent employees, those with a fixed-term contract or an unknown type of contract tend to experience a decrease of perceived job insecurity. Also, employees working for a company that is currently undergoing some form of reorganization tend to experience a decrease in perceived job insecurity. Furthermore, men and employees who report high levels of job satisfaction experience increases in perceived job insecurity. Concerning the other family-related factors, only children turned out to induce changes in the perception of job insecurity: employees with children tend to report decreasing levels of perceived job insecurity4. Marital status does not lead to changes in perceived levels of job insecurity. As the focus of the present study is on the family-related factors, these results will be discussed in more detail in the next section.




6. Discussion


The present study first addressed the question of whether voluntary turnover is a successful strategy for reducing perceived job insecurity. To answer this question, employees who perceived an above-average level of job insecurity are considered. Employees who experienced voluntary turnover were compared to a control group of employees who stayed with their current employer. Furthermore, this study investigated whether the success of the strategy of voluntary turnover depends on individual and family-related factors. Some employees (women, younger and older employees, and employees with a low educational level) were assumed to have a weaker position on the labor market and therefore to be less likely to find more job security with another employer. It has been hypothesized that employees with high financial responsibilities are less ready to take risks and more careful when taking career decisions such as turnover. Therefore, they were expected to be more likely to reduce perceived job insecurity through voluntary turnover. As most of the studies dealing with job insecurity focus on individual and work-related factors, the present study makes some new contributions to the state of knowledge by taking into account the family context of the employees. For reasons of self-selection into voluntary turnover, a propensity score matching procedure was applied with the aim to control for characteristics that predict voluntary turnover. This approach proved useful as it reduced the selection bias and controlled for pre-treatment characteristics. Three main findings can be highlighted.



First, the present study could demonstrate that employees who perceive an above-average level of job insecurity, and subsequently experience voluntary turnover, perceive a reduced level of job insecurity after turnover. This result is in line with some studies that have been conducted in the Netherlands showing that turnover translates into an increase in quality of working life and work-related attitudes as well as decreasing levels of job insecurity [20,21].



Second, the present study demonstrates that although the Swiss labor market shows some evidence of segmentation [43,44], all employees who perceive high levels of job insecurity have the chance to reduce job insecurity through voluntary turnover. It has been hypothesized that employees who are generally attractive to employers and supposed to be little constrained by barriers between segments of the labor markets such as highly educated, middle-aged men [42,47] will report lower levels of perceived job insecurity after voluntary turnover. Yet, individual factors such as gender, age, and educational level do not influence the success of voluntary turnover to reduce perceived job insecurity.



Third, the family context influences the perception of job insecurity and to some degree it matters for the success of voluntary turnover to reduce perceived job insecurity. In general, employees who have at least one minor child to provide for tend to report decreasing levels of job insecurity. From this it can be deduced that children are an incentive for employees to reduce perceived job insecurity. However, the presence of minor children does not moderate the relationship between voluntary turnover and changes in perceived job insecurity. The parents’ decreasing levels of job insecurity may therefore be the result of other strategies than voluntary turnover. Therefore, future research should explore other strategies to deal with high job insecurity such as for instance investment in human capital or affiliation to a trade union [17,70]. The present study shows that employees who experience high economic hardship are more likely to engage in voluntary turnover (see Table A1). This result can be interpreted as evidence for economic hardship functioning as an incentive to change the current situation. This is in line with previous research showing that turnover is a means to improve the financial situation of the family [57]. However, employees who experience high economic hardship do not significantly differ in their subsequent perception of job insecurity from employees with low economic hardship. Yet a tendency becomes apparent for employees who do not experience economic hardship to be more successful in reducing perceived job insecurity through turnover. As it has been hypothesized, economic hardship may be the result of an employee’s weak position on the labor market. The pressure resulting from economic hardship may increase the employee’s chances to succeed in changing jobs as has been discussed in the literature [57], but his/her chances to be stuck in jobs that provide little job security are also high.



Furthermore, the present study shows that the level of an employee’s financial responsibility matters for the reduction of perceived job insecurity through voluntary turnover, employees who equally share financial responsibilities within their couple being most successful. Yet the findings are unexpected as main breadwinners were expected to be most likely to be successful in reducing perceived job insecurity through voluntary turnover. For these unexpected results, two possible explanations can be put forward. First, dual-earner couples in Switzerland usually depend on both incomes and therefore the pressures resulting from financial responsibilities may also be high in couples who share these responsibilities equally [71]. Additionally, women who equally share financial responsibilities with their spouses differ from female main breadwinners and female secondary earners. For instance, they have a higher average educational level. As a consequence, equal earners may have better labor market prospects [34] and may therefore be more likely to reduce perceived job insecurity through voluntary turnover. Future research should shed light on these novel results.



The present study has some shortcomings: first, a single-item measure was used to assess perceived job insecurity. Therefore, it is not possible to consider different facets of the construct. Yet, Wanous, Reichers, and Hudy [72] have demonstrated that single-item measures are an acceptable alternative if time constraints do not allow the use of multi-item measures. Second, although the methodological approach has proven to be fruitful for the estimation of the effect of voluntary turnover on changes in perceived job insecurity, Pseudo R2 for the estimation of the propensity scores is relatively low and the reduction of the bias is moderate for some variables. Third, due to the research design of the present study, some employees could not be considered: employees who experience involuntary turnover as well as employees who experience an extended period of unemployment that persists at the time of the second observation. Future research should address these issues.



From the present study, some practical implications can be deduced. With the aim to increase their employees’ performance and compliance some employers tend to foster a climate of insecurity [73,74]. In order to avoid dismissal, employees are supposed to be particularly willing to comply with their employer’s expectations. Yet research only shows little evidence for this supposition [23,75]. Rather employees who perceive high levels of job insecurity tend to leave the organization. The present study shows that they are right to do so as the chances are high that these employees will feel more secure after voluntary turnover. On the one hand, it is advisable for employers to promote a climate of security and stability. On the other hand, employees who perceive high levels of job insecurity are well advised to seek job security with another employer as chances are high to reduce job insecurity through turnover.




7. Conclusions


The literature has shown that feelings of job insecurity influence the physical and mental well-being of the concerned employees and also their work attitudes. Nonetheless we still know little about how the situation of employees evolves over time and who successfully copes with perceived job insecurity. The present study makes an important contribution in that it shows that employees can actively change their detrimental situation and increase job security through voluntary turnover. It has also proven important to consider the family situation of the employees in order to identify constraints and facilitations resulting from it. Future research should put more emphasis on the strategies individuals and families adopt to cope with insecure work.
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Table A1. Logistic regression estimating the propensity scores for voluntary turnover. Odds ratios are reported, data not weighted.







Table A1. Logistic regression estimating the propensity scores for voluntary turnover. Odds ratios are reported, data not weighted.







	

	
O.R.

	
S.E.






	
Work-related factors at t-1

	

	




	
Perceived job insecurity a

	
1.204 ***

	
(0.025)




	
Fixed-term contract

	
1.780 ***

	
(0.224)




	
Unknown type of contract

	
1.359

	
(0.278)




	
Ongoing reorganization

	
0.764 **

	
(0.067)




	
Unknown reorganization

	
0.990

	
(0.216)




	
Private sector

	
1.526 ***

	
(0.159)




	
Regional unemployment rates

	
0.880 **

	
(0.035)




	
Work atmosphere

	
0.892 ***

	
(0.022)




	
Job satisfaction

	
0.850 ***

	
(0.023)




	
Work status

	
0.713 *

	
(0.122)




	
Family-related factors at t-1

	

	




	
Child

	
0.931

	
(0.099)




	
Married

	
0.651 ***

	
(0.071)




	
Economic hardship

	
1.072 ***

	
(0.022)




	
Equal earner

	
1.069

	
(0.127)




	
Secondary earner

	
1.294 *

	
(0.170)




	
Individual factors at t-1

	

	




	
Male

	
1.121

	
(0.110)




	
Young workers (18–25 years)

	
2.947 ***

	
(0.380)




	
Older workers (50–65 years)

	
0.384 ***

	
(0.051)




	
Medium educational level

	
1.400 *

	
(0.222)




	
High educational level

	
1.766 ***

	
(0.305)




	
ESEC cat. 1

	
1.001

	
(0.124)




	
ESEC cat. 3

	
0.897

	
(0.111)




	
ESEC cat. 4

	
0.642

	
(0.222)




	
ESEC cat. 6

	
0.553

	
(0.176)




	
ESEC cat. 7

	
0.821

	
(0.123)




	
ESEC cat. 8

	
0.730

	
(0.122)




	
ESEC cat. 9

	
0.786

	
(0.138)




	
ESEC cat. 10

	
0.977

	
(0.320)




	
Poor health

	
0.861

	
(0.104)




	
Year-dummies

	
controlled

	




	
Constant

	
0.291 **

	
(0.121)




	
Observations

	
7718

	




	
Pseudo R2

	
0.122

	








Notes: Standard errors are reported in parentheses; *** p < 0.001, ** p < 0.01, * p < 0.05; a Reference categories are: no turnover, permanent contract, no ongoing reorganization, public sector, employed (not self-employed/business owner), no child, not married, main breadwinner, female, middle-aged workers (26–49 years), low educational level, ESEC cat. 2 (lower managers/professionals and higher supervisors/technicians), good health.
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Table A2. Means of predictor variables for voluntary turnover measured before and after matching; bias reduction and t-statistics.







Table A2. Means of predictor variables for voluntary turnover measured before and after matching; bias reduction and t-statistics.







	
Variable at Time t-1

	
Mean Treated

	
Mean Control (Before)

	
Mean Matched (After)

	
Bias Reduction a

	
t-Statistic

	
p > |t|






	
Perceived job insecurity

	
5.53

	
4.83

	
5.32

	
70.2

	
1.98

	
0.048




	
Fixed-term contract

	
0.18

	
0.07

	
0.15

	
72.3

	
1.64

	
0.102




	
Unknown type of contract

	
0.07

	
0.08

	
0.08

	
−29.8

	
−0.28

	
0.783




	
Ongoing reorganization

	
0.34

	
0.40

	
0.36

	
68.2

	
−0.78

	
0.438




	
Unknown reorganization

	
0.05

	
0.03

	
0.04

	
70.3

	
0.48

	
0.634




	
ESEC cat. 2

	
0.20

	
0.19

	
0.20

	
5.7

	
0.02

	
0.987




	
ESEC cat. 3

	
0.21

	
0.22

	
0.21

	
−82.4

	
0.23

	
0.815




	
ESEC cat. 4

	
0.02

	
0.03

	
0.02

	
68.7

	
−0.71

	
0.479




	
ESEC cat. 6

	
0.02

	
0.03

	
0.02

	
70.0

	
−0.47

	
0.640




	
ESEC cat. 7

	
0.12

	
0.12

	
0.13

	
−832.0

	
−0.12

	
0.903




	
ESEC cat. 8

	
0.10

	
0.09

	
0.10

	
80.9

	
0.20

	
0.840




	
ESEC cat. 9

	
0.08

	
0.08

	
0.08

	
97.6

	
0.01

	
0.992




	
ESEC cat. 10 (unknown)

	
0.02

	
0.02

	
0.02

	
75.7

	
0.06

	
0.954




	
Private sector

	
0.78

	
0.74

	
0.77

	
74.3

	
0.46

	
0.645




	
Regional unemployment rate

	
4.17

	
4.25

	
4.19

	
77.8

	
−0.32

	
0.747




	
Working atmosphere

	
7.60

	
8.05

	
7.72

	
74.5

	
−1.22

	
0.223




	
Job satisfaction

	
7.02

	
7.64

	
7.20

	
71.3

	
−1.97

	
0.049




	
Work status

	
0.10

	
0.13

	
0.11

	
66.5

	
−0.73

	
0.467




	
Minor child

	
0.35

	
0.41

	
0.36

	
72.0

	
−0.75

	
0.456




	
Married

	
0.38

	
0.57

	
0.44

	
67.5

	
−2.46

	
0.014




	
Economic hardship

	
3.22

	
2.90

	
3.13

	
72.2

	
0.78

	
0.437




	
Equal earner

	
0.14

	
0.16

	
0.15

	
81.9

	
−0.13

	
0.893




	
Secondary earner

	
0.19

	
0.22

	
0.20

	
61.3

	
−0.59

	
0.554




	
Male

	
0.51

	
0.52

	
0.52

	
−100.1

	
−0.18

	
0.855




	
Young workers (18–25 years)

	
0.22

	
0.06

	
0.18

	
72.2

	
2.19

	
0.028




	
Older workers (50–65 years)

	
0.10

	
0.29

	
0.17

	
66.4

	
−3.52

	
0.000




	
Medium educational level

	
0.49

	
0.51

	
0.49

	
99.4

	
−0.00

	
0.997




	
High educational level

	
0.43

	
0.41

	
0.42

	
65.4

	
0.23

	
0.816




	
Poor health

	
0.13

	
0.14

	
0.13

	
86.6

	
−0.04

	
0.972




	
Year 2006

	
0.09

	
0.10

	
0.09

	
82.8

	
−0.13

	
0.894




	
Year 2007

	
0.11

	
0.09

	
0.11

	
80.3

	
0.22

	
0.828




	
Year 2008

	
0.11

	
0.07

	
0.10

	
81.3

	
0.42

	
0.671




	
Year 2009

	
0.08

	
0.09

	
0.08

	
79.3

	
−0.21

	
0.833




	
Year 2010

	
0.08

	
0.12

	
0.10

	
65.1

	
−0.93

	
0.352




	
Year 2011

	
0.13

	
0.11

	
0.12

	
65.1

	
0.55

	
0.579




	
Year 2012

	
0.12

	
0.11

	
0.11

	
35.4

	
0.36

	
0.719




	
Year 2013

	
0.10

	
0.11

	
0.11

	
55.3

	
−0.31

	
0.758




	
Year 2014

	
0.10

	
0.10

	
0.09

	
−131.3

	
0.22

	
0.827








a reduction in standardized bias.









References


	



Eurobarometer. “Standard Eurobarometer 78. Public Opinion in the European Union. First Results.” 2012. Available online: http://ec.europa.eu/COMMFrontOffice/PublicOpinion/index.cfm/Survey/getSurveyDetail/yearFrom/1973/yearTo/2012/surveyKy/1069 (accessed on 13 March 2013).

	



Tomas Berglund. “Crisis and quality of work in the Nordic employment regime.” International Review of Sociology 24 (2014): 259–69. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Maurizio Curtarelli, Karel Fric, Oscar Vargas, and Christian Welz. “Job quality, industrial relations and the crisis in Europe.” International Review of Sociology 24 (2014): 225–40. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Christopher A. Pissarides. “Unemployment in the great recession.” Economica 80 (2013): 385–403. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



OECD Unemployment Rate. “Employment and Labour Markets: Key Tables from OECD.” 2013. Available online: http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/unemp-table-2013-1-en (accessed on 16 May 2014).

	



Credit Suisse Sorgenbarometer Credit Suisse Sorgenbarometer. “Was die Schweiz bewegt. Die grosse Umfrage unter der Stimmbevölkerung seit 1976.” Bulletin 6 (2012): 43–57. [Google Scholar]

	



Hans De Witte. “Job insecurity: Review of the international literature on definitions, prevalence, antecedents and consequences.” SA Journal of Industrial Psychology 31 (2005): 1–6. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Magnus Sverke, Johnny Hellgren, and Katharina Näswall. Job Insecurity: A Literature Review (SALTSA-Joint Programme for Working Life Research in Europe). Stockholm: National Institute for Working Life, 2006. [Google Scholar]

	



Susan J. Ashford, Cynthia Lee, and Phillip Bobko. “Content, causes, and consequences of job insecurity: A theory-based measure and substantive test.” Academy of Management Journal 32 (1989): 803–29. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Magnus Sverke, Johnny Hellgren, and Katharina Näswall. “No security: A meta-analysis and review of job insecurity and its consequences.” Journal of Occupational Health Psychology 7 (2002): 242–64. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Stevan E. Hobfoll. “Conservation of resources. A new attempt at conceptualizing stress.” American Psychologist 44 (1989): 513–24. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Leonard Greenhalgh, and Zehava Rosenblatt. “Job insecurity: Toward conceptual clarity.” Academy of Management Review 9 (1984): 438–48. [Google Scholar]

	



Ingwer Borg, and Dov Elizur. “Job insecurity: Correlates, moderators and measurement.” International Journal of Manpower 13 (1992): 13–26. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Guo-Hua Huang, Cynthia Lee, Susan Ashford, Zhenxiong Chen, and Xiaopeng Ren. “Affective job insecurity: A mediator of cognitive job insecurity and employee outcomes relationships.” International Studies of Management & Organization 40 (2010): 20–39. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Hans De Witte. “Job insecurity and psychological well-being: Review of the literature and exploration of some unresolved issues.” European Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology 8 (1999): 155–77. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Marianna Virtanen, Mika Kivimäki, Matti Joensuu, Pekka Virtanen, Marko Elovainio, and Jussi Vahtera. “Temporary employment and health: A review.” International Journal of Epidemiology 34 (2005): 610–22. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Arne L. Kalleberg. “Precarious work, insecure workers: Employment relations in transition.” American Sociological Review 74 (2009): 1–22. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Susan Folkman, Richard S. Lazarus, Christine Dunkel-Schetter, Anita DeLongis, and Rand J. Gruen. “Dynamics of a stressful encounter: Cognitive appraisal, coping, and encounter outcomes.” Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 50 (1986): 992–1003. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Stephen Sweet, and Phyllis Moen. “Dual earners preparing for job loss agency, linked lives, and resilience.” Work and Occupations 39 (2012): 35–70. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Gerard M. H. Swaen, IJmert Kant, Ludovic G. P. M. van Amelsvoort, and Anna J. H. M. Beurskens. “Job mobility, its determinants, and its effects: Longitudinal data from the Maastricht Cohort Study.” Journal of Occupational Health Psychology 7 (2002): 121. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Alfred F. Wagenaar, Michiel A. J. Kompier, Irene L. D. Houtman, Seth N. J. van den Bossche, and Toon W. Taris. “Impact of employment contract changes on workers’ quality of working life, job insecurity, health and work-related attitudes.” Journal of Occupational Health 54 (2012): 441–51. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Seamus McGuinness, Mark Wooden, and Markus Hahn. “Job Insecurity and Future Labour Market Outcomes.” 2012. Available online: https://ideas.repec.org/p/iza/izadps/dp6764.html (accessed on 27 October 2015).

	



Thomas Staufenbiel, and Cornelius J. König. “A model for the effects of job insecurity on performance, turnover intention, and absenteeism.” Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology 83 (2010): 101–17. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Gary Blau. “Does a corresponding set of variables for explaining voluntary organizational turnover transfer to explaining voluntary occupational turnover? ” Journal of Vocational Behavior 70 (2007): 135–48. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Cheryl L. Adkins, James D. Werbel, and Jiing-Lih Farh. “A field study of job insecurity during a financial crisis.” Group Organization Management 26 (2001): 463–83. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Thomas Cornelißen. “Job Characteristics as Determinants of Job Satisfaction and Labour Mobility.” Discussion paper No. 334. Hannover, Germany: Institute of Quantitative Economic Research, University of Hannover, 2006. Available online: http://www.econstor.eu/handle/10419/22446 (accessed on 14 March 2013).

	



Florence Lebert, and Marieke Voorpostel. “Turnover as a strategy to escape job insecurity: The role of family determinants in dual-earner couples.” The Journal of Family and Economic Issues. in press.

	



Saijo Mauno, and Ulla Kinnunen. “Perceived job insecurity among dual-earner couples: Do its antecedents vary according to gender, economic sector and the measure used? ” Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology 75 (2002): 295–314. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Katharina Näswall, and Hans de Witte. “Who feels insecure in Europe? Predicting job insecurity from background variables.” Economic and Industrial Democracy 24 (2003): 189–215. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Nickie Charles, and Emma James. “The gender dimensions of job insecurity in a local labour market.” Work, Employment & Society 17 (2003): 531–52. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Hans De Witte, Nele de Cuyper, Tinne Vander Elst, Els Vanbelle, and Wendy Niesen. “Job insecurity: Review of the literature and a summary of recent studies from Belgium.” Romanian Journal of Applied Psychology 14 (2012): 11–17. [Google Scholar]

	



Marcel Erlinghagen. “Self-perceived job insecurity and social context: A multi-level analysis of 17 European countries.” European Sociological Review 24 (2008): 183–97. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Francis Green, Alan Felstead, and Brendan Burchell. “Job insecurity and the difficulty of regaining employment: An empirical study of unemployment expectations.” Oxford Bulletin of Economics and Statistics 62 (2000): 855–83. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Christopher J. Anderson, and Jonas Pontusson. “Workers, worries and welfare states: Social protection and job insecurity in 15 OECD countries.” European Journal of Political Research 46 (2007): 211–35. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Pamela Lutgen-Sandvik. “Take this job and…: Quitting and other forms of resistance to workplace bullying.” Communication Monographs 73 (2006): 406–33. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Mats Glambek, Stig Berge Matthiesen, Jørn Hetland, and Ståle Einarsen. “Workplace bullying as an antecedent to job insecurity and intention to leave: A 6-month prospective study.” Human Resource Management Journal 24 (2014): 255–68. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Nickie Charles, and Emma James. “Gender and work orientations in conditions of job insecurity.” The British Journal of Sociology 54 (2003): 239–57. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Jane Nolan. “‘Working to live, not living to work’: An exploratory study of the relationship between men’s work orientation and job insecurity in the UK.” Gender, Work & Organization 16 (2009): 179–97. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Patrick Emmenegger. “Gendering insiders and outsiders: Labour market status and preferences for job security.” Economics, Management, and Financial Markets 3 (2010): 88–128. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ralf Schwarzer, and Steffen Taubert. “Tenacious goal pursuits and striving toward personal growth: Proactive coping.” In Beyond Coping: Meeting Goals, Visions and Challenges. Edited by Erica Frydenberg. London: Oxford University Press, 2002, pp. 19–35. [Google Scholar]

	



Kenneth Hudson. “The new labor market segmentation: Labor market dualism in the new economy.” Social Science Research 36 (2007): 286–12. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Michael J. Piore. Notes for a Theory of Labor Market Stratification. Cambridge: Massachusetts Institute of Technology, 1972. [Google Scholar]

	



Alfonso Sousa-Poza. “Is the Swiss labor market segmented? An analysis using alternative approaches.” Labour 18 (2004): 131–61. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Marlis C. Buchmann, Irene Kriesi, and Stefan Sacchi. “Labour market structures and women’s employment levels.” Work, Employment & Society 24 (2010): 279–99. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Barbara Petrongolo. “Gender segregation in employment contracts.” Journal of the European Economic Association 2 (2004): 331–45. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Philipp Walker, Michael Marti, and Kathrin Bertschy. Die Entwicklung Atypisch-Prekärer Arbeitsverhältnisse in der Schweiz. Nachfolgestudie zur Studie von 2003. Bern: SECO, 2010. [Google Scholar]

	



Ian Roberts. “Taking age out of the workplace: Putting older workers back in? ” Work, Employment & Society 20 (2006): 67–86. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Hannu Piekkola. “Active Ageing and the European Labour Market: Synthesis Report.” ETLA Discussion Papers. Helsinki, Finland: The Research Institute of the Finnish Economy (ETLA), 2004. Available online: http://hdl.handle.net/10419/63866 (accessed on 6 October 2014).

	



Heike Solga, and Dirk Konietzka. “Occupational matching and social stratification theoretical insights and empirical observations taken from a German–German comparison.” European Sociological Review 15 (1999): 25–47. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Libby Holden, Paul A. Scuffham, Michael F. Hilton, Robert S. Ware, Nerina Vecchio, and Harvey A. Whiteford. “Which health conditions impact on productivity in working Australians? ” Journal of Occupational and Environmental Medicine 53 (2011): 253–57. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Birgit Pfau-Effinger. “Wandel der Geschlechterkultur und Geschlechterpolitiken in konservativen Wohlfahrtsstaaten–Deutschland, Österreich und Schweiz.” 2005. Available online: http://www.fu-berlin.de/sites/gpo/tagungen/Kulturelle_Hegemonie_und_Geschlecht_als_Herausforderung/Birgit_Pfau-Effinger___Wandel_der_Geschlechterkultur_und_Geschlechterpolitiken_in_konservativen_Wohlfahrtsstaaten_____Deutschland____sterreich_und_Schweiz/ (accessed on 20 August 2015).

	



Jane Lewis. “Gender, ageing and the ‘New Social Settlement’. The importance of developing a holistic approach to care policies.” Current Sociology 55 (2007): 271–86. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Jeffrey H. Greenhaus, and Gary N. Powell. “The family-relatedness of work decisions: A framework and agenda for theory and research.” Journal of Vocational Behavior 80 (2012): 246–55. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Itamar Gati, Samuel H. Osipow, and Michal Givon. “Gender differences in career decision making: The content and structure of preferences.” Journal of Counseling Psychology 42 (1995): 204. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Elisabeth Kelan. “Gender, risk and employment insecurity: The masculine breadwinner subtext.” Human Relations 61 (2008): 1171–202. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



James M. Vardaman, David G. Allen, Robert W. Renn, and Karen R. Moffitt. “Should I stay or should I go? The role of risk in employee turnover decisions.” Human Relations 61 (2008): 1531–63. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Thomas A. DiPrete, and Patricia A. McManus. “Family change, employment transitions, and the welfare state: Household income dynamics in the United States and Germany.” American Sociological Review 65 (2000): 343–70. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Stefani Scherer. “The social consequences of insecure jobs.” Social Indicators Research 93 (2009): 527–47. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Terence R. Mitchell, Brooks C. Holtom, Thomas W. Lee, Chris J. Sablynski, and Miriam Erez. “Why people stay: Using job embeddedness to predict voluntary turnover.” Academy of Management Journal 44 (2001): 1102–21. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



BFS. “Klassifikation der Schweizerischen Bildungsstatistik.” Available online: http://www.portal-stat.admin.ch/isced97/docs/do-d-15.02-isced-02.pdf (accessed on 13 July 2015).

	



Eric Harrison, and David Rose. “The European socio-economic classification (ESeC) user guide.” In Institute for Social and Economic Research. Colchester: University of Essex, 2006. [Google Scholar]

	



Oliver Lipps. “Income imputation in the Swiss Household Panel 1999–2007.” FORS Working Paper Series; Lausanne, Switzerland: FORS, 2010. Available online: http://forscenter.ch/wp-content/uploads/2013/10/FORS_WPS_2010-01_Lipps-2.pdf (accessed on 27 November 2015).

	



Paul R. Rosenbaum, and Donald B. Rubin. “The central role of the propensity score in observational studies for causal effects.” Biometrika 70 (1983): 41–55. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Veronica Morton, and David J. Torgerson. “Regression to the mean: Treatment effect without the intervention.” Journal of Evaluation in Clinical Practice 11 (2005): 59–65. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Rodger W. Griffeth, Peter W. Hom, and Stefan Gaertner. “A meta-analysis of antecedents and correlates of employee turnover: Update, moderator tests, and research implications for the next millennium.” Journal of Management 26 (2000): 463–88. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



P. Monique Valcour, and Pamela Tolbert. “Gender, family and career in the era of boundarylessness: Determinants and effects of intra- and inter-organizational mobility.” International Journal of Human Resource Management 14 (2003): 768–87. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Marco Caliendo, and Sabine Kopeinig. “Some practical guidance for the implementation of propensity score matching.” Journal of Economic Surveys 22 (2008): 31–72. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Alex Bryson, Richard Dorsett, and Susan Purdon. The Use of Propensity Score Matching in the Evaluation of Active Labour Market Policies. London: Policy Studies Institute and National Centre for Social Research, 2002. [Google Scholar]

	



Marco Giesselmann, and Michael Windzio. Regressionsmodelle zur Analyse von Paneldaten. Wiesbaden: Springer, 2012. [Google Scholar]

	



Ting Cheng, Saija Mauno, and Cynthia Lee. “The buffering effect of coping strategies in the relationship between job insecurity and employee well-being.” Economic and Industrial Democracy 35 (2014): 71–94. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Susanne Stern, Rolf Iten, Stephanie Schwab, Christina Felfe, Michael Lechner, and Petra Thiemann. Familienergänzende Kinderbetreuung und Gleichstellung. Schlussbericht. Gleichstellung der Geschlechter. Nationales Forschungsprogramm NFP 60; Bern: Schweizerischer Nationalfonds zur Förderung der wissenschaftlichen Forschung, 2013. [Google Scholar]

	



John P. Wanous, Arnon E. Reichers, and Michael J. Hudy. “Overall job satisfaction: How good are single-item measures? ” Journal of Applied Psychology 82 (1997): 247–52. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Simona Gilboa, Arie Shirom, Yitzhak Fried, and Cary Cooper. “A meta-analysis of work demand stressors and job performance: Examining main and moderating effects.” Personnel Psychology 61 (2008): 227–71. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef][Green Version]

	



Nelson P. Repenning. “Drive out fear (unless you can drive it in): The role of agency and job security in process improvement.” Management Science 46 (2000): 1385–96. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ute-Christine Klehe, Jelena Zikic, Annelies E. M. van Vianen, and Irene E. De Pater. “Career adaptability, turnover and loyalty during organizational downsizing.” Journal of Vocational Behavior 79 (2011): 217–29. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]






	
1Before 2004 not all variables of interest were available. The second refreshment sample could not be used since this subsample filled in a life calendar in the first wave and therefore the requested variables are not yet available.



	
2In addition, the phenomenon known as regression to the mean may become apparent. Observations that are on the extremes of a scale will have a tendency to move towards the mean as there are fewer possibilities to move towards the end of the scale [64]. However the PSM can deal with this issue as the treatment and the control groups are similar on the pre-treatment characteristics. As a consequence they also have the same tendency to the mean. Therefore, differences between the treatment and the control group reflect the real effect caused by the treatment.



	
3Here it is not possible to draw any conclusions about employees who experienced involuntary turnover. Yet, as the pre-treatment characteristics are controlled for through the propensity score matching, the exclusion of involuntary changers does not induce a bias.



	
4In order to rule out that the presence of minor children influences the effect of voluntary turnover on perceived job insecurity, an interaction term for voluntary turnover and the presence of minor children was included. It is not statistically significant and as this model does not allow further conclusions it is not reported here.
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