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ABSTRACT
Job insecurity constitutes uncertainty about the future of the current job. Such 
uncertainty is expected to impact attitudes and behaviors about one’s work and 
career and how it will progress. The aim of the present study is to meta-analytically 
consolidate research on the associations between job insecurity and career-related 
outcomes. A further aim of the study is to explore two methodological moderators: 
study design (cross-sectional vs. longitudinal) and type of job insecurity measure 
(cognitive, affective, or combined). Based on a sample of 237 primary studies, our 
main results show that job insecurity was positively related to occupational and 
organizational turnover intention, job search behaviors, and knowledge hiding, and 
negatively related with career satisfaction, career opportunities, employability, 
and proactive skill development. In terms of the moderators, the associations were 
generally stronger in cross-sectional studies compared to longitudinal studies, while 
the impact of the type of job insecurity measure used was mixed. While our results 
inform research on job insecurity and career-related outcomes, more studies with 
a longitudinal design are needed on this research topic. Future research should also 
further examine how different types of job insecurity measures – cognitive, affective, 
or combined – are associated with career-related outcomes.
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Increases in less stable forms of employment (short-
term, part-time contracts) and precariousness 
(uncertainty of job futures) are expected both globally 
(ILO 2022) and within the Scandinavian countries 
(Berglund et al. 2021), with increases in job insecurity 
perceptions as a likely consequence. At the same time, 
ongoing, fast-paced changes in the labor market due 
to technological advancements place high demands 
on employees to continuously update their skills and 
competencies to stay employable (World Economic 
Forum 2023). In combination with the individualization 
of work, career development and staying employable  
have to a large degree become an individual responsibility 
(Hirschi & Koen 2021). Taken together, these conditions 
make it important to understand how job insecurity is 
associated with how individuals view and manage their 
careers. In the present study we use the Conservation of 
Resources (COR) theory (Hobfoll 1989) in combination 
with sustainable career theory (De Vos, Van der Heijden, 
& Akkermans 2020) and career shocks (Akkermans, 
Seibert, & Mol 2018) to understand the mechanisms 
for how job insecurity is linked to outcomes related to 
individuals’ careers.

While associations between job insecurity and 
health-related, work-related, and certain career-related 
outcomes (for instance turnover intentions) have been 
studied extensively during the last 40 years (for recent 
meta-analyses and reviews, see, e.g., Jiang, Xu, & Wang 
2020; Jiang & Lavaysse 2018; Shoss 2017; Sverke et 
al. 2019), research on many career-related outcomes 
has only gained momentum in the last 15 years (e.g., 
Urbanaviciute et al. 2024). As individuals are progressively 
more responsible for their own career development, the 
impact of job insecurity on attitudes, intentions, and 
behaviors related to careers is increasingly important to 
understand.

With the aim of guiding continued research on this 
topic, the current study provides the first meta-analysis 
of the relationships between job insecurity and career-
related outcomes, for instance career satisfaction 
and opportunities, proactive skill development, and 
occupational turnover intentions. We aim to contribute 
to the job insecurity literature by furthering our 
knowledge of how job insecurity relates to outcomes 
that may have implications for individuals’ careers as 
well as for organizations. An additional contribution of 
this study is the bridging of the gap between the job 
insecurity and career literatures. By meta-analytically 
establishing the relationships between job insecurity and 
career-related outcomes, we aim to inform research on 
career self-management (e.g., Hirschi & Koen 2021), and 
organizational career management (e.g., Xie et al. 2023).

Our brief review presented below indicates that there 
is some degree of variation in the associations between 
job insecurity and career-related outcomes across 
studies. We therefore take an exploratory stance, and do 

not pose any specific hypotheses about the nature of the 
relationship between job insecurity and the outcomes 
included. We explore two methodological moderators in 
the study: study design (cross-sectional vs. longitudinal 
studies) and type of job insecurity measure (cognitive, 
affective, or combined).

THE NATURE OF JOB INSECURITY

In their seminal work, Greenhalgh and Rosenblatt (1984) 
defined job insecurity as ‘the perceived powerlessness to 
maintain desired continuity in a threatened job situation’ 
(1984, p. 438). Since then, many definitions have been 
put forth, and generally job insecurity is conceptualized 
as a subjective phenomenon (De Witte 1999), which 
involves experiencing uncertainty about the job future 
(van Vuuren & Klandermans 1990), and a ‘discrepancy 
between the level of security a person experiences and 
the level she or he might prefer’ (Hartley et al. 1991, p. 
7). Hence, job insecurity is when an employee perceives 
a threat to the continuance of the current job, but there 
is no certainty about being made redundant, and the 
potential job loss would be involuntary.

Job insecurity has been conceptualized and 
operationalized in different ways: sometimes as a 
general or global construct, and sometimes as consisting 
of distinct dimensions (Lee, Huang, & Ashford 2018). One 
multidimensional approach considers quantitative (worry 
about job loss) and qualitative (worry about losing valued 
job features) dimensions (Greenhalgh & Rosenblatt 1984; 
Hellgren et al. 1999). In the present study, we focus on 
the perceived threat of job loss (i.e., quantitative job 
insecurity) given that most research has focused on 
quantitative job insecurity, enabling an adequate sample 
size for this study. Furthermore, qualitative job insecurity 
measures sometimes include aspects such as the risk 
of loss of professional development opportunities or 
career development, which may overlap with the career-
outcomes of interest in the present study. Another 
conceptual approach differentiates between a cognitive 
(beliefs and awareness) and an affective (emotional 
state) component of job insecurity (Borg & Elizur 1992; 
Lee et al. 2018). The cognitive/affective distinction 
highlights differences between perceptions of probability 
(cognitive insecurity) and feelings and fears (affective 
insecurity) related to job insecurity. Previous studies have 
demonstrated that associations between job insecurity 
and many outcomes may be different depending on 
whether the cognitive or affective component of job 
insecurity makes up the measure (e.g., Lee et al. 2018). In 
our moderator analysis we therefore distinguish between 
cognitive, affective, and combined operationalizations of 
the construct.

A large body of research now exists with evidence 
that perceived job insecurity is a debilitating work-
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related experience. There is also support for job insecurity 
being an antecedent (rather than an outcome) of these 
negative work-related experiences and behaviors. For 
example, a review of published longitudinal research 
studies (De Witte, Pienaar, & De Cuyper 2016) shows 
that the evidence is the strongest for ‘normal’ causation, 
that is, that the experience of job insecurity is related 
to subsequent poor health and wellbeing outcomes, as 
well as subsequent negative organizational attitudes 
and behaviors. Meta-analyses have corroborated the 
association between job insecurity and increased risk of 
both physical (Ferrie et al. 2016; Lang et al. 2012) and 
mental health complaints (Kim & von dem Knesebeck 
2015; Llosa et al. 2018). Meta-analyses focusing on 
work-related outcomes of job insecurity consistently 
report negative associations with various work-related 
attitudes and behaviors (Cheng & Chan 2008; Jiang 
& Lavaysse 2018; Sverke, Hellgren, & Näswall 2002), 
including job performance (Sverke et al. 2019). However, 
no previous meta-analysis has systematically focused 
on the associations between job insecurity and career-
related variables. By addressing this gap in the literature, 
the present meta-analysis adds to our understanding of 
the potential consequences of job insecurity beyond the 
immediate job situation.

JOB INSECURITY AND CAREERS
Jobs can vary in duration and significance, forming 
anything from a minor component to a central aspect of 
an individual’s career. A career, however, is more broadly 
defined as ‘the pattern of work-related experiences that 
span the course of a person’s life’ (Greenhaus, Callanan, 
& Godshalk 2019, p. 11). These experiences encompass 
both subjective elements, such as needs, values, and 
expectations, and objective aspects, including positions 
held, duties, and activities performed. The present study 
focuses on how job insecurity relates to career-related 
attitudes and behaviors.

Sustainable career theory addresses the long-term 
development of individuals’ careers with the goal of 
attaining or maintaining a good person–career fit, 
indicated by a happy, heathy, and productive worker (De 
Vos et al. 2020). The theory focuses on the individual, 
but considers the individual as embedded in different 
contexts that change over time. In order to have a 
sustainable career, individuals adapt proactively and 
reactively to these changes. Perceived job insecurity 
can be a consequence of such contextual changes that 
individuals have to adapt to in their careers. For many 
people, the perception of a threat to the job persists 
over time (i.e., chronic job insecurity; Heaney, Israel, 
& House 1994), and job insecurity can indeed be an 
inherent feature of the job (e.g., precarious employment; 
Kalleberg 2009). Employees experiencing job insecurity 
can adaptively respond to threats to the job, such as by 

acquiring new skills or seeking alternative career paths 
(Klehe et al. 2012).

Many contemporary career theories have a strong 
individual agentic focus as a common denominator (De 
Vos et al. 2020). That is, a career is to a large degree seen 
as a personal project where the individual is responsible 
for their own employability and career development. 
At the same time, individuals do not have total control 
over their careers (Greenhaus et al. 2019) as individuals’ 
careers are also embedded in different contexts, such 
as HR policies and practices at the organizational level, 
and digital transformations in the occupational sector 
(De Vos et al. 2020). Hence, individual agency in the 
career is only possible within the boundaries imposed 
by these contexts, as the individual negotiates meaning 
and agency while reacting and adjusting to contextual 
changes in order to achieve or regain person—career fit. 
However, when individuals experience job insecurity, they 
might perceive a reduced ability to make choices that 
align with their long-term career goals, which impacts 
their sense of agency.

In contrast to chronic job insecurity, job insecurity 
may also arise suddenly (acute job insecurity; Heaney 
et al. 1994), for example in the context of unexpectedly 
announced layoffs or closures. Thus, job insecurity may 
also constitute what the career literature refers to as 
a negative career shock (Seibert et al. 2013) which is 
‘a disruptive and extraordinary event that is, at least 
to some degree, caused by factors outside the focal 
individual’s control and that triggers a deliberate thought 
process concerning one’s career’ (Akkermans et al. 2018, 
p. 4). An important determinant of the reaction to job 
insecurity and career shock is the individual’s access to 
resources. In order to understand how job insecurity 
relates to the career-related outcomes of interest in 
the present study, we rely on Conservation of Resources 
(COR) theory (Hobfoll 1989; Hobfoll et al. 2018).

A COR PERSPECTIVE ON THE RELATIONSHIP 
BETWEEN JOB INSECURITY AND CAREER-
RELATED OUTCOMES
COR theory posits that human beings are driven to acquire, 
preserve, and grow their resources. Such resources are 
broadly defined as anything individuals deem valuable, 
and, more importantly, as aspects enabling their goal 
attainment (Halbesleben et al. 2014). These resources 
include objects, conditions, personal resources, and 
energy resources. Stress results when i) resources are lost, 
ii) resources are perceived as being threatened with loss, 
or iii) individuals fail to gain resources following significant 
investment in order to achieve resource gain. Being 
employed is considered a prominent resource (De Witte et 
al. 2016), and job insecurity presents the perceived threat 
to that resource (De Witte 1999; Probst 2003; Shoss et al. 
2023), making job insecurity an important stressor.
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COR theory advances four principles. Given the 
centrality and significance of gainful employment as 
a resource, the first principle states that individuals 
should evaluate loss of employment (or threat of loss, 
see Shoss et al. 2023) as more ‘psychologically harmful’ 
(Halbesleben et al. 2014, p. 1335) than the gain of 
resources. Resource loss and threat are deemed to be 
more powerful, happen quicker, and their effects felt for 
longer, compared to resource gain (Hobfoll et al. 2018). 
The second principle states that resources have to be 
invested in order to prevent or recover from resource 
loss, or to obtain new resources (Halbesleben et al. 2014; 
Hobfoll et al. 2018). Thus, in a threatened job situation, 
an individual may invest resources to stave off job 
insecurity (for example, by heightening visibility in the 
organization, or strategically sharing more knowledge 
in order to prevent job loss), or by engaging in activities 
that lead to new resources (e.g., networking or skill 
development). Resource investment can be done either 
directly (resource replacement), for example by finding 
another job (Shoss et al. 2020), or more indirectly or 
symbolically (resource substitution), such as for example 
seeking positive feedback to support self-esteem (Hobfoll 
1989; 2001).

The third principle of COR states that gaining resources 
becomes more important in the context of resource 
loss. In the words of Hobfoll (2011, p. 132): ‘as people 
experience more resource loss, resource gain processes 
accelerate in speed and increase in magnitude of their 
effect.’ Being offered the opportunity to participate 
in training (resource gain), whilst experiencing job 
insecurity, should thus carry more significance that 
being offered training when one experiences secure 
employment. Finally, the fourth principle states that once 
resources are diminished or depleted, individuals could 
become defensive in order to keep the resources they 
have. Applied to the threat of job loss, this may manifest 
as individuals engaging in more counterproductive work 
behaviors (Sverke et al. 2019), or more knowledge hiding 
(Shoss et al. 2023).

COR theory (Hobfoll 1989; Hobfoll et al. 2018) 
highlights that resources—such as self-esteem, family, 
and employment—are universally valued across 
individuals and cultures. These resources are critical for 
enabling resource conservation and resource investment, 
as individuals rely primarily on resources they already 
possess or can acquire from their environment. Although 
resources are generally shaped by shared social and 
cultural valuations, individual appraisal becomes 
particularly significant when uncertainty characterizes 
the stressor, as is the case with subjective job insecurity 
(Hobfoll 2001). In such contexts, individuals assess the 
importance and adequacy of their resources, which can 
lead to two distinct processes: re-evaluation (adjusting 
the perceived value of resources) and reinterpretation 

(changing from perceived threat to challenge) (Hobfoll 
1989).

When individuals experience job insecurity, re-
evaluation allows them to reconsider events and their 
effects (Hobfoll 1989). Re-evaluation may lead them 
to diminish the value of their current employment as a 
resource, thereby protecting their broader resource pool. 
This can manifest as lower job satisfaction or reduced 
organizational commitment (Cheng & Chan 2008; Jiang 
& Lavaysse 2018; Sverke et al. 2002). Additionally, job 
insecurity has been framed through the lens of social 
identity theory (Selenko, Mäkikangas, & Stride 2017), 
where it is seen as a threat to individuals’ self-concept as 
‘employed’ or as members of the working population. To 
safeguard their positive self-perception, individuals might 
devalue their insecure job, reframing it as less central to 
their identity and less worth preserving.

Reinterpretation, on the other hand, involves shifting 
the perception of job insecurity from a threat to an 
opportunity. Individuals’ focus may shift from potential 
losses to potential gains (Hobfoll 1989). For instance, 
individuals might view the possibility of job loss as a 
chance to explore alternative career paths or seek better 
employment. This adaptive reframing can motivate 
resource investment behaviors, such as developing new 
skills or strengthening professional networks, which may 
enhance their long-term employability. Proactive coping 
strategies, aimed at accumulating resources to prevent 
future resource loss (Halbesleben et al. 2014), exemplify 
this process. These strategies may focus on enhancing 
resources like knowledge, skills, and abilities to buffer 
against current stressors and support career resilience.

While the discussion of COR theory above proposes 
different mechanisms of resource investment and 
conservation as ways of linking job insecurity to career-
related outcomes, the aim was not to propose specific 
mechanisms here. As our review of career-related 
outcomes below also reveals, the evidence for specific 
mechanisms tying job insecurity to career-related 
outcomes is sometimes mixed. Our approach is rather to 
reveal these mechanisms by performing a meta-analytic 
review of existing findings.

CLASSIFYING CAREER-RELATED OUTCOMES
We organize our outcome variables in line with the 
previous meta-analysis of Sverke et al. (2002) in two broad 
categories: attitudes and behaviors. We opt to classify 
outcomes as career-related if constructs are inherently 
tied to an individual’s broader career, rather than being 
limited to their current job. We consider organizational 
turnover intention, which could be a precursor to actual 
turnover. Specifically, career-related attitudes reflect 
evaluative or emotional responses to aspects of one’s 
career, such as satisfaction with or commitment to the 
career. Under career-related behaviors, on the other 
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hand, we have included phenomena explicitly framed 
and defined as behaviors, for example behavior aimed at 
managing knowledge (knowledge hiding and knowledge 
sharing), or actions aimed at career enhancement 
(career planning) or change (job search behaviors).

Career-related attitudes
Previous meta-analyses suggest that job insecurity is 
negatively related to organizational commitment and 
job satisfaction as two typical examples of work-related 
attitudes (Cheng & Chan 2008; Sverke et al. 2002). In line 
with the definition of careers above, that a career can 
be conceived as a potential series of jobs, we assume 
that job insecurity may also relate negatively to the 
attitudes career commitment and career satisfaction. 
Numerous studies, including meta-analyses (Cheng & 
Chan 2008; Jiang & Lavaysse 2018; Sverke et al. 2002) 
have documented a positive relationship between job 
insecurity and turnover intentions, and we therefore 
expect that job insecurity may also relate positively 
to occupational turnover intentions. Experiencing job 
insecurity in a chosen career may lead individuals to 
think about their career opportunities going forward. 
A willingness to participate in training would signal 
resource investment on the part of an employee 
experiencing job insecurity—which could be understood 
as proactive coping aimed at mitigating the threat of 
job loss (Halbesleben et al. 2014) by expanding existing 
resource pools. Finally, as perceptions of employability 
also constitute a personal resource (van Harten et al. 
2021), we include it as an attitudinal career-related 
outcome of job insecurity.

Career commitment has been defined as ‘an individual’s 
willingness to keep membership in an occupational field, 
or an emotional linkage between an individual and his or 
her vocation’ (Zhu et al. 2021, p. 506). Previous studies 
have reported both positive (e.g., Reilly et al. 1993) and 
negative associations (e.g., Huang et al. 2021) between 
job insecurity and career commitment.

Career satisfaction is a measure of subjective career 
success, capturing ‘employees’ feelings about, emotional 
reactions to, and satisfaction with, their career success’ 
(Ng & Feldman 2014, p. 170). Empirical studies have 
reported negative associations between job insecurity 
and career satisfaction (Zhang et al. 2015).

Occupational and organizational turnover intentions 
are two types of withdrawal that have been studied in 
the context of job insecurity. While research has largely 
focused on turnover from the current organization, 
we extend the same reasoning to intentions to leave 
the current occupation, even if occupational turnover 
intentions may be acted on less frequently than 
organizational turnover intentions. Very few studies have 
investigated the association between job insecurity and 
occupational turnover intentions, but the few that have 
typically report that higher levels of job insecurity are 

associated with higher levels of occupational turnover 
intentions (e.g., Hollywood et al. 2020).

Perceived career opportunities refer to the anticipated 
career development going forward. Drawing on reasoning 
that the experience of job insecurity may have long-term 
negative psychological reactions (e.g., De Witte 2016), a 
possible outcome of job insecurity is that the expectations 
employees have regarding future opportunities in their 
career may be negatively affected. Overall, primary 
studies have reported negative associations between job 
insecurity and perceived career opportunities (e.g., Giebe 
& Rigotti 2020).

Willingness to participate in training (e.g., formal 
learning activities such as seminars or online courses) 
could be one way to expand current resources when 
faced with the threat of job loss. In line with this, some 
research has reported a positive association between 
quantitative job insecurity and willingness to participate 
in training (Sanders et al. 2011; Van Hootegem et al. 
2019). However, a study on the relationship between 
qualitative job insecurity and work-related learning (De 
Cuyper, Smet, & De Witte 2022) found that individuals 
reporting higher qualitative job insecurity engaged in less 
work-related learning, indicating that the nature of the 
association may depend on the nature of experienced 
job insecurity.

Perceived employability is defined as the extent to 
which individuals feel there are other job opportunities 
available outside the current organization, if they 
needed to look for alternative employment (Berntson 
& Marklund 2007; Vanhercke et al. 2014). The nature of 
the relationship between job insecurity and employability 
presented in the literature varies; some suggest that job 
insecurity prompts activities that support employability 
which would result in a positive association (Direnzo & 
Greenhaus 2011), but most research reports a negative 
association between job insecurity and employability, 
explained by job insecurity resulting in defensive 
reactions and less investment in future employability. 
In the present study, we follow empirical (De Cuyper 
et al. 2012) and meta-analytical evidence (Jiang et al. 
2020) indicating that job insecurity perceptions relate 
negatively to employability.

Career-related behaviors
As career-related behaviors that may be a function of 
the experience of job insecurity, we firstly consider job 
search behaviors, knowledge sharing and knowledge 
hiding. Searching for alternative employment would 
present a means of resource replacement. Knowledge 
sharing and knowledge hiding may represent 
resource investment (knowledge sharing reflects 
behavior aimed at helping colleagues in the current 
job), or resource conservation strategies (knowledge 
hiding deals with intentionally hiding information), 
respectively. Helping behavior may be considered an 
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example of organizational citizenship behaviors, with 
the aim of safeguarding one’s own career against the 
threat of job loss. On the other hand, hiding knowledge 
from colleagues may serve as a short-term boost to 
own productivity (Sulistiawan et al. 2022) potentially 
enhancing one’s own career. We further include 
concepts most often found in the career literature, 
namely proactive career behaviors. Specifically, career 
planning, networking and proactive skill development 
are included. Although some previous authors (e.g., 
Koen and Parker 2020) consider proactive career 
behaviors as antecedents to job insecurity, we consider 
these behaviors as outcomes, since the mentioned 
authors specifically acknowledge that proactive 
behaviors may also develop in response to feelings 
of insecurity. Finally, we consider actual turnover as 
arguably the most severe career-related behavioral 
outcome of job insecurity.

Job search behaviors have been suggested as a 
proactive behavioral response to perceived job insecurity 
(Shoss 2017), directed at replacing the resource that 
potentially will be lost. Previous research, including a 
meta-analysis (Jiang & Lavaysse 2018) as well as cross-
sectional (Kim et al. 2021) and longitudinal (Shoss et 
al. 2020) findings, has consistently indicated that job 
insecurity is positively related to job search behaviors.

Knowledge sharing is defined as ‘…the provision of 
task information and know-how to help others and to 
collaborate with others to solve problems, develop new 
ideas, or implement policies or procedures’ (Wang & Noe 
2010, p. 117). Empirically, both positive (Ali et al. 2021) 
and negative associations (Shamsudin et al. 2016) have 
been reported between job insecurity and knowledge 
sharing. Knowledge sharing is related to, but different 
from, knowledge hiding (Connelly et al. 2012).

Previous authors have considered knowledge hiding 
as a mechanism through which employees try to protect 
their jobs by maintaining their unique knowledge, 
thereby making themselves indispensable (Shoss et al. 
2023). Knowledge hiding is defined as ‘the intentional 
attempt to withhold or conceal knowledge that has been 
requested by another individual’ (Connelly et al., 2012, 
p. 67). It includes behaviors such as playing ignorant 
or pretending not to have the knowledge requested 
(Connelly et al. 2012). Results from empirical studies 
indicate that there is a positive association between job 
insecurity and knowledge hiding (e.g., Shoss et al. 2023; 
Zhang et al. 2022).

Career planning involves gathering in-depth 
information about alternative job roles, employers, or 
professions. In other words, it involves having a proactive 
mindset, creating possibilities, and exploring other 
options. The association between job insecurity and 
career planning remains unclear as studies have reported 
both positive (Nabi 2000) and negative correlations 
(Sanders et al. 2011).

Networking is another behavior we consider. By 
getting introduced to and acquainted with people who 
can influence one’s career, new career possibilities may 
emerge. For instance, building a professional network can 
give employees access to information about upcoming 
vacancies or training opportunities. At least one study 
(Koen & Parker 2020) showed a positive association 
between job insecurity and networking behavior. 
However, other research (De Cuyper et al. 2019) shows 
that the most insecure employees were the ones who 
engaged the least in networking behaviors. The latter 
finding would suggest that when facing job insecurity, 
employees may also feel inclined to protect their current 
resources in the form of their existing networks rather 
than investing further resources in developing new 
networks or contacts.

When employees engage in proactive skill 
development, they take the initiative to upskill or expand 
their work-related knowledge and competencies (Koen 
& Parker 2020). Empirical findings so far are mixed: Koen 
and Parker (2020) reported a weak positive correlation 
between job insecurity and proactive skill development in 
a sample of employees with unstable jobs. However, the 
same study found a weak negative correlation between 
these variables in a sample of employees with stable 
jobs. Other primary studies have also reported negative 
associations between job insecurity and proactive 
development of work skills (e.g., Lin 2015).

Actual turnover reflects the behavior of quitting the 
current job. It is a behavioral outcome that has only 
been investigated in one previous meta-analysis on 
job insecurity (Jiang & Lavaysse 2018), where a weak 
positive correlation with actual turnover was reported 
(based on seven studies). Given previous meta-analytic 
findings that turnover intentions are strongly related to 
actual turnover (e.g., Wong & Cheng 2020), and that job 
insecurity is related to turnover intentions (Cheng & Chan 
2008; Sverke et al. 2002), it is likely that job insecurity is 
positively related to actual turnover.

MODERATORS
To further understand the robustness of the job 
insecurity–outcome relationships, the investigation of 
methodological moderators is recommended (De Witte 
et al. 2015; cf. Rudolph et al. 2020; Schmidt & Hunter 
2015). While previous meta-analyses of job insecurity 
and its correlates have investigated demographic 
(Cheng & Chan 2008; Hur 2022; Sverke et al. 2002), or 
geographical factors such as country of data collection 
(Hur 2022), economic contexts (Llosa et al. 2018), type 
of welfare system and union density (Sverke et al. 2019), 
the majority of moderators have been of methodological 
nature (Cheng & Chan 2008; Jiang & Lavaysse 2018; Llosa 
et al. 2018; Sverke et al. 2002, 2019). In the current meta-
analysis, we investigate two methodological moderators 
to examine how the results generalize across different 
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study designs (cross-sectional and longitudinal) and the 
operationalization of job insecurity (cognitive, affective, 
or a combination). These moderators were considered 
important as both study design and operationalization 
may result in different associations across studies, not 
due to the nature of the relationship but due to artifacts 
of how the research is conducted, and influencing the 
conclusions drawn about the strength of the associations 
between job insecurity and other variables.

Study design
The strength of the relationship under investigation may 
depend on the chosen study design (cross-sectional 
or longitudinal studies), which has also been shown in 
a previous meta-analysis (Sverke et al. 2019). Some 
outcomes might manifest synchronously with job 
insecurity experiences, and then the relationship might 
best be detected through cross-sectional designs; other 
outcomes may evolve over a longer period of time, and 
in this instance cross-sectional studies might mispresent 
the actual strength of the relationship (Sverke et al. 
2002). In addition, cross-sectional associations may be 
inflated due to common method variance (Podsakoff 
et al. 2012), and longitudinal designs typically minimize 
the risk of such bias (Spector 2019), potentially also 
returning weaker associations. Our literature review 
describes variations across studies in the strength of 
the associations between job insecurity and the career-
outcomes included in the present study, which may 
be due to study design. It is plausible that the career-
related outcomes may present synchronously with 
the experience of job insecurity (for example, lower 
career satisfaction when job insecurity is higher) or as 
a delayed reaction (greater actual turnover) which is 
observable in longitudinal studies. We do not have any 
specific expectations about the difference in strength of 
associations between cross-sectional and longitudinal 
designs, except that it is likely that the associations will 
be different.

Operationalization of job insecurity
Whilst affective job insecurity has been suggested to 
be the best representation of job insecurity (Reisel & 
Banai 2002; Sverke et al. 2002), job insecurity is often 
conceptualized as a cognitive phenomenon (Huang et al. 
2010). However, the way job insecurity is operationalized 
varies in the literature. There are measures that only use 
the affective (Huang et al. 2010) or cognitive (Ashford, 
Lee & Bobko 1989) operationalization of job insecurity, 
and there are also measures that include the affective 
and cognitive component as separate subscales and 
effectively treat them as different constructs (Mauno 
& Kinnunen 2002; Probst 2003). Other measures 
incorporate both components, and hence are ‘mixed’ or 
‘combined’ job insecurity measures (e.g., De Witte 1999; 
Hellgren et al. 1999; Huang et al. 2012; Vander Elst et 

al. 2014). Previous research suggests that cognitive and 
affective job insecurity may be associated with different 
outcomes and that the strength of the relationship may 
vary depending on which dimension of job insecurity 
is investigated (Pienaar et al. 2013). In a recent meta-
analysis (Jiang & Lavaysse 2018) affective job insecurity 
had stronger associations with employee outcomes than 
cognitive job insecurity. Given the variation in strength 
of the associations depending on the type of measure 
used, a quantitative summary of the current research is 
called for. While it is unclear what may be expected, a 
meta-analysis will serve to bring clarity to the potential 
differences in the associations.

METHOD

LITERATURE SEARCH AND INCLUSION 
CRITERIA
We conducted literature searches in the APA PsycInfo 
database and in the EBSCO Discovery Service (EDS) index. 
Overall, the search focused on peer-reviewed articles 
written in English published between January 1980 and 
July 2023 in peer-reviewed, academic journals. The year 
1980 was chosen as the starting point, because the 
1980s is often considered the decade where research 
on job insecurity started, with the seminal article by 
Greenhalgh and Rosenblatt (1984). The literature search 
was done in two steps, the first (Step 1) capturing studies 
on job insecurity and any correlates, and the second 
(Step 2) more specifically focusing on career-related 
outcomes. For the initial search (Step 1), comprising 
January 1980–June 2018, the following Boolean search 
string was used: ‘job insecurity’ OR ‘job uncertainty’ OR 
‘job security’ OR ‘job security satisfaction’ OR ‘satisfaction 
with job security’ OR ‘employment uncertainty’. We did 
a supplementary follow-up search (Step 2) in August 
2023 to capture articles published between July 2018 
and July 2023 using a Boolean search string with more 
specific search terms for career-related outcomes, 
learning, employability, and turnover in order to identify 
relevant articles that matched the more specific scope 
of this meta-analysis. These search terms had been 
selected based on the coding of the articles (described 
below) identified in the initial literature search (Step 1): 
(‘job insecurity’ OR ‘job uncertainty’ OR ‘job security’ 
OR ‘job security satisfaction’ OR ‘satisfaction with job 
security’ OR ‘employment uncertainty’) AND (turnover* 
OR ‘career change’ OR ‘job change’ OR ‘job search’ OR exit 
OR employability OR ‘internal employability’ OR ‘external 
employability’ OR ‘formal learning’ OR ‘informal learning’ 
OR ‘learning intention’ OR ‘satisfaction with learning’ 
OR training OR ‘workplace learning’ OR ‘competency 
development’ OR career OR ‘career satisfaction’ OR 
‘career opportunity’ OR ‘career commitment’ OR ‘career 
planning’ OR ‘knowledge hiding’ OR ‘knowledge sharing’).
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The literature search resulted in a total sample of 2,656 
studies (Step 1: N = 1,992; Step 2: N = 664). These studies 
were reviewed and included if they met the following 
criteria: (a) quantitative job insecurity measured as a 
subjective perception (quantitative, cognitive, affective, 
or dissatisfaction with job security), (b) at least one 
outcome of relevance needed to be studied (e.g., 
career satisfaction, willingness to participate in training, 
employability or actual turnover), (c) relevant statistics, 
that is, correlations between job insecurity and at least 
one outcome or other statistics that can be transformed 
to a correlation coefficient needed to be present and not 
include more than five control variables, and (d) a working 
population was the target of the study. After applying the 
above criteria, 237 independent studies (276 samples, 72 
countries, total N = 395,351) were included in our effective 
sample. See Table 1 for a summary of the included study 
variables and examples of variable names in the primary 
studies for each variable. The primary studies included in 
the meta-analysis are listed in Appendix A.

CODING OF THE STUDIES
Each of the authors was responsible for coding a 
set number of studies. To calibrate and standardize 
coding, a number of studies were coded by at least 

two coders. Studies were coded for sample size, 
outcome(s) of interest, reliability (of job insecurity 
and respective outcome), correlations between job 
insecurity and outcome(s), study design (cross-
sectional or longitudinal), and job insecurity measure 
(affective, cognitive, or combined). If information on 
qualitative and quantitative job insecurity was present, 
only quantitative job insecurity was included. For 
study design, if both cross-sectional and longitudinal 
relations between job insecurity and the outcomes of 
interest existed, we used the longitudinal associations. 
When there were several waves of data, we used the 
correlation between job insecurity measured at the first 
time point and the outcome measured at the second 
time point. For studies that had a longitudinal design 
but only reported associations between job insecurity 
and the outcomes of interest within one time point, we 
coded these studies as cross-sectional. For type of job 
insecurity measures, we looked up the original reference 
for the scale that had been used, and documented the 
number of items used in the study as well as the full 
item wordings. Based on the item wording, we assessed 
whether the scale consisted of affective, cognitive, or 
combined job insecurity items. In those cases where 
only a sample item was presented and the original 

Table 1 Variables Included in the Meta-analysis, Examples of Included Variable Names Covered by the Primary Studies, and Average 
Reliability (Cronbach’s alpha) across Samples.

Note: R = reverse scored.

VARIABLE EXAMPLES OF INCLUDED VARIABLE NAMES AVERAGE α

Job insecurity Job insecurity, job security (R), job uncertainty, job security satisfaction .83

Career-related attitudes

Career commitment Career commitment, advancement motivation .81

Career satisfaction Career satisfaction, satisfaction with career development, satisfaction with career 
progression, career insecurity (R)

.86

Occupational turnover intentions Occupational turnover intention(s), intention to leave the profession .85

Organizational turnover intentions Turnover intention(s), intention to leave, intention to quit, intention to stay (R), 
intention to remain (R)

.82

Career opportunities Future career success, promotional opportunity, career advancement, perceived 
career opportunities, career opportunity

.83

Willingness to participate in training Willingness to participate in training, intention to participate in training .87

Employability Employability, perceived employability, external employability, alternatives in the 
labor market, perceived labor market opportunities

.84

Career-related behaviors

Job search behavior Job search (behavior), proactive job search (behavior) .89

Knowledge hiding Knowledge hiding, knowledge hiding behavior, knowledge hoarding .87

Knowledge sharing Knowledge sharing, knowledge sharing behavior .85

Career planning Career planning, proactive career planning, career orientation .83

Networking Networking behavior, proactive networking .86

Proactive skill development Proactive skill development, employee development, career enhancing strategies, 
proactivity towards the career

.85

Actual turnover Turnover, actual turnover, voluntary (organizational) turnover .91
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scale could not be identified, or when the authors had 
constructed the scales themselves, we were not able 
to code the type of scale and these studies were left 
out of the moderator analysis. Type of measure was 
assessed by two of the co-authors and if there was an 
inconsistency in judgement it was discussed by all co-
authors until a consensus was reached. Our assessment 
is in line with the categorization in Lee et al. (2018).

META-ANALYTIC PROCEDURES
Bivariate effect sizes
We conducted random-effects meta-analysis (Schmidt 
& Hunter 2015) to calculate mean correlations between 
job insecurity and the career-related outcomes. We used 
the psychmeta package (Dahlke & Wiernik 2019) in R 
to calculate correlations corrected for attenuation and 
sampling error (). When correcting for attenuation, we 
used the reported reliabilities (Cronbach’s alpha) for job 
insecurity and the career-related variables. If reliability 
estimates were not reported, we imputed values by 
selecting random values from the existing information 
(‘full bootstrap’). We computed 95% confidence intervals 
(CI) for each corrected correlation coefficient to indicate 
precision of the estimates. Coefficients for which the 
confidence intervals did not include zero were considered 
significant. We also calculated 80% credibility intervals 
(CR); wide credibility intervals that include zero indicate 
the potential presence of moderators.

Moderator analyses
We explored the data for two à-priori specified 
moderators, study design, with two levels (cross-sectional 
or longitudinal), and type of job insecurity measure, with 
three levels (affective, cognitive, or a combination). 
Because these moderators were specified in advance, 
we conducted sub-group analyses for all variables, 
regardless of whether heterogeneity statistics (such as 
CR, I2 or Q) were significant or whether the main effect 
was significant. However, we did examine these statistics, 
using conventional cut-offs for considering the presence 
of a moderator: the credibility (CR) interval including zero 
(Schmidt & Hunter 2015), I2 above 75 (indicating that 
75% or more of the variance between studies is due to 
heterogeneity rather than chance), and significant Q 
coefficients (indicating whether the studies estimate 
a common population effect size, where a significant 
coefficient indicates heterogeneity). For each variable, 
we calculated the corrected correlation coefficient for 
each sub-group, as well as the difference in correlation 
coefficients between sub-groups, and 95% confidence 
intervals around this difference. A moderator effect 
was considered significant if the confidence interval for 
the difference did not include zero. Moderator analyses 
were conducted for all variables where the subgroups 
consisted of two or more studies.

RESULTS

MAIN EFFECTS
The results of the main effects meta-analyses are shown 
in Table 2. For career-related attitudes, job insecurity 
was negatively associated with career satisfaction and 
career opportunities, as well as perceived employability. 
There was a positive association between job insecurity 
and both occupational and organizational turnover 
intentions. Regarding career-related behaviors, job 
insecurity was negatively related to proactive skill 
development and positively associated with job search 
behaviors and knowledge hiding. There were non-
significant associations between job insecurity and 
two career-related attitudes (career commitment and 
willingness to participate in training), as well as four of 
the career-related behaviors (knowledge sharing, career 
planning, networking behaviors, and actual turnover).

MODERATOR ANALYSES
Study design
The results of the analyses investigating the moderating 
effects of study design can be found in Table 3. For 
career-related attitudes, we found significant differences 
between cross-sectional and longitudinal studies for 
career satisfaction, and occupational and organizational 
turnover intentions. In cross-sectional studies, job 
insecurity was more strongly associated with career 
satisfaction (Q = 1230.13, p = .001, diff = –.29, CI [–0.43, 
–.16], cross-sectional:  = –.61, [−.67, −.56], longitudinal: 
 = –.32, [−.57, −.08]), occupational turnover intention (Q 
= 30.20, p = .001, diff = –.11, CI [0.08, .29], cross-sectional: 
 = .32, [.15, .49], longitudinal:  = .21, [–.30, .72]), and 
organizational turnover intention (Q = 4775.12, p = .001, 
diff = –0.15, CI [–.08, –.22], cross-sectional:  = .40, [.37, 
.43], longitudinal:  = .25, [.18, .31]). Moderator tests 
were also possible for willingness to participate in training 
and employability, but these yielded non-significant 
results. For career-related behaviors, moderator tests 
were possible for job search behavior, knowledge hiding, 
proactive skill development, and actual turnover but the 
associations did not differ significantly between cross-
sectional and longitudinal studies.

Operationalization of job insecurity
The results of the analyses investigating the moderating 
effects of type of job insecurity measure are reported in 
Table 4. Regarding career-related attitudes, we found 
significant differences across the types of job insecurity 
measure for the associations between job insecurity and 
career satisfaction (Q = 1230.13, p = .001), organizational 
turnover intentions (Q = 4772.35, p = .001), and 
employability (Q = 1907.36, p = .001). For career satisfaction, 
cognitive measures had a stronger negative association 
( = –.63, [−0.74, −.52]) than affective ( = –.40, [−0.50, 
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OUTCOME k N r  SDrc 95% CI 80% CR Q I2

Career-related attitudes

Career commitment 10 5,021 –.11 –.16 .32 [–.38, .07] [–.59, .27] 266.88*** 96.63

Career satisfaction 16 122,384 –.50 –.61 .09 [–.66, –.56] [–.74, –.49] 1230.13*** 98.78

Occupational turnover intention 7 2,371 .26 .30 .13 [.18, .42] [.13, .47] 30.20*** 80.13

Organizational turnover intention 152 230,503 .31 .39 .17 [.36, .42] [.18, .60] 4775.12*** 96.84

Career opportunities 16 22,031 –.13 –.15 .22 [–.27, –.03] [–.45, .15] 782.09*** 98.08

Willingness to participate in training 5 5,394 –.01 –.01 .08 [–.11, .09] [–.12, .10] 20.93*** 80.89

Employability 64 95,261 –.12 –.16 .18 [–.20, –.11] [–.38, .07] 1907.36*** 96.70

Career-related behaviors

Job search behaviors 14 10,008 .23 .31 .13 [.23, .39] [.14, .48] 110.24*** 88.21

Knowledge hiding 12 3,919 .34 .39 .16 [.29, .49] [.19, .59] 88.64*** 87.59

Knowledge sharing 5 1,298 .06 .07 .19 [–.17, .31] [–.20, .35] 26.54*** 84.93

Career planning 7 2,759 –.10 –.11 .23 [–.32, .11] [–.43, .22] 81.78*** 92.66

Networking behavior 3 4,562 –.10 –.11 .11 [–.38, .16] [–.31, .08] 26.59*** 92.48

Proactive skill development 13 9,395 –.09 –.11 .16 [–.20, –.01] [–.31, .10] 159.24*** 92.46

Actual turnover 9 2,906 .12 .15 .20 [–.00, .30] [–.11, .41] 67.99*** 88.23

Table 2 Results of Meta-analyses: Main Effects.

Note: k = number of studies contributing to meta-analysis; N = total sample size; r  = mean observed correlation;  = mean true-
score correlation; SDrc = observed standard deviation of corrected correlations (rc); CI = confidence interval around  ; CR = credibility 
interval around . Correlations corrected individually. Q = Cochran’s χ-squared statistic Q (chi-square test of heterogeneity, I2 = 
estimated percent variance not accounted for by sampling error or other artifacts (attributable to moderators and uncorrected 
artifacts); *p < .05, ***p < .001. Bold denotes significant corrected correlations based on the 95% CI not including zero.

OUTCOME k N r  SDrc 95% CI 80% CR DIFF [95% CI]

Career-related attitudes

Career satisfaction –.29 [–.43, –.16]

Cross-sectional 13 121,770 –.50 –.61 .09 [–.67, –.56] [–.74, –.49]

Longitudinal 3 614 –.27 –.32 .10 [–.57, –.08] [–.44, –.21]

Occupational turnover intention .11 [.08, .29]

Cross-sectional 5 1 946 .28 .32 .14 [  .15, .49] [.12, .51]

Longitudinal 2 425 .18 .21 .06 [–.30, .72] [.21, .21]

Organizational turnover intention .15 [.08, .22]

Cross-sectional 138 219,756 .31 .40 .17 [.37, .43] [.19, .61]

Longitudinal 14 10,747 .21 .25 .12 [.18, .31] [.10, .39]

Willingness to participate in training 2 .07 [–.21, .37]

Cross-sectional 3 970   .05   .06 .13 [–.26, .29] [  –.15, .26]

Longitudinal 2 4,424 –.02 –.02 .08 [–.70, .66] [–.24, .20]

Employability .08 [–.08, .24]

Cross-sectional 61 91,663 –.12 –.15 .18 [–.20, –.11] [–.38, .07]

Longitudinal 3 3,598 –.20 –.23 .13 [–.57, .10] [–.48, .01]

Career-related behaviors

Job search behaviors .02 [–.17, .21]

(Contd.)
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−.31], diff = 0.228, CI [.13, .33]), and combined measures 
( = –.27, [−0.42, −.13], diff = –0.36, CI [–0.51, –.20]). For 
organizational turnover intentions, cognitive measures 
had a stronger positive association ( = .49, [.46, .51]) than 
affective ( = 23, [.20, .26], diff = –.25, CI [–.29, –.21]) and 
combined measures ( = .28, [.23, .33], diff = 0.20, CI [.15, 
.26]). In terms of employability, affective measures had a 
stronger negative association ( = –.27, [−.36, −.17]) than 
combined measures ( = –.14, [−.19, −.09], diff = –0.129, 
CI [–.20, –.06]). Cognitive measures were not significantly 
associated with employability. For the remaining variables 
where this moderator was possible to test (career 
commitment and career opportunity) the type of measure 
did not matter for the strength of the associations.

For career-related behaviors, we found significant 
differences across the types of job insecurity measure 
only for the association between job insecurity and 
knowledge hiding (Q = 88.64, p = .001), where combined 
measures had a stronger positive association ( = .42,

 [.30, .54]) than cognitive measures ( = .27,

 

[.09, .45], 
diff = –0.153, CI [–.27, –.03]). There were no studies with 
affective measures. For the remaining career-related 
behaviors where it was possible to test effects of type of 
job insecurity measure (job search behaviors, proactive 
skill development and actual turnover) we did not find 
any significant differences.

DISCUSSION

The present study reported meta-analytic results of the 
relationship between job insecurity and career-related 
attitudinal and behavioral outcomes. We also tested 
whether the associations differed depending on two 

methodological moderators—study design and type of 
job insecurity measure.

JOB INSECURITY AND CAREER-RELATED 
OUTCOMES: MAIN EFFECTS
A summary of the results is shown in Table 5. Among 
the career-related attitudinal outcomes associated 
with job insecurity, our results were largely in line with 
most previous research: we found that job insecurity 
was negatively related to career satisfaction, perceived 
career opportunities, and perceived employability. Job 
insecurity was positively related to both organizational 
and occupational turnover intentions.

Our findings regarding career satisfaction and 
employability are in line with previous meta-analytic 
results that provide evidence for job insecurity’s negative 
relationship to job satisfaction (Cheng & Chan 2008; 
Sverke et al. 2002) and employability (Jiang et al. 2020). 
The negative associations between job insecurity and 
career satisfaction, perceived career opportunities and 
employability suggest that the impact of job insecurity 
may extend beyond the experience of the current job 
position, to broader qualities of individuals’ careers such 
as lower satisfaction with the chosen career and fewer 
perceived career and employability prospects.

Our findings that job insecurity was positively 
related to both occupational and organizational 
turnover intentions match previous meta-analysis 
results (Jiang & Lavaysse 2018). These findings are in 
line with the reasoning that job insecurity may inspire 
re-evaluative coping behaviors; employees in insecure 
jobs want to leave these jobs, and turn their focus away 
from both the current insecure job and the employing 
organization (cf. Hobfoll et al. 2018). Some may even 

OUTCOME k N r  SDrc 95% CI 80% CR DIFF [95% CI]

Cross-sectional 9 4,454 .27 .32 .08 [.26, .38] [.23, .41]

Longitudinal 5 5,554 .20 .30 .19 [.06, .53] [.02, .58]

Knowledge hiding 0.07 [–.24, .38]

Cross-sectional 9 2,908 .36 .41 .14 [  .30, .52] [  .23, .59]

Longitudinal 3 1,011 .30 .34 .23 [–.22, .91] [–.07, .76]

Proactive skill development –0.09 [–.31, .13]

Cross-sectional 8 5 478 –.12 –.15 .11 [–.24, –.06] [–.29, –.01]

Longitudinal 5 3 917 –.05 –.06 .20 [–.31, .19] [–.37, .25]

Actual turnover .15 [–.19, .50]

Cross-sectional 4 878 .21 .25 .27 [–.17, .67] [–.17, .67]

Longitudinal 5 2,028 .08 .10 .14 [–.08, .27] [–.10, .29]

Table 3 Moderator Results of Meta-analyses: Study Design (Cross-sectional, Longitudinal).

Note: k = number of studies contributing to meta-analysis; N = total sample size; r  = mean observed correlation;  = mean true-
score correlation; SDrc = observed standard deviation of corrected correlations (rc); CI = confidence interval around ; CR = credibility 
interval around . Correlations corrected individually. Bold coefficients denote significant differences between sub-groups.
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consider changing occupations due to the uncertainty 
in the current occupation.

In terms of job insecurity’s relationship with career-
related behaviors, we found that job insecurity had 
positive associations with job search behaviors and 
knowledge hiding, and a negative association with 
proactive skill development. Job search behaviors 
may be considered a clear attempt towards direct 
resource replacement (Hobfoll 1989). Those more 
concerned about the future of their job may also re-
evaluate its worth, and engage in coping behaviors 
(job search) that may replace this resource (in other 
words, secure a new job). The positive association 
between job insecurity and knowledge hiding is in line 
with findings from previous studies (Shoss et al. 2023; 
Zhang et al. 2022). Knowledge hiding may be perceived 
as a means of dealing with the threat of job insecurity 
if withholding such knowledge (preserving a resource) 
contributes to individuals’ own careers. Ironically, 
the literature indicates that knowledge hiding holds 
negative outcomes for individuals (Siachou et al. 2021) 
which suggests potential for a negative spiral where 
the threat of job insecurity, met with knowledge hiding, 
over time may negatively affect resources such as 
positive work climate (if colleagues feel betrayed) or 
individual wellbeing (if knowledge hiding associates 
with guilt or shame).

The result indicating that job insecurity relates 
negatively to proactive skill development is in line 
with job insecurity being appraised as a threat. Skill 
development may be deemed as an ineffective strategy 
in a job that has become insecure—with such insecurity 
potentially extending to uncertainty regarding which 
skills would be necessary in the first place. Results 
from Koen and Parker (2020) suggest that whether 
skill development gets expressed through resource 
investment or resource conservation may depend on 
the nature of experienced job insecurity (i.e., chronic vs. 
acute).

In contrast, job search behaviors are actions directed 
at identifying alternative employment opportunities 
(that may be acted upon, or not, but can be exercised 
immediately), while proactive skill development does not 
necessarily take place with the current job as (exclusive) 
reference, but can be future-orientated (examples of 
item wording from the measure described by Strauss 
et al. (2012, p. 598) include ‘future work life’ and ‘future 
positions’). Job search behaviors may be considered 
as more proximal to the experiencing of job insecurity, 
while skill development may be more distal. Koen and 
Parker (2020) noted the lack of distinction between 
immediate and long-term proactive career behaviors in 
the literature. Our results suggest that it would be useful 
to further explore the mechanisms linking job insecurity 

Table 5 Results summary table.

OUTCOME MAIN EFFECTS MODERATOR EFFECTS

 DESIGN MEASURE

Career-related attitudes

Career commitment –.16

Career satisfaction –.61 Cross-sectional stronger than Longitudinal Cognitive stronger than Affective 
and Combined

Occupational turnover intention .30 Cross-sectional stronger than Longitudinal

Organizational turnover intention .39 Cross-sectional stronger than Longitudinal Cognitive stronger than Affective 
and Combined

Career opportunities –.15

Willingness to participate in training –.00

Employability –.16 Affective stronger than Cognitive 
and Combined

Career-related behaviors

Job search behaviors .31

Knowledge hiding .39 Cognitive weaker than Combined

Knowledge sharing .07

Career planning –.11

Networking behavior –.11

Proactive skill development –.11

Actual turnover .15
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to career-related behavioral outcomes, in combination 
with making a distinction between immediate and long-
term behavioral reactions. Koen and Parker’s (2020) 
findings also draw attention to distinguishing between 
chronic and acute job insecurity—with the suggestion 
that proactive coping behavior may be best suited to 
dealing with instances of acute job insecurity.

We have classified job insecurity’s career-related 
outcomes using the categorization of attitudes and 
behaviors as proposed by Sverke et al. (2002). There, 
attitudes and behaviors were proposed to be affected in 
the short and long term, respectively, and this perspective 
is useful when considering the outcomes in the present 
study. For example, we found that job insecurity was 
negatively related to both employability and proactive 
skill development, which may be suggestive of a potential 
loss spiral: Individuals experiencing job insecurity in the 
short term perceive themselves as less employable. 
Failing to invest further resources in the longer term 
(i.e., proactive skill development), their employability 
is undermined further, and concomitantly, their job 
insecurity may increase. The investigation of such a 
spiral would be an interesting area for future longitudinal 
research to explore.

Similarly, it could also be argued that the higher 
levels of job search behaviors and organizational and 
occupational turnover intentions among those reporting 
higher job insecurity indicates a ‘push’ effect in that 
individuals feel forced to act, as opposed to a ‘pull’ 
effect, where individuals voluntarily initiate a change 
in jobs to advance the career. Combined with the 
negative associations between job insecurity and career 
satisfaction and career opportunities, these findings 
suggest that the push effect may extend even beyond 
the current job into the career.

There were, however, several instances where we did 
not find job insecurity to be significantly related with 
attitudinal (career commitment, willingness to participate 
in training) or behavioral outcomes (knowledge sharing, 
career planning, networking behaviors, and actual 
turnover). For most of these associations, few studies (k 
= 10 or fewer) had been conducted, potentially leading 
to low power to identify significant effects. It would be 
useful for future research to continue to explore these 
outcomes to achieve a larger body of evidence in order 
to re-examine these non-significant associations. Future 
primary research could also explore other variables that 
may affect the relationship between job insecurity and 
these outcomes, possibly moderating the relationship, 
which could explain why there was no main effect in the 
current study.

Overall, the pattern of our results is more in line with 
the re-evaluation hypothesis, where individuals re-
appraise and devalue the threatened resource. It would 
also suggest that individuals experiencing job insecurity 
tend to appraise it as a threat in terms of career-related 

outcomes beyond the current job. The lack of support for 
the reinterpretation hypothesis mirrors the noted lack 
of evidence in reviews and tests of job insecurity and 
job-related outcomes (De Witte & Van Hootegem 2021; 
Piccoli, Reisel, & De Witte 2021). A possible explanation 
for this finding comes from research showing that 
threat appraisals require both cognitive and emotional 
resources, whereas challenge appraisals relate only 
to cognitive resource depletion (Palmwood & McBride 
2019). In line with COR, this would suggest that the 
appraisal of job insecurity as a threat consumes more 
resources—implying that fewer resources are available 
for responding. Rather, employees who experience job 
insecurity appear to devalue the career associated with 
the insecure job, or consider leaving the job, or even 
leaving the career.

In experiencing job insecurity, perceptions of 
employability and future career opportunities are also 
negatively affected, which undermines the individual 
agency noted as important for career behaviors in 
contemporary career theories (cf. De Vos et al. 2020; Hirshi 
& Koen 2021): Experiencing job insecurity is associated with 
lowered expectations regarding job and career futures. Job 
insecurity perceptions also appear to be related to further 
resource conservation behaviors in the current job, such as 
being less collaborative by hiding knowledge—a behavior 
that may potentially harm coworkers’ careers if they do 
not get needed knowledge timeously. Where resources are 
invested, it is directed away from the current organization 
through searching for alternative employment, and not 
investing in skill development.

Taken together, these findings lend support to the 
conceiving of job insecurity as the start of a resource 
loss spiral for individuals and their careers. Firstly, the 
COR framework has led us to frame job insecurity as a 
perceived threat that consumes resources which may 
have been invested in mitigating the negative effects of 
such employment uncertainty through career-related 
attitudes and behaviors. Secondly, informing perspectives 
in career theory, where resources are invested, such 
resource investment is not necessarily aligned with the 
organization’s interests.

METHODOLOGICAL MODERATORS
Two moderators were proposed based on previous 
research on how the associations between job insecurity 
and outcomes may differ between studies using different 
designs (cross-sectional or longitudinal) or different 
measures of job insecurity (affective, cognitive, or a 
combination of both).

Study design
The results of the moderator analyses showed that 
there was a stronger negative association between 
job insecurity and career satisfaction in cross-sectional 
studies. The same was true for occupational and 
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organizational turnover intentions, where there was a 
stronger positive association in cross-sectional studies. 
The reasons for the stronger cross-sectional correlation 
could be due to common method variance (cf. Podsakoff 
et al. 2012), but potentially also to the synchronous 
relationship being stronger since the association 
between these particular variables requires only a very 
short timeframe to develop (cf. Taris & Kompier 2014). It 
should be noted that the longitudinal association for both 
these outcome variables was still significant, only weaker. 
The current results are in line with previous findings with 
other outcomes of job insecurity, and suggest that the 
significant associations between job insecurity and the 
outcomes identified in the current study are reasonably 
robust regardless of study design.

Operationalization of job insecurity
For the moderator analyses comparing results from 
studies using affective, cognitive, or combined measures 
of job insecurity, the results showed that affective 
measures of job insecurity were more strongly negatively 
correlated with employability. The association between 
cognitive job insecurity and employability was not 
significant. These results may suggest that employability 
perceptions are more easily impacted by more emotive 
evaluations of the future of one’s job (i.e., affective job 
insecurity). This finding is especially interesting since 
employability is deemed to represent a purely cognitive 
dimension (Van Hootegem et al. 2019), dealing with 
the probability of finding alternative employment in 
the future, and these results could indicate that the 
worry associated with affective job insecurity limits the 
proactive outlook that employability entails.

Cognitive measures returned a stronger average 
association for career satisfaction and organizational 
turnover intentions compared to affective or combined 
measures. The stronger negative association between 
cognitive job insecurity and turnover intentions is in line 
with the meta-analysis by Jiang and Lavaysse (2018) 
and may indicate that the perceived likelihood of job 
loss is more important than one’s worry about job loss 
for inspiring thoughts about leaving the organization. The 
stronger negative association for career satisfaction may 
suggest that cognitive processes precede evaluations of 
prospects and one’s satisfaction with these.

Knowledge hiding was more strongly related to job 
insecurity in studies using combined measures that 
included both affective and cognitive components, 
as compared to measures comprising only cognitive 
job insecurity. There were no studies available using 
measures of only affective job insecurity, but this result 
may still suggest that affective job insecurity could 
be important in studying the relationship between job 
insecurity and knowledge hiding, as the combination 
of measures had the strongest association. Stronger 
associations for combined measures were found for 

a number of outcomes of job insecurity in the meta-
analysis by Jiang and Lavaysse (2018), but they did not 
include knowledge hiding.

Most of the significant main-effect correlations 
were significant regardless of type of measure, but the 
magnitude varied. This may indicate that while the type 
of measure will yield slightly different results, the patterns 
of results will be are similar regardless of scale used. This, 
in turn, may indicate that job insecurity is a higher-order 
construct that is reflected in both affective and cognitive 
dimensions, but perhaps to different extents (cf. Klug 
et al. 2024). Research that allows for a more in-depth 
comparison of the different types of measures and the 
structure of the underlying constructs, for example by 
using several types of scales in the same sample, would 
be useful to provide further insight into the implications 
of using different operationalizations of job insecurity.

LIMITATIONS
Although the meta-analysis technique is a robust and 
powerful tool for integrating and summarizing results 
from several individual studies, there are a number of 
potential sources of error that need to be addressed. 
An obvious limitation is that the literature search may 
have missed studies that should have been included in 
the meta-analysis. Different studies use different names 
and operationalizations of the variables, which may 
have meant that some studies were not identified if 
other variable names were used than those included in 
the search terms. However, our search terms were quite 
inclusive, making the risk of missing studies fairly low.

Another potential source of error is that we chose not to 
include unpublished studies, which may have inflated the 
corrected coefficients in our study, as it can be suspected 
that studies with significant results are published to a 
greater extent than studies with non-significant results, 
the so-called ‘publication bias’ (Schmidt & Hunter 2015). 
However, there are suggestions and empirical studies 
showing that this source of error may be negligible, since 
studies (e.g., Bellefontaine & Lee 2014; Dalton et al. 2012; 
Remus, Nahrgang, & Morgeson 2007) have shown that 
there are only small or no differences in the strength of 
relationships between studied variables in published as 
compared to unpublished studies. Further, we chose to 
include only peer-reviewed studies to ensure the quality 
of the data used as a basis for this meta-analysis.

Even though we theoretically argue that job insecurity 
is an antecedent of the career-related outcomes, the 
present study is limited in its possibility of supporting 
conclusions about the direction of the relationship 
between job insecurity and the various outcomes. 
Causal inferences are not supported by the current study 
design, as the meta-analysis only investigated bivariate 
relationships between the variables, which does not 
provide information about the temporal direction of the 
relationships. However, we have based our proposed 
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directionality on theoretical arguments as well as cross-
lagged longitudinal studies and reviews (e.g., De Witte et 
al. 2016; Hellgren & Sverke 2003) that provide supporting 
evidence that job insecurity experiences precede various 
outcomes. We also examined the robustness of the 
associations by comparing the strength of associations 
in cross-sectional studies to those found in longitudinal 
studies, and in many cases the associations did not differ 
significantly, supporting job insecurity as a predictor of 
the outcomes in the current study.

RESEARCH AGENDA
While turnover intentions is a well-researched outcome 
of job insecurity (as evidenced by the 151 correlations 
included in the analysis), research on the remaining 
career-related outcomes in this meta-analysis is still 
scarce as evidenced by the relatively low (k = 10 or lower) 
number of correlations for several of the outcomes. 
Our results indicate that job insecurity potentially can 
interfere with attitudes and behaviors that support 
ongoing career development. Given the importance 
of continuous learning and competency development 
to the global labor market (Van Hootegem et al. 2023; 
World Economic Forum 2023), it is imperative that more 
research should be conducted on such outcomes to 
understand what factors may prevent or mitigate the 
negative impact of job insecurity. Potentially, the career-
related consequences of job insecurity may be prevented 
by some intervention in the current job. Organizations 
may play an important role here. For example, the 
intervention-based results of Westman et al. (2004) 
suggest that when employees experience job insecurity, 
there is an opportunity for the organization to step in 
and enhance resources in order to prevent resource loss 
spirals.

The moderator analysis comparing different 
operationalizations of job insecurity indicate that for 
several outcomes the associations differ depending 
on the type of measure used. This indicates that it 
is important to consider which type of measure to 
use when studying job insecurity in relation to these 
outcomes. However, for a number of outcomes the 
associations did not appear to differ depending on the 
type of measure, suggesting that either type of measure 
can be used and similar results obtained. To clarify this 
issue further, additional research building on Jiang and 
Lavaysse (2018), and testing the possible temporal 
precedence of cognitive job insecurity over affective 
job insecurity would be useful in better understanding 
how the types of job insecurity operationalizations are 
related.

As shown by the moderator analyses for study design, 
there is also a need for more longitudinal studies in this 
field of research. Evidence for the temporal direction of 
the relationships between job insecurity and a number of 
outcome variables is still lacking (Klug et al. 2020). While 

theoretical arguments make a good case for job insecurity 
being a predictor in many cases, such arguments require 
further empirical testing and support. Research using 
longitudinal designs that allow for such relationships to 
be tested would be useful to further our understanding 
about the mechanisms linking job insecurity to career-
related outcomes. We can only echo the calls from 
other researchers (Koen & Parker 2020; Urbanaviciute 
et al. 2024) regarding drawing the distinction between 
short- and long-term consequences of JI and particularly 
career-related outcomes. Where we did find evidence 
of a moderating effect, relationships were still present, 
albeit weaker over time.

Studies that examine the associations from both a 
between- and within-person perspective will be useful 
as this will enable the study of how changes in job 
insecurity relate to changes in outcome variables (cf. 
Doden et al. 2023). Much of the job insecurity research 
to date has focused on between-persons differences, 
but it is plausible that within-persons designs can add to 
our understanding of how job insecurity and its relation 
to career-related outcomes changes over time. Using 
more intensive longitudinal designs to explore whether 
there are meaningful differences at different levels of 
analysis would further contribute to our understanding 
of how job insecurity reactions develop over time. Such 
designs would also allow the investigation of the loss 
spirals which our results suggest may be related to job 
insecurity experiences.

Job loss—the potential conclusion of job insecurity—
would present a negative career shock (Akkermans et 
al. 2018). In this study, we have argued that even the 
perceived threat of job loss, that is, acute job insecurity, 
can be a negative career shock in itself. COR theory 
suggests that the threat of resource loss, for instance, 
experienced job insecurity in anticipation of potential job 
loss, can be a source of individual stress. This experience 
of a ‘disruption’ or ‘threat to continuance’ is something 
that the definitions of job insecurity and career shocks 
have in common. Also, both definitions emphasize that 
the status quo is disrupted by events outside of the 
individuals’ control. What is different in their definitions 
is that career shocks would trigger thoughts specifically 
related to the career going forth, while job insecurity 
has consequences for attitudes and behaviors related 
both to the current job – and as reflected in our findings, 
also to careers. While job insecurity may not necessarily 
trigger deliberate career reflection, as suggested in the 
career shock definition; it may instead trigger emotional 
or behavioral responses. This is especially of relevance 
when the insecurity is prolonged or inherent to the nature 
of the job, as is the case when job insecurity is a chronic 
experience, for instance in precarious employment. 
In that context, and seen from the perspective of 
sustainable career theory, job insecurity is not solely 
an agentic issue but one shaped by contextual factors 
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and boundaries, which in turn influence the resources 
individuals have access to. In this study, COR theory 
has been applied here together with sustainable career 
theory to explain the mechanisms for how individuals’ 
limited resources are invested as they strive to attain or 
regain a good person–career fit while experiencing job 
insecurity.

The timespan of the studies included in this meta-
analysis is over 40 years. Over this period, working 
life and career paths have undergone large-scale 
transformations, related to technological advancements 
and changes in how and where work is done. The 
investigation of how technological changes relate to job 
insecurity perceptions and coping is an important area for 
future research. For example, the impact of remote and 
hybrid work on job insecurity reactions is an important 
area of investigation, as is the role of open artificial 
intelligence in changing how work is done and by whom.

CONCLUSION

This meta-analysis has shown that job insecurity is 
negatively related to several career-related attitudinal 
and behavioral outcomes. Job insecurity appears to 
inspire a pessimistic outlook on the future as well as a 
defensive approach, where individuals protect their 
resources, or invest resources aimed at leaving the 
current job rather than explore the proactive seeking out 
of new resources. Such an approach may have important 
negative consequences for individuals, their careers 
and organizations. Future research should continue to 
explore these outcomes in the context of the current 
technological changes at work.
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