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Economic recessions, rationalisation of work, the globalisation and 

technological advancements have forced today’s organisations to 

respond more quickly in order to survive with tougher competition. 

This has generally increased the experience of job insecurity for the 

employees. The over-all aim of the current study was therefore to 

further explore the effects of different features on job insecurity and its 

effect on performance as well as the moderating role of different social 

supports. The participants worked at a South African company and a 

hierarchical multiple regression analysis was performed to evaluate the 

results. Social support from work had a greater impact, rather than job 

insecurity, on performance. Also, social support from the family 

related to a weaker negative relation between job insecurity and 

performance. The limitation of the current study was discussed and 

further research was suggested, even if there were confirming results 

in relation to previous research.   

 

In recent decades, there have been several profound changes in modern working life. 

The gradual shift from production to service, rationalisation of work, technological 

advancements, economic recessions and tougher competition standards has transformed 

the nature of work, both for organisations and employees (Howard, 1995). The 

traditional concept of space and time has become more indefinable and the modern 

working life more unpredictable. In order for the organisations to survive they have to 

adjust and act more quickly to a constantly changing world. The competition among the 

organisations has intensified and the costumers’ need and demand has become more 

important. A strategy in order to handle the unpredictability for an organisation is to act 

more flexible towards the new world (Allvin, Wiklund, Härenstam, & Aronsson, 1999; 

van der Vliet & Hellgren, 2002).  

 

A big change in the modern working life is the quick progress of technology and 

advancement in transportation. This has made it easier for the organisations to expand 

its activities to make it more effective and react more flexible towards new changes. On 

one hand, the globalisation has given the organisations opportunities to put production 

in third world countries for cheaper labour, expand market to get greater costumer 

segments and to distribute products and service elsewhere (Howard, 1995). On the 

other hand, the competition among the organisations has intensified and makes the 

costumer more difficult to please. As a result, the organisation has to find other ways to 

please the costumer than just the actual product. To reach the costumers more 

communication and a higher quality service is enquired, as well as the product in itself 

should be specialised and custom-made (Allvin, Wiklund, Härenstam, & Aronsson, 

1999; Howard, 1995).   

 

This has led to a gradual shift from production to service and the product in the 

working process does not necessarily have to be a ready made product. In the latest 

decades service per se has grown to be a product to buy and the costumers demand and 
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need has become more centralised in the working process. Hence the product defines, 

changes and creates when meeting the costumer. In the service sector, a more 

communicating working process with a high quality of service is needed. In the goods 

production sector, higher quality thinking with a faster and more compressing 

production is enquired (Cascio, 1995). 

 

In order to successfully meet these varying demands, the organisations have to 

distribute the workforces effectively and quickly respond to these changes. Temporary 

work, projects and outsourcing are common forms of employment to make the 

workforce more adjustable to the alternations in the world of work (Benach, Fernando, 

Platt, Diez-Roux, & Muntaner, 2000). Downsizing, layoffs and lean productions are 

other examples of instruments that is used to cut costs and reduce mediators to get a 

more effective and flexible organisation. Consequently, fewer numbers of employees 

are carrying out the same amount of work as a full-scale workforce. Also, economic 

recessions and financial crisis affect these conditions (Howard, 1995; Tetrick & Quick, 

2003). 

 

Due to the changes within the working process, mental rather than physical work 

activities are emphasised. In consequence, the employees of today work more 

autonomously (Allvin, Aronsson, Hagström, Johansson, Lundberg, & Skärstrand, 1998; 

Cascio, 1995; Tetrick & Quick, 2003). For some employees it is a positive outcome to 

self initiate and take responsibility for their own work. To have the trust from the 

organisation with no external force or regulation on how the work should be executed. 

Also together with new technology the employees’ flexibility expands. It allows them 

to work from home, or elsewhere suitable, and be in contact with the organisation and 

their costumers through computerised technology. The employee does not have to work 

in a specific time frame and the place of work does not necessarily have to be in a 

defined working space. This lessens the traditional restrictions of space and time. After 

all, having freedom of responsibility allows the employee to distribute the time in ways 

suitable for work deadlines. This can be perceived as a positive outcome of autonomy, 

as it also allows the employee to self determine when to have a social and private life 

(Allvin, Wiklund, Härenstam, & Aronsson, 1999; van der Vliet & Hellgren, 2002). 

Furthermore, research from Eisenberger, Rhoades and Cameron (1999) has shown that 

positive experience of autonomy can give greater work performance. Employees with 

perceived positive autonomy combined with seeming challenging tasks generate greater 

motivation, thus better performance.   

 

However, there can be a downside to this. When working autonomically, it is on the 

employees’ responsibility to ensure that the right tools are acquired to execute the work 

successfully. The organisation gives a self-regulated freedom and in that sense also 

demands more responsibility from the employee. Thus the given autonomy can be 

overpowering for some employees. If they get a task and do not have the necessary 

resources to carry it out successfully it can result in a fear of not being able to live up to 

the organisational expectation. Combined with unclear demands and expectations from 

the organisation, this can lead to feelings of insecurity and anxiety for the employee 

(Allvin et al., 1998; van der Vliet & Hellgren, 2002). Positive perceived autonomy can 

also create negative outcomes. As mentioned, a spillover effect of self-regulated 

freedom can generate an increased performance. However, the consequences might be 

that the employee works too much and puts their private life on hold. This results in a 

disappointing social environment that can generate strains, caused by the lack of social 
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support. Combined with an absence of being a part of a social context at a workplace 

might also create feelings of alienation (Allvin et al., 1998). In accordance with several 

stress theories this can produce anxiety and the long-term effect can result in depression 

or burnout (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). 

 

With these vast changes of today’s working life, more research has shown that job 

insecurity has become a more important issue to take into account. Economical 

recessions, advancement in technology, intensified global competition, downsizing, 

layoffs and other structural changes has increased the employee’s feelings of insecurity. 

Especially concerning their employability and potential future job loss (Brotheridge & 

Ito, 2007; Greenhalgh & Rosenblatt, 1984; Hartley, Jacobson, Klandermans, & van 

Vuuren, 1991; Sverke, Hellgren, & Näswall, 2002). For the individual, this can affect 

their wellbeing and job satisfaction. For the organisation, this can result in a less 

committed workforce with poorer performance. Job insecurity has been shown to be of 

great importance, not only for the employees’ but also for the organisation (Brotheridge 

& Ito, 2007; De Cuyper & De Witte, 2007; Hartley, Jacobson, Klandermans & van 

Vuuren, 1991). However, research has shown that social support has a moderating 

effect on both job insecurity and performance. Social support can lessen the 

individuals’ feelings of insecurity and in that sense also function as an effective tool for 

the organisation to increase the performance among the workforce (Büssing, 1999; 

Hauck, Snyder, & Cox-Fuenzalida, 2008; Viswesvaran, Sanchez, & Fisher, 1999).  

 

Given the changes taking place in working life, it has indeed affected the employees. 

Their perception of work situations and organisational environments has affected the 

employees’ attitude, behaviour and in the long run wellbeing (Allvin, Wiklund, 

Härenstam, & Aronsson, 1999; Benach, Fernando, Platt, Diez-Roux, & Muntaner, 

2000; Näswall, Hellgren, & Sverke, 2007; van der Vliet & Hellgren, 2002). The 

relationship between job insecurity and work performance as well as the moderating 

effect from social support, has shown to be of great importance regarding the 

understanding of the modern working life and its outcomes. Consequently, job 

insecurity, performance and social support will be the three concepts approached in the 

current study. 

 

Theoretical background  

Because of the growing body of research as well as theories on job insecurity, there are 

various definitions of the concept. However, the general postulation is that it has to do 

with individual perceptions. This means that the interpretation of job insecurity is a 

subjective experience, both emotional and cognitive. The description regards the 

employees’ expectations, concern or perception of their job continuity. Hence, two 

employees in the same situation can experience job insecurity differently (Greenhalgh 

& Rosenblatt, 1984; Jacobson, Klandermans, & van Vuuren, 1991; Sverke, Hellgren, & 

Näswall, 2002). It is also important to stress that job insecurity refers to an involuntary 

change and prolonged feelings of uncertainty about the future (Greenhalgh & 

Rosenblatt, 1984). In this context, an employee who is experiencing a low sense of job 

insecurity will be more confident about its own employability and have a more positive 

feeling about getting a new employment, rather than an employee who is experiencing 

a high sense of job insecurity (Hartley, Jacobson, Klandermans, & van Vuuren, 1991). 

Referring to Sverke, Hellgren and Näswalls (2002) article: “Job insecurity reflects the 

discrepancy between the level of security an individual experiences and the level he or 

she would prefer” (p.2).  
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Due to the subjective experience of job insecurity, the perception and feelings regarding 

the concept is highly personal. In addition, Hellgren, Sverke and Isaksson (1999) have 

developed the conceptualisation of job insecurity further into two features. Whereas the 

definition of quantitative job insecurity illustrate the concerns of losing the job itself 

and qualitative job insecurity captures the worries about losing important job attributes. 

The latter in relation to career opportunities, working conditions, salary developments, 

etcetera. However, there has been minor research concerning the outcomes of these 

features separately. Roskies and Louis-Guerin (1990) and as well as Sverke, Hellgren 

and Isaksson (1999) reported that quantitative job insecurity related stronger with stress 

outcomes such as sleeping problems and depression, whilst qualitative job insecurity 

related stronger with attitudinal outcomes such as inclinations to leave and job 

dissatisfaction. Unlike Ashford, Lee and Bobko (1989) and also Davy, Kinicki and 

Scheck (1997) who reported that both quantitative and qualitative job insecurity related 

to attitudinal outcomes but not stress outcomes. Further on, Roskies and Louis-Guerin 

(1990) and as well as Sverke, Hellgren and Isaksson (1999) showed that job insecurity 

qualitative had greater importance for the employee rather than job insecurity 

quantitative, this in contradiction to the results of e.g. Greenhalgh and Rosenblatt 

(1984). 

 

Since job insecurity is a subjective experience for the employee, the consequences for 

the individual tends to be of psychological nature. An immediate reaction to job 

insecurity is a change in attitude towards the organisation. Such as low job satisfaction 

as well as lack of commitment and trust (Ashford, Lee, & Bobko, 1989; Davy, Kinicki, 

& Scheck, 1997; Hartley, Jacobson, Klandermans, & van Vuuren, 1991). This is also 

linked with a behavioural acting. However, behavioural consequences towards the 

organisation usually occur after a prolonged experience of job insecurity. Generally it is 

postulated that behavioural manners regarding job insecurity is poorer work 

performance and/or a desire to leave the organisation (Armstrong-Stassen, 1993; Cheng 

& Chan, 2008; Rosenblatt, Talmud, & Ruvio, 1999). Conversely, there is research 

implying that job insecurity can enhance work performance. This is generally true when 

the employee believes that its own performance can improve their chances of staying in 

the organisation. However, the long-term effect of job insecurity, even if it improves 

the performance, can be stress and strains resulting in decreased wellbeing for the 

employee (Gilboa, Shirom, Fried, & Cooper, 2008; van der Vliet & Hellgren, 2002). 

 

When the employment is perceived to be threatened, the worries is not just about the 

job it self, i.e. quantitative job insecurity. It also linked to the employments valuable 

attributes, i.e. qualitative job insecurity (De Witte, 1999; Hellgren, Sverke, & Isaksson, 

1999; Jahoda, 1982). Individuals that recognise the employments valuable attributes to 

be important as well as the job itself to be threatened will produce feelings of 

frustration and stress if they do not have the right tools (e.g. coping strategies) or 

support to handle the outcomes of insecurity (Sverke, Hellgren, & Näswall 2006). This 

is also consistent with previous stress theories, indicating that stressful events can 

produce anxiety. The theories also indicate that a prolonged experience of stress and 

anxiety can result in reduced wellbeing (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). In accordance with 

research on job insecurity the long-term effect could be reduced mental and physical 

health. Especially regarding an employee who is lacking coping strategies and 

resources to handle the uncertainty (De Witte, 1999; Hartley, Jacobson, Klandermans, 
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& van Vuuren, 1991; Hellgren, Sverke, & Isaksson, 1999; Sverke, Hellgren, & 

Näswall,  2002; van der Vliet & Hellgren, 2002). 

 

However, there is a controversy concerning the relationship between job insecurity and 

performance. A meta-analysis written by Sverke, Hellgren and Näswall (2006) show no 

significant findings regarding the relationship between job insecurity and performance. 

This is also supported by other authors (e.g. Ashford, Lee, & Bobko, 1989; De Cuyper 

& De Witte, 2007; Yousef, 1998). Whilst another meta-analysis conducted by Cheng 

and Chen (2008) demonstrated a statistically significant relationship between job 

insecurity and performance, as well as a meta-analysis conducted by Gilboa, Shirom, 

Fried and Cooper (2008). Though there is no general explanation for the results 

contradiction, it is suggested that the diverse results depend on different definitions of 

job insecurity (Cheng & Chen, 2008; Gilboa, Shirom, Fried, & Cooper, 2008).  

 

Furthermore, the relationship between job insecurity and turnover intention has proven 

to be significant (Ashford, Lee, & Bobko, 1989; Davy, Kinicki, & Scheck, 1997; 

Hartley, Jacobson, Klandermans, & van Vuuren, 1991) Especially regarding employees 

that are consider to be of great value for the organisation and thus attractive on the 

labour market (i.e. qualified employees) (Hartley, Jacobson, Klandermans, & van 

Vuuren, 1991; Pfeffer, 1998). This goes back to the description of an individual that is 

experiencing a low degree of job insecurity, hence a strong belief in their employability 

and therefore experiences minor or none stress outcomes.  

  

The psychological outcomes of job insecurity have proven to not only affect the 

employee’s attitude and behaviour, it can also reduce their wellbeing. However, social 

support has shown to have a vast impact on not only job insecurity but also on the 

employees’ performance. For the individual, social support can decrease the feelings of 

anxiety and insecurity. For the organisation, social support can transform into a 

potential cost effective tool to handle these negative outcomes of job insecurity 

(Büssing, 1999; Hauck, Snyder, & Cox-Fuenzalida, 2008; Viswesvaran, Sanchez, & 

Fisher, 1999).  
 

There is a large amount of research concerning social support and generally it can be 

described as “the availability of helping relationships and the quality of those 

relationships” (Leavy, 1983, p.5). Social support is also usually divided in different 

features. Instrumental support refers to providing practical help to solve daily problems, 

whilst informational support describes the help of providing additional information to 

exact problems (Wills & Shinar, 2000). However, the most common feature regards the 

emotional support, such as support from co-workers, supervisors and family (e.g. 

LaRocco, House, & French, 1980; Lim, 1996; Snyder & Cox-Fuenzalida, 2008). 
 

Stress research implies that social support can lessen the negative outcomes of a 

stressor (i.e. conditions in the environment that affect the individual negative), for 

example job insecurity (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). It seems that social support has a 

buffering effect toward stress. Hence, together with threatening experiences, the feeling 

of support can ease stress or act as valuable source when it occurs (LaRocco, House, & 

French, 1980; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). The stress theories continue to explain that 

different dimensions of social support have different effects on the stressor. The more 

specific the strain or stress is, the more effect a specific support has. Hence, work 

related stress is assumed to be more affected by co-workers and supervisors rather than 
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non-work related stress, which is assumed to be more affected by family support 

(LaRocco, House, & French, 1980).  

 

However, empirically studies shows that social support has a greater effect on stress, 

rather on job insecurity itself (e.g. AbuAlRub, 2004; Armstrong-Stassen, 1993; 

Viswesvaran, Sanchez, & Fisher, 1999). A research conducted by Büssing (1999) 

showed that social support did not have a direct effect on job insecurity, instead it 

affected the perceived experience of stress origin from job insecurity. Even though 

support from supervisors and co-workers had a great impact on work-related task, this 

was because it lowered the stress concerning the task. These findings are also 

concurrent with research conducted by Lim (1996). Her research implies further that 

support from co-workers and supervisors effects the negative attitude towards the 

organisation such as job satisfaction. Both of these studies also implied that social 

support from the family had a buffering effect. Especially regarding negative outcomes 

originating from job insecurity such as life dissatisfaction.  

 

Purpose 

As illustrated, job insecurity plays a significant part for the understandings of today’s 

modern working life. The employee’s subjective experience of the situational and 

organisational environment is important for their mental and psychical health. Thus it 

has shown that the employee’s perception of job insecurity effect their wellbeing, 

attitude as well as performance. Even if there has been a lot of research concerning job 

insecurity it seems that there is still a lot of uncertainty regarding the effects of job 

insecurity. It can be assumed that the inconsistent findings regarding the relationship 

between job insecurity and performance, as well as the moderating role of social 

support can be explained by a loss of definition. An explanation could therefore lay in 

the definitions of job insecurity quantitative and job insecurity qualitative. As marked 

by Sverke, Hellgren and Näswall (2006) and Hellgren, Sverke and Isaksson (1999), 

there have been minor research about these concepts separately and the results tends to 

be contradicting. In addition, several researchers has also postulated that further 

research is needed to explore different features on job insecurity because of its 

subjective nature (e.g. Ashford, Lee, & Bobko, 1989; Cheng & Chan; 2008; Davy, 

Kinicki, & Scheck, 1997; Greenhalgh & Rosenblatt, 1984). Moreover, the moderating 

effect by social support in this context have not been fully scrutinised, even if it has 

been proven to be significant in the modern working life (Ashford, Lee, & Bobko, 

1989; Davy, Kinicki, & Scheck, 1997; Greenhalgh & Rosenblatt, 1984; Roskies & 

Louis-Guerin, 1990; Sverke, Hellgren, & Isaksson, 1999). The purpose of the current 

study will therefore examine how job insecurity quantitative and qualitative separately 

relates to perceived performance and the moderating role of social support (support 

from co-workers, supervisors and family).     

 

Method 

 

Participants 

The data was collected in 2007 from a large petrol company in South Africa. The 

participants were employees from the unit of the Occupational Risk Division. The 

division could be described as Emergency Response and consists of medical and other 

specialized training staffs that are equipped to handle emergencies such as explosions, 

gas leaks and oil spills. There were 300 employees at the division and all participated. 

Finally, 298 of 300 employees completed the questionnaire. The age of the participants 
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ranged from 20 years to 67 years old, and the majority was under the mean year of 36 

years old (54%). There were also a majority of men (83%) working at the unit of the 

Occupational Risk Division. 

 

Measures  

Three constructs from the questionnaire Experiences in the Modern World of Work was 

used in the current study. The questionnaire was developed by a jointly research 

collaboration between the WorkWell Research Unit at the North-West University 

(South Africa) and the Department of Psychology at the University of Stockholm 

(Sweden). The measurements used in Experiences in the Modern World of Work were 

a compilation and therefore developed by several authors. The overall aim for 

developing the Experiences in the Modern World of Work questionnaire was to 

broaden the understanding of how the modern working life affects the individual 

employee. On one hand the individual’s subjective experience about their work 

situation and on the other hand their behavioural and attitudinal reaction to it.  

 

The current study will only focus on three constructs from the Experiences in the 

Modern World of Work questionnaire, supported by sustainable research and theories. 

The selected constructs were perceived performance, job insecurity and social support.  

 

Perceived performance. The scale measures a self-rated performance at work. The 

scale consists of five items and was developed by Hall and Hall (1976). The response 

alternatives ranged from 1 (disagree) to 5 (agree), and a high score reflects the 

perception that one’s own performance is good. 

 

Job insecurity quantitative. The scale measures the worry and uncertainty 

regarding the future existence of the current employment. It consists of three items 

developed by Hellgren, Sverke and Isaksson (1999). The response alternatives ranged 

from 1 (disagree) to 5 (agree), and a high score on this scale represents a strong sense 

of quantitative job insecurity. 

 

Job insecurity qualitative. The scale measures the worry about losing valued 

attributes of the job. The scale consists of four items developed by Hellgren, Sverke 

and Isaksson (1999). The response alternatives ranged from 1 (disagree) to 5 (agree), 

and a high score indicates a high level of qualitative job insecurity. 

 

Social support. The scale illustrates which types of support exist when it comes to 

difficulties at work. The scale is measured in three features: co-worker support, 

supervisor support and family support. The scale consists in total of 10 items and is 

based on Caplan, Cobb, French, van Harrison and Pinneau (1975). The response 

alternatives ranged from 1 (disagree) to 5 (agree), and a high score on either scale 

reflects a sense that support is available.  

 

Procedure 

Everyone in the department of the Occupational Risk Division was asked to complete 

the questionnaire; there was no differentiation or selection process. The participants 

were asked to complete the questionnaire at a joint sitting during their shifts. The 

manager of the department communicated to everyone the importance of the project 

and the value it would add to them, and asked the members in the department to 

complete the questionnaire.  The cover page for the questionnaire and spoken words 
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from the manager both explained the participants anonymously and voluntarily rights. 

No compensation was given.   

 

Analysis 

First a Pearson product moment correlation was conducted followed by a hierarchical 

regression analysis, using the statistical software program SPSS (version 17.0). The 

hierarchical regression analysis consisted of three steps. In Model 1 the main effects of 

job insecurity qualitative and quantitative separately on perceived performance were 

conducted. In Model 2 entries of all the social support scales were performed to 

evaluate their main effect on perceived performance. Whereas in Model 3 an interaction 

effect was performed, with the two features concerning job insecurity as well as all the 

social support scales. All variables were in total scores whilst the variables used in 

Model 3 were centralised. To examine the statistically significant interaction effects 

further, an ANOVA-plot model was used. 

 

Result 

 

First a Pearson product moment correlation analysis was conducted, showing that all of 

the social support scales had a statically significant correlation with perceived 

performance. Job insecurity quantitative showed a negative but small correlation to 

perceived performance, whilst job insecurity qualitative showed a small but positive 

correlation (Table 1). However, none of these two scales showed a significant 

correlation to perceived performance but both scales were near the alpha level of .05 (in 

order: r = -.09, p = .07 and r = .10, p = .05).  

 
Table 1 
Summarised in Total Scores: Correlation matrix (Pearson) for the Variables (N= 298) 

 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 

1. Perceived      

Performance 
      

2. Job Insecurity 

Quantitative 
-.09      

3. Job Insecurity 

Qualitative 
.10 

 

.28** 
    

4. Social Support Co-

Workers 
.30**  .04 .10*    

5. Social Support 

Supervisors 
.30** -.05 .14* .38**   

6. Social Support Family .16*  .03  .02 .46** .19**  

M 16.50 6.49 10.67 9.11 7.94   11.52 

SD 2.81 3.00 2.68 2.28 2.87 3.58 

       

*p < .05 one tailed **p < .001 one tailed 

 

A hierarchical multiple regression analysis was thereafter performed to evaluate the 

main effects and interaction effect of social support and job insecurity on perceived 

performance.  
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Table 2 

Summarised in Total Scores: Hierarchal Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting 

Perceived Performance (N = 298) 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

  Variables SE B β SE B β SE B β 

       

 

   Job Insecurity Quantitative 
.06 -.12 .96 -.11 .06 -.10 

 

   Job Insecurity Qualitative 
.07 .13* .06 .08 .07 .10 

 

   Social Support Co-Workers 
  .09 .21* .09 .20* 

 

   Social Support Supervisor 
  .06 .19* .06 .18* 

 

   Social Support Family 
  .05 .03 .05 .04 

 

   Job Insecurity Quantitative x Social Support  

  Co Workers 

    .03 -.02 

 

   Job Insecurity Quantitative x  Social Support   

  Supervisor                                      

    .02 -.11 

 

   Job Insecurity Quantitative x  Social Support   

  Family 

    .02 .03 

 

   Job Insecurity Qualitative x  Social Support 

  Co-Workers 

    .03 .04 

 

   Job Insecurity Qualitative x  Social Support  

  Supervisors 

    .02 .09 

 

   Job Insecurity Qualitative x  Social Support 

  Family 

    .02 .18* 

       

 

   R
2 

 .02*  .14**  .18* 

  

   R
2 adj. 

     .15* 

       

   *p < .05 **p < .001 

Note:  The variables in Model 3 were centred   
 

Job insecurity qualitative was statistically significant related to perceived performance, 

where high levels of job insecurity qualitative were related to higher levels of 

performance (Table 2). Job insecurity quantitative were near the alpha level of .05 (β = 

-.12, p = .05). Nevertheless, both of the scales showed no significant contribution to the 

criterion variable in the other models. Job insecurity qualitative and quantitative 

explained 2% of the variance in perceived performance and with an alpha level of .05, 

the effect were statistically significant (R
2
 = .02, F (2,261) = 3.14, p< .05).   

 

After entry of the social support co-workers scale, social support supervisor scale and 

social support family scale in Model 2, only two measures were statistically significant. 

High levels of the social support co-worker were related to higher levels of perceived 
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performance, as well as high levels of the social support supervisor where related to 

higher levels of perceived performance (Table 2). Social support co-workers scale 

recorded a higher contribution to the variance in perceived performance (β = .21) with 

the social support supervisors scale following (β = .19). The three control measures 

explained an additional 12% of the variance in perceived performance, after controlling 

for job insecurity quantitative and job insecurity qualitative (R
2
 = .14, F (5,258) = 8,32, 

p< .001).  

 

In Model 3 only the social support family scale and job insecurity qualitative on 

perceived performance had a statistically significant interaction effect. Using an 

ANOVA-plot model, social support family related to a weaker negative relation 

between job insecurity and perceived performance. However, the social support co-

workers scale and social support supervisor scale per se on perceived performance were 

still significant (in order: β = .20, p< .05 and β = .18, p< .05).  Because job insecurity 

qualitative together with social support family were statistically significant they 

explained an additional 4% for the total variance (R
2
 change = .04, F change (6,252) = 

2.24, p< .05) to a total of 18% of the variance (R
2
 = .18, F (11,252) = 5.11, p< .001).  

 

Discussion 

 

The purpose of the current study was to examine how job insecurity quantitative and 

qualitative separately relates to perceived performance and the moderating role of 

social support (support from co-workers, supervisors and family). To summarise, the 

result showed a statistically significant main effect for both social support co-workers 

and supervisor on perceived performance. Conversely, a statistically significant 

interaction effect was explained by social support family together with job insecurity 

qualitative on perceived performance.  

 

It seems that the personnel at the Occupational Risk Division are not too concerned 

about losing their employments but rather the job attributes within the employment. 

This result is in accordance with the result presented by Roskies and Louis-Guerin 

(1990) as well as Sverke, Hellgren and Isaksson (1999). A greater understanding of 

what kind of worries the personnel of the Occupational Risk Division are regarding to 

would probably be attained with further research. However, one explanation to their 

worries could lay in the nature of their high-risk work in relation to the organisations 

insurance policies, safety conditions and medical attendance.  

 

Further on, it also seems that the fear of losing important job attributes i.e. job 

insecurity qualitative, had a significant impact on their performance. The result 

presented from the current study could appear a little bit odd given that job insecurity 

generally have the opposite effect. However, Gilboa, Shirom, Fried and Cooper (2008) 

as well as van der Vliet and Hellgren (2002) did imply that this can occur during work 

situations where job insecurity generates a competitive behaviour in order to secure the 

employee’s position in the organisation. Nevertheless, to take in consideration is that 

Gilboa, Shirom, Fried and Cooper (2008) as well as van der Vliet and Hellgren (2002) 

results were mainly based on the definition of job insecurity as a fear of losing the job 

itself, i.e. job insecurity quantitative, excluding the fear of losing important job 

attributes, i.e. job insecurity qualitative.  
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However regardless to this, job insecurity qualitative only explained 2% of the variance 

on perceived performance and showed no significant contribution to the criterion 

variable in the other models of the current study. The concluding assumption will 

therefore be that the fear of losing important job attributes as well as the job itself has 

minor influence concerning their performance.  

 

When scrutinising the interaction effect of the current study, the moderating role of 

social support from family on job insecurity qualitative and perceived performance 

seemed to be important. Social support from the family related to a weaker negative 

relation between the fear of losing important job attributes and performance. This 

opposes the result of job insecurity qualitative per se on performance, even if the 

outcome proves to be the same. Research and theories attests that the effect from social 

support is something that affects the outcomes of job insecurity, not job insecurity itself 

(e.g. AbuAlRub, 2004; Armstrong-Stassen, 1993; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984; 

Viswesvaran, Sanchez, & Fisher, 1999). The stress and strains that job insecurity might 

produce can be lessened by the social support in the surrounding environment, helping 

the employee to create coping strategies and decrease the experience of pressure origin 

from work (Allvin et al., 1998; van der Vliet & Hellgren, 2002). Especially social 

support from the family is explained to have a buffering effect, generally concerning 

none-work related stress such as depression and life dissatisfaction (Büssing, 1999; 

LaRocco, House & French, 1980; Lim, 1996).  

 

Conclusively, it seems that social support from the family is essential to the personnel 

working at the Occupational Risk Division regarding the relationship between job 

insecurity qualitative and their perceived performance. The support from their family 

appears to lessen the stress and strains originated from job insecurity but still provide 

the same performance as without the support. So even if job insecurity qualitative 

indicated to increase the personnel’s performance at the Occupational Risk Division, it 

is better to lower the stress and strains of job insecurity due to stop long-term effects 

like depression or burnouts (van der Vliet & Hellgren, 2002; Lazarus & Folkman, 

1984). From an organisational point of view, this fact is important to take in 

consideration as it can reduce any sick leaves or other medical issues and in the long 

run save capital. 

 

On the contrary regarding the direct effects on performance, social support from co-

workers and supervisors seemed to have a great impact, especially regarding the 

support from co-workers. This is concurrent with previous research and stress theories 

that state the importance of co-workers and supervisor support concerning work related 

performance (Büssing, 1999; LaRocco, House & French, 1980; Lim, 1996). An 

explanation for the current study’s result could lay in the nature of the Occupational 

Risk Division’s work assignments. The personnel of the Occupational Risk Division 

works in a dangerous environment and basically running into the building when 

everyone else is running out. This leads to an assumption that their performance at 

work largely depends on their co-workers and supervisors. This could also explain why 

social support from work has a greater effect on performance rather than worries about 

losing important job attributes. Conversely, the support from their family seems to 

function as a protective element against none-work related stress, even if it origins from 

work. And as seen, also has a positive effect on performance. 
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When regarding the limitations of the current study it is important to stress its lack of 

controlling variables. Variables as gender, age and different employments have been 

important subjects concerning previous evaluation of job insecurity and its effects 

(Cheng & Chan, 2008; Greenhalgh & Rosenblatt, 1984; Sverke, Hellgren, & Näswall, 

2002). The current study is mainly focusing on the relationship between three 

constructs and further research is needed to scrutinise the importance of intervening 

variables that may have effect the results. About the selection of controlling variables 

as well as the generality of the results, it is important to point out that the present study 

was conducted in a none-European country. Different political systems, culture and 

organisational structures could have affected the participants’ response in relation to 

ethnic and gender issues, union memberships, authorities, etcetera. Also, the 

questionnaire used in the current study was constructed to get a greater understanding 

of how employees experience the modern working life. The participants in the present 

study works with extraordinary assignments and perhaps does not correctly fit into be 

the right target group in relation to the purpose of the questionnaire. This could 

therefore also have affected the result.  

 

Furthermore, previous research tends to be contradicting regarding the relationship 

between job insecurity and performance. What it depends on is difficult to evaluate but 

as Cheng and Chan (2008), Gilboa, Shirom, Fried and Cooper (2008) as well as 

Hellgren, Sverke and Isaksson (1999) suggested; the problem could lay in the definition 

of job insecurity. It seems that the same problem is occurring in the present study and 

causes difficulties when generalising the results. The articles presented in the current 

study mainly define job insecurity as the fear of losing the job itself and excludes the 

different dimensions of the subjective experience. Just as articles examining the 

different features of job insecurity are mainly focusing on the employee’s attitude and 

wellbeing. Consequently, the present study has to stand on its own. Further research 

concerning the relationship between different features of job insecurity on performance 

is required to evaluate the study’s significance and contribution. Besides, the model 

used in this study only explained 18% of the total variance, i.e. a lack of explaining 

82% of the participants’ thoughts and behaviour. Perhaps it lays in the constructs 

subjective nature, the lack of controlling variables or the participants bias when 

evaluating e.g. ones own performance. Either way, an explanation is difficult to provide 

and should be taken in consideration regarding further research.   

 

In conclusion, the current study further clarified the relationship between job insecurity 

and performance besides its limitations, showing that job insecurity is a complex 

conception and a highly individual experience. Because of its complexity, different 

support is needed due to different experiences of insecurity. Even if job insecurity can 

produce better work performance and organisational support can be perceived as time-

consuming, the long-term effects can be devastating and cost the organisation 

unnecessary money. However, most importantly the current study confirms the 

importance of social support. When the employees experience job insecurity, created by 

the vast changes of the modern working life, social support seems to play a vital part 

not only for the employees but also for the organisations.  
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