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Abstract: 

Admittedly, women have a more precarious situation on the job market than men, which 

would suggest that they feel more insecure. However, literature on subjective job insecurity 

(JI) is contradictory about the effect of gender on JI. This could be explained by both 

individual characteristics and labour market gendered segregation – the companies in which 

women and men work do not have the same characteristics, particularly in terms of strategy 

and workforce management. Previous literature on JI rarely addresses this phenomenon. We 

propose to better understand the “gender face” of subjective JI combining individual and 

organizational characteristics. We utilize data from the 2017 REPONSE survey and 

generalized linear models, notably multi-level models. Our findings reveal that, although 

women hold more precarious jobs, they work in more protective organizations. Consequently, 

while women report an average lower level of JI, this difference disappears when controlling 

for individual and organizational variables. 
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Introduction 

Regardless of their triggers and manifestations, economic crises rekindle the fear of losing 

one’s job in a climate of increased uncertainty. For more than thirty years, social scientists 

have sought to understand the details of what they have formalized around the concept of job 

insecurity (JI). In particular, several of them call for a distinction to be made between 

objective and subjective JI: the first refers to the degree of actual job insecurity (the 

precarious nature of the employment contract); the second refers to “the perception of 

contingency in employment” (Choonara, 2019). There is some evidence to support the notion 

that subjective JI has different and potentially stronger detrimental effects than objective JI (or 

even than effective job loss) on individual health and well-being (Burchell, 2010; Hellgren & 

Sverke, 2003), on employees’ attitude and behaviors, as well as on organizational climate and 

performance (De Witte & Näswall, 2003; Lozza et al., 2013; Hebling & Kanji, 2018; Ma et 

al., 2019). Despite the abundant literature devoted to identifying causes and effects of 

subjective JI, conclusions still remain controversial on some points, especially on the 

antecedents of JI (Keim et al., 2014). 

The sex variable1 has been widely tested in JI studies, but conclusions are divergent (Jiang 

& Lavaysse, 2018; Lee et al., 2018; Probst et al., 2014; Shoss, 2017). One explanation could 

be that JI is measured in various ways; another explanation could be that the sex variable is 

itself linked to other factors, particularly at the individual and organizational levels. It has 

been empirically shown that women are more represented than men in some types of jobs, in 

some employment contracts, in some industry sectors, and so forth (e.g., Jackson (2004) in 

Canada; Milewski et al. (2005) in France). More precisely, the gender occupational 

segregation phenomenon refers to the fact that women are more likely to work in precarious 

conditions than their male counterparts (Young, 2010): this would suggest that women’s 

subjective JI would be higher than men’s. Empirical research on JI is not conclusive on this 

point, however. The corollary of occupational segregation is that the companies in which 

women and men work do not have the same characteristics, particularly in terms of strategy 

and workforce management: these characteristics, in turn, are likely to have an influence on 

subjective JI. Multi-level statistical analyses are needed in order to better grasp the individual 

and organizational factors leading to subjective JI (Moullet & Salibekyan, 2019; Renkema et 

al., 2016). 

In the same way that Gallie et al. have studied the “hidden face” of JI (Gallie et al., 2017), 

we thus propose to better understand the “gender face” of subjective JI. To do so, we selected 
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a set of data from the database of the extensive REPONSE2 survey conducted by the French 

Ministry of Labour and Employment in 2017. The French context seems interesting to analyse 

since it is at an intermediate level in terms of gender equality at work (European Institute for 

Gender Equality, 2019) but at a high level in terms of JI (Erlinghagen, 2007).  

We bring new evidence about the relative weight of sex and other variables in explaining 

subjective JI differentials. If only individual variables are included in the model, women have 

a lower JI, and when organizational variables are added to the model, this difference 

disappears. Among the organizational variables, organizational performance and, even more 

so, workforce management are significant. Gender differences do exist on both levels, and the 

organizational level explains almost one-fifth of the variation of subjective JI. This leads us to 

question the “gender role theory” arguments that are generally used to explain the gender 

differential in JI, as we show that this differential disappears when taking into account the 

organizational level. 

In the next sections, our research proposal based on a short review of the literature is 

developed (I); our research approach, our data and our statistical procedures are then 

presented (II); the results of our multi-level analyses are detailed (III) and discussed in light of 

the existing literature (IV). Finally, some implications that this research may have for 

managers and public authorities are identified. 

 

I. Literature review and research proposal 

I.1. JI: multiple definitions, causes and effects 

The concept of JI has begun to attract the attention of a growing number of researchers, 

gradually replacing the concept of “job security” as the unemployment rate increased 

significantly, and as employment became more precarious (Sverke et al., 2006). However, this 

idea of growing precariousness seems less simple than it is usually presented, and it requires 

detailed analyses that take into account contextual and institutional factors as well as 

individual factors (Choonara 2019, 2020). Hence the need to distinguish between on the one 

side the broad term of “precariousness” which designates “an experiential state that 

permeates the entire lives of individuals” (a vision developed by several French sociologists 

in the late 90s) and, on the other side, “employment precarity”, which refers to an actual 

situation of precarious employment (Bourdieu, 1997).  

These thoughts are reflected in numerous debates on the definition of JI, its various 

dimensions and, consequently, on the means of grasping or measuring it. Previous research 



  5 

tends to prove that objective employment precarity does not automatically result in perceived 

JI (De Witte & Naswall, 2003; Klandermans et al, 2010; Lozza et al., 2013, 2020; Felstead et 

al. 2018). For their part, Hebling & Kanji (2018) conclude that subjective JI has detrimental 

effects on various levels, whether or not individuals are in objectively precarious situations. 

This explains why the vast majority of academic empirical studies about JI are focused on 

subjective JI3. However, since Greenlagh and Rosenblatt’s seminal article (1984), despite an 

abundance of research, no consensus definition has been reached (Cheng & Chan, 2008; 

Probst et al., 2014; Sverke et al., 2006). Shoss (2017) proposes a definition of JI that 

implicitly encompasses its subjective dimension and emphasizes three generally admitted 

points: (1) the existence of a threat, (2) a subjective experience and (3) the prediction of a 

future event.  

 

The growing body of non-convergent academic literature has prompted some researchers 

to undertake useful meta-analyses (Cheng & Chan, 2008; Jiang & Lavaysse, 2018; Keim et 

al., 2014; Lee et al., 2018) and more traditional literature reviews as well (Probst et al., 2014; 

Sverke et al., 2006) about the antecedents of JI. Three categories of factors may influence JI: 

contextual or environmental factors (such as law, unemployment rate, and economic crisis); 

organizational factors (such as performances, implementation of changes, layoffs 

announcements, and union activism); and individual factors (such as demographic 

characteristics, personality, type of contract, and self-esteem) (Shoss, 2017; Sverke et al., 

2006). 

Among the antecedents usually included, organizational antecedents remain 

underexplored. Notable exceptions must be mentioned: Gallie et al. (2017) place emphasis on 

the organizational context (advanced technology, HRM practices, organizational 

restructuring, and the degree of employees’ participation) and explore the effects on job 

tenure insecurity and on job status insecurity; Kinnunen et al. (2000) also include the 

managers’ role, corporate communication, or type of restructuring practices. In their literature 

review, Probst et al. (2014), for their part, highlight the role of organizational factors, 

mentioning organizational change (layoff announcement, restructuring, merger or acquisition, 

to name a few), job technology changes, organizational performance. More globally, they 

insist on the intricate set of socioeconomic, individual and organizational factors that may 

influence JI, and advocate for the use of multi-level approaches, which can lead to a better 

understanding of the explanatory mechanisms of JI. 
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I.2. Gender and JI: empirical and theoretical debates 

Statistical studies have long proved that female employees do not work in the same kinds 

of jobs as men, especially regarding the degree of precariousness of work, the use of 

employment contracts and the degree of qualification. This phenomenon is referred to as 

gender occupational segregation and has been extensively studied since the massive entry of 

women into the labour market (Glass, 1990; Stier & Yaish, 2014): men and women do not 

have equal opportunities and women face difficulties in their careers. This would suggest that 

women feel more insecure in their jobs. 

However, scholars have not reached any consensus about the role of gender in explaining 

JI (Shoss, 2017). Some authors show that JI is higher for women than for men (Mauno & 

Kinnunen, 2002; Stier & Yaish, 2014), whereas others show that gender has no effect on JI 

(Esser & Olsen, 2012; Gallie et al., 2017). Conversely, many studies find that women report 

lower JI (Charles & James, 2003; Gaunt & Benjamin, 2007; Keim et al., 2014; McGuinness & 

Wooden, 2009). We therefore endorse the suggestion by Adekiya (2018), who calls for 

further investigations of gender as an antecedent of JI.  

 

It is noticeable that, while gender matters both at the individual and organizational levels, 

previous research has focused mainly on the individual level. Notably, in this debate, some 

scholars refer to the preference approaches (Hakim, 2006), which focuses on the individual 

level and posits that women prefer to be engaged in occupations that compensate poorer 

employment conditions with other characteristics such as job security, autonomy, time 

flexibility, and high interest. This is grounded in social identity or gender role theories. To put 

it briefly, social identity theory postulates that, overall, men value their job more than women 

because their professional life is a more central dimension of their identity, hence men have a 

tendency to be more sensitive to the threat of losing their job. The gender role theory (Gaunt 

& Benjamin, 2007) also supports the idea that “traditional men experience greater JI than 

traditional women” but that “egalitarian men and women exhibit similar degrees of JI”, 

where “traditional” is defined as individuals who accept and/or reproduce gendered 

differences. Gender role theories also argue that women feel more concerned about work 

conditions and work content, whereas men are more preoccupied by financial rewards 

(compensation and promotions). Beyond the preference approaches, some other individual 

determinants can also influence perceived JI. First, women and men differ in their educational 

attainment: while men have historically received more education than women, this gap has 
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reversed in the recent decades (Van Bavel et al., 2018), knowing that educational attainment 

tends to decrease JI (Moullet & Salibekyan, 2019; Näswall & De Witte, 2003). Despite this 

higher educational attainment, women still face more precarity in their professional lives 

(Stier & Yaish, 2014). They are overrepresented in fixed-term contract or temporary positions 

(Steinþórsdóttir et al., 2019) and in part-time jobs (Young, 2010). The effect of fixed-term 

positions on JI is uncertain. Some studies show that this type of precarity tends to increase JI 

(Gallie et al., 2017; Näswall & De Witte, 2003), whereas others underline non-significant 

effects (Greenhalgh & Rosenblatt, 2010). Part-time jobs are shown to increase JI (Gallie et al., 

2017; Keim et al., 2014). Women are underrepresented among managers and executives, and 

are promoted less or have less access to training (Gorman & Kmec, 2009). Yet, the level of 

responsibility and access to training tend to decrease JI (Stier & Yaish, 2014; Moullet & 

Salibekyan, 2019). Women are also generally less inclined to join trade unions, although this 

trend is changing (De Witte, 2017; Kirton, 2017). The literature is uncertain about the role of 

unionization: in the US, the presence of unions in organizations is seen as a protection against 

precarious employment (Young, 2010), whereas in France, it increases JI (Moullet & 

Salibekyan, 2019). To sum up, the majority of those individual factors seem to converge on 

the fact that women would report a higher JI. However, as underlined above, in a lot of 

studies, women declare a lower JI (Keim et al., 2014; McGuinness & Wooden, 2009). 

 

At the organizational level, occupational gender segregation also results in the fact that the 

companies in which women and men work do not have the same characteristics, particularly 

in terms of strategy and workforce management (Cha, 2013; Charles, 2005; Stier & Yaish, 

2014). This can explain a part of the gender differential of JI: “Gender differences in work 

experiences might often be overestimated because other important structural factors (e.g., 

working organization, occupational segregation or socioeconomic status) are not controlled 

in the analyses” (Mauno & Kinnunen, 2002, p. 309). For example, in most developed 

countries, women are overrepresented in the public sector (Llorens et al., 2008) or in sectors 

such as personal care, retail or housekeeping (Charles & James, 2003). This may result in 

differences in organizational performance and strategy and in workforce management (for 

example, whether there have been workforce reductions in the past): women and men may not 

be present in organizations with the same strategy or the same workforce management. This 

may explain part of the gender differences in JI. Previous research has already outlined that 

these organizational variables can influence JI. Notably, organizational performance tends to 

decrease JI (Debus et al., 2014; Probst et al., 2014; Shoss, 2017), whereas changes tend to 
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increase JI (Gallie et al., 2017). Workforce management, notably past employment reduction 

and recourse to temporary contracts, tends to increase JI (De Cuyper et al., 2009; Gallie et al., 

2017; Shoss, 2017).  

I.3. Research proposal 

We suggest that organizational dimensions may contribute to the gender differential of JI, 

and that gender role theories and men’s so-called breadwinner identity should be questioned 

as valuable justifications, especially since it is undoubtedly less relevant today due to social 

and societal changes. In line with Muñoz de Bustillo & de Pedraza (2010), we assume that 

women are not less or more insecure per se but that the entanglement between their situation 

in the labour market and the characteristics of the organizations where they are employed 

makes them feel less or more insecure.  

We thus propose a multi-level research model that encompasses both individual and 

organizational variables in an attempt to clarify the debate about gender and JI. We 

hypothesize that individual variables are not sufficient to explain the gendered differential of 

JI, although these variables reduce this differential. Our expectation is that additional 

organizational variables (about workplace performance, corporate strategy, and workforce 

management) help explain this gendered differential. Arguably, we do not need either the 

gender role theory or the social identity theory mentioned above —or more generally the idea 

that women and men react differently to the same situations—to explain the gendered 

differential. 

II. Method 

II.1. Data 

The data used in this study were drawn from the French REPONSE survey conducted in 

2017 by the French Ministry of Labour and Employment, a nationally representative survey 

of French workplaces with 10 or more employees (excluding public sector), inspired by the 

British survey Workplace Employment Relations Survey (WERS). This survey is interesting 

because it combines data at the individual level (questionnaire conducted with employees) 

with data at the organizational level (questionnaire conducted with employers or HR 

managers). For each workplace, there are several answers at the employee level and one only 

answer at the organizational level. The results can be extrapolated by using employee weights, 

as the sample is a stratified random sample with weights. 
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The survey covers a wide range of topics (work conditions, job satisfaction, HR function, 

social climate, …). The whole sample size was 21,413 employees. After deleting non-

responses for the main variables of interest, we obtained a sample of 16,367 employees (7,143 

females and 9,224 males). Appendix A1 gives more details about the missing data. 

II.2. Measures and variables 

JI was measured thanks to a single question: “Do you think there is any chance at all of 

you losing your job in the next 12 months?”, similar to the one used by other researchers 

(Gallie et al., 2017). Respondents could rate it on a Likert scale (1: “high risk”—4: “zero 

risk”). The usual estimation strategy used in this case is the ordered probit or logit estimator 

(Gallie et al., 2017). Other research uses a dichotomous variable (Erlinghagen, 2007; Esser & 

Olsen, 2012). However, a traditional multiple linear regression estimator can be used once the 

dependent variable has been transformed into a “pseudo-continuous” variable, following Van 

Praag’s approach (Van Praag & Ferrer-i-Carbonell, 2006). This probit OLS (POLS) approach 

is useful for at least two reasons. First, the estimated coefficients can be interpreted as 

marginal effects (unlike ordered probit estimators). Second, the percentage of variation that is 

attributable to the higher-level source of variation (in our case, the organizational level) only 

makes sense for simple variance components, notably when the response is continuous 

(Goldstein et al., 2002). This strategy has been used in several studies about JI (Moullet & 

Salibekyan, 2019; Origo & Pagani, 2009) and is explained in detail in a technical appendix 

provided by Origo and Pagani (2009)4. Hence, after inverting the order of the responses (1: 

“zero risk”—4: “high risk”) to make the results more easily readable, we transformed our 

variable into a pseudo-continuous variable following Van Praag’s approach (Van Praag & 

Ferrer-i-Carbonell, 2006). The choice to use only one question can be debated (Kinnunen et 

al., 2014; Probst et al., 2014; Rose, 2003). However, this decision corresponds to the choice 

made in some studies about JI (Erlinghagen, 2007; Esser & Olsen, 2012; McGuinness & 

Wooden, 2009).  

 

At the individual level, this study analysed several variables that were supposed to affect 

JI and to differ between female and male populations: education (in the French educational 

system, in increasing order: no educational qualification, brevet, CAP-BEP, Bac/high school 

diploma, Bac+2, Bac+3-4/undergraduate diploma, Bac+4/graduate); type of contract 

(permanent contract, fixed-term employment, other-interim, etc.), which refers to the 

objective dimension of job insecurity; part-time contract (full-time, part-time); function 
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(production, maintenance, accounting/finance, R&D, other); occupational category 

(specialized worker, skilled worker, employee, technician, engineer/manager, other); 

promotion during the last 3 years (yes, no); training funded by the employer during the last 3 

years (yes, no); union membership (yes, no but I have been once, no never); and union 

representative (yes, no, purposeless because the workplace does not have employee 

representatives). 

Some control variables supposed to affect JI were added: age (in years) and workplace 

tenure (in years). We also controlled for the type of employment (ordinary employment vs. 

student employment such as internship or apprenticeship) because, even if internships are 

fixed-term contracts, they do not represent the same level of precariousness as fixed-term 

contracts for workers (non-students). 

The detailed list of individual variables is presented in Table A2 in appendix, together 

with some descriptive statistics. 

 

At the organizational level, variables assumed to affect JI and to differ according male and 

female distribution within organizations were included. A first set of variables was selected to 

account for corporate performance, changes and strategy: evolution of the business volume 

during the last three years (highly increasing, increasing, stable, decreasing, highly 

decreasing); difficulty anticipating the evolution of the business volume (very difficult, 

difficult, easy, very easy). The variable selected to identify changes was unusual variation of 

the business in 2016 (yes: an increase, yes: a decrease, no). The variables corresponding to 

corporate strategy were selected as follows: main dimension of the strategy (prices, 

innovation, product quality, service quality, other, purposeless); main determining factor of 

services’ and products’ prices (market, clients, production costs, competitors’ prices, 

administrative rules, other, purposeless). These variables referred to an assumption drawn 

from the economics of conventions that identifies several “worlds of production” referring to 

“different rationalities of profitability”, to different “work conventions” (Storper & Salais, 

1997), and arguably to specific employment relationships that may in turn influence JI. They 

complemented information about companies’ sectors, given that sector influences JI due to 

differences in labour market conditions (Gallie et al., 2017). The second set of variables 

concerned workforce management: evolution of the permanent workforce (increasing, stable, 

decreasing); recourse to temporary contract (yes, no); recourse to a job protection plan (yes, 

no); recourse to voluntary redundancy plan (yes, no); recourse to collective dismissals (yes, 

no); recourse to contractual terminations (yes, no); and recourse to partial unemployment 
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(yes, no). Finally, some control variables were also added: workforce (number of employees) 

in the company and in the workplace precisely; sector; and social climate (quiet, quite quiet, 

quite tense, tense). 

The full list of organizational variables is presented in Table A3 in appendix, together with 

some descriptive statistics. 

II.3. Statistical procedure 

Given the pseudo-continuous nature of the indicator chosen, multiple linear regression was 

privileged. In addition, in order to incorporate both individual and organizational levels, we 

used two strategies. The first one consisted of adding fixed effects at the organizational level 

(each workplace represents a parameter to estimate). The second consisted of using 

hierarchical (multi-level) multiple linear regression, as suggested in previously published 

research (Debus et al., 2014; Probst et al., 2014; Stier & Yaish, 2014). Stier & Yaish (2014) 

advocate for the use of multi-level modelling for researchers who wish to explain gender 

differences in job quality (here, JI) by individual and occupational (here, organizational) 

characteristics. More generally, Renkema et al. (2016) underline that multi-level modelling is 

very useful when phenomena can be explained both at the individual and at the organizational 

level. Specifically, our study was based on two levels of analysis: individuals are embedded in 

organizations. Multi-level model effects allowed us to determine the percentage of variation 

explained by our models at the organizational level (Goldstein et al., 2002) and were an 

efficient means to combine two levels of analysis within the same framework (Smyth & 

Steinmetz, 2008). We used SAS software and the mixed procedure. Thus, we tested 3 models: 

1) multiple linear regression with individual variables and fixed effects at the organizational 

level; 2) hierarchical (multi-level) linear regression with only the individual variables; and 3) 

hierarchical (multi-level) linear regression with the individual and organizational variables. 

We did not add interaction effects with sex in our models, although this has often been 

done in previous research (Adekiya, 2018; Gaunt & Benjamin, 2007). Indeed, as mentioned in 

our research proposal, the main rationale of this study was to show that we did not need either 

the gender role theory or the social identity theory mentioned above —or more generally the 

idea that women and men react differently to the same situations—to explain the gender 

differential of JI. That is why we chose not to use interaction effects, which would have been 

useful if we had used a theoretical framework stating that women and men react differently to 

the same factors.  



  12 

III. Main results 

III.1. Descriptive statistics 

First, t-tests and chi-square tests were used to tests identify the main differences between 

the female and male samples. Table A4 in appendix presents the full list of individual 

variables, indicating whether there is a significant difference between females and males. 

Significant differences between women and men were identified for all the individual 

variables. These differences were consistent with the literature. Women were overall more 

educated than men. They were also more likely to have precarious jobs and less likely to have 

managerial responsibilities, and to be promoted and trained. They were also less unionised. 

Besides, women reported lower JI. Thus, this corresponds to a paradox: women report lower 

JI whereas they face more precarious employment conditions, which tend to increase JI. For 

example, in our sample, part-time employees reported a higher JI than full-time employees, 

and the employees who had been promoted or trained reported a lower JI than the other ones 

(Appendix, Table A6). However, this could be due to the function or the occupational 

category. Indeed, the highest level of JI was found for the occupational category “Specialized 

worker”, where women were less present than men. This led us to use organizational variables 

to understand this paradox.    

 

Table A5 in appendix presents the full list of organizational variables, indicating whether 

there is a significant difference between females and males. There existed significant 

differences between women and men for all the organizational variables, except the recourse 

to contractual terminations and the size of the company workforce. Women were less present 

in companies that faced economic difficulties (business volume decreasing, unusual decrease 

of the business) and where it was difficult to anticipate the evolution of the business volume. 

They were also more present in businesses whose strategy was based on the service quality 

and where pricing was based on administrative rules. They were less present in businesses 

that tended to reduce their workforce. Finally, women were more present in teaching and 

health and less present than men in industry. Those sex differences can explain part of the 

paradox mentioned above. Indeed, employees working in companies that faced economic 

difficulties (where men were overrepresented) reported higher JI, as well as employees 

working in companies that had reduced their workforce management in the last years, where 

men were also overrepresented (Appendix, Table A6). One of the highest levels of JI was 

found in the industry sector, where women were less present than men. 
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Thus, the paradox mentioned above (i.e., women report a lower JI whereas they face more 

precarious employment conditions) could be explained by the organizational level. We used 

several models to investigate this avenue. 

III.2. Models 

We estimated 3 models. Model 1 is a multiple linear regression model with individual 

explanatory and control variables and fixed effects at the organizational level, which aim is to 

estimate the effect of sex on JI after controlling for individual characteristics but also 

organizational level. Model 2 is a multi-level multiple linear regression model with only 

individual variables. Model 3 is a multi-level multiple linear regression model with individual 

and organizational variables. Multi-level models allowed us to measure the weight of the 

organizational level but also to give unbiased estimates for the effects of the individual and 

organizational variables. The differences of results between the three models could help us 

understand better the effect of gender and the contradictory results given by the academic 

literature. The results are reported in Table 1. 

 

TABLE 1 here 

 

In Model 1, sex was not a significant explanatory variable when controlling for the 

organizational level (as a fixed effect) and for individual variables. Concerning the other 

explanatory individual variables, fixed-term contracts increased JI whereas temporary 

employment decreased it. The absence of promotion and training increased JI, and union 

membership increased it. Those results seem consistent with part of the academic literature 

(Gallie et al., 2017; Moullet & Salibekyan, 2019; Näswall & De Witte, 2003). However, this 

model did not indicate whether the non-significance of sex was due to the fact that we 

controlled for individual variables, or to the fact that we controlled for both individual 

variables and organizational level. That is why we estimated models 2 and 3. 

Model 2 gives results that are partly consistent with the literature concerning the effects of 

individual variables. The absence of training and promotion increased JI, as well as union 

membership. Fixed-term contract increased JI. However, part-time, function, occupational 

category, and temporary employment did not significantly influence JI; these findings are 

contrary to some studies (Gallie et al., 2017; Näswall & De Witte, 2003) but in line with 

Greenhalgh & Rosenblatt (2010) and more recently Choonara (2019, 2020). Despite the 

explanatory and control variables, sex was a significant variable: women reported lower JI 
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than men. The share of organization-specific variation is approximately 19 % after controlling 

for the individual variables. This indicates a relatively strong effect of the organizational level 

on JI and encourages us to explore more thoroughly the effects of organizational variables. 

Besides, the fact that sex has a significant effect shows that individual variables are not 

sufficient to explain differences in JI between women and men. 

Model 3 gives results that are consistent with the literature concerning the effects of 

organizational variables. Employees working in companies that faced difficulties (decreasing 

business volume) reported higher JI, which is consistent with previous research (Debus et al., 

2014; Probst et al., 2014; Shoss, 2017). The effects concerning changes (difficulty to 

anticipate and unusual variation of the business) and concerning company strategy were not 

significant, whereas those for workforce management were. In companies that had reduced 

their workforce during the preceding years, employees reported higher JI, which is in line 

with previous research (De Witte et al., 2010; Gallie et al., 2017; Shoss, 2017). Sex did not 

have a significant effect: women and men did not report different levels of JI after controlling 

for the organizational characteristics linked to performance, strategy and workforce 

management. This means that the fact that women reported lower JI (descriptive statistics and 

model 2) could be partly explained by the organizational level and the fact that they worked in 

more protective organizations than men, as shown with the descriptive statistics.  

IV. Concluding discussion 

Our findings highlight that, on average, women report lower JI than men. Adding 

individual variables is not enough to remove or explain this gender difference (model 2). 

However, adding a fixed effect for the organizational level (model 1) or organizational 

variables (model 3) shows that sex is no longer a significant predictor of JI. Among the 

organizational variables, organizational performance and workforce management are 

significant, whereas company strategy is not. 

These results shed light on the contradictory results observed in the literature on gender 

and JI (Shoss, 2017). The central argument of our research was based on occupational 

segregation, reflected in the fact that the companies in which women and men work do not 

have the same characteristics, particularly in terms of strategy and workforce management. 

We assumed that this could explain part of the gender differential. Our evidence provides 

support for this assumption, as the sex variable is no longer a significant predictor of JI when 

adding the organizational level as a fixed effect or organizational explanatory variables. This 
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is consistent with studies that find no differences between women’s and men’s JI (Esser & 

Olsen, 2012; Gallie et al., 2017). Overall, we show that JI is simultaneously explained by 

individual variables and organizational variables, and that there are gender differences on both 

levels. In other words, our findings reveal that, although women hold more precarious jobs, 

they work in more stable and more protective organizations, which ultimately leads to a level 

of JI that is fairly close to that of men when controlling for both individual and organizational 

variables. 

Our research calls into question the idea that women report lower JI because of the male 

breadwinner ideology, which is sustained by gender role theory (Gaunt & Benjamin, 2007). 

We show that while gender differences do exist when considering only individual variables, 

those differences disappear when controlling for a combination of individual and 

organizational characteristics. Hence, we do not need an assumption about gender differences 

in ideology (Gaunt & Benjamin, 2007) or in preferences (Hakim, 2006): women and men 

report different levels of JI because they are not placed in the same situations due to gender 

occupational segregation (Muñoz de Bustillo & de Pedraza, 2010; Stier & Yaish, 2014).  

Our findings also contribute to the literature about gender occupational segregation (Stier 

& Yaish, 2014). The implications of this occupational segregation (in terms of corporate 

performance, corporate strategy or workforce management) have been scarcely explored in 

the literature. We show that, even if women face more precarious employment conditions 

(non-permanent and part-time jobs), they are overrepresented in organizations that are more 

protective of their workforce. Unfortunately, it is not possible with our data to know whether 

it is due to preferences that differ according to gender (Hakim, 2006)—for example, because 

women make a trade-off between money and other employment characteristics, such as 

employment security or work-family balance (Grönlund & Öun, 2018; Stier & Yaish, 2014). 

Another explanation could be that more protective organizations are also less discriminatory 

against women and thus tend to recruit more women than men. 

In addition, model 3 shows that corporate strategy variables do not have a significant 

effect on JI, whereas company performance (measured by the business volume) and 

workforce management do (with relationships that are consistent with the literature). Overall, 

characteristics linked to company performance, corporate strategy and workforce 

management vary between women and men, but corporate strategy does not influence JI, 

contrary to characteristics linked to company performance or workforce management. We 

expected that the strategic dimensions would have an effect on JI, in the sense that they would 

mirror different “worlds of production”, distinct rationalities of productivity, and different 



  16 

“work conventions” (Storper & Salais, 1997). The available items in our dataset were 

probably reductive and unable to grasp the complexity of those worlds of production. 

The use of multi-level modelling also brings new insights into the literature about JI. 

These models allow researchers to include the fact that individuals can be embedded in 

various levels (Stier & Yaish, 2014; Probst et al., 2014) and they allowed us to determine the 

percentage of variation explained at the organizational level (Goldstein et al., 2002). This 

variation is 19% when not controlling for organizational variables, and it is 14% when adding 

organizational variables (models 2 and 3). This underlines the influence of the organizational 

level, and this also means that an important fraction of this influence remains unexplained by 

the inclusion of organizational variables, which may be due to other variables such as human 

resource practices (Gallie et al., 2017) or managerial practices (Moullet & Salibekyan, 2019) 

or even unobservable variables, e.g. ambiance and solidarity. This is in line with studies that 

advocate a deeper exploration of organizational-level variables (Probst et al., 2014) and with a 

meta-analysis by Keim et al. (2014) that underlines the difference between objective and 

antecedents of JI.  

Our results have potentially important implications both for government policy and 

management and advocate for managerial and political efforts to reduce gender occupational 

segregation. First of all, our results highlight, like many other existing studies before, the 

existence of occupational segregation in France, and this at two levels: that of the types of job 

and employment contract, but also that of the type of employing organizations. This implies 

that public policies, hitherto essentially oriented towards the first level, should also consider 

measures to limit the segregation that exists according to the type of company. Indeed, 

although our data indicate that women work in organizations that are globally more protective 

— thus potentially corroborating trade-off approaches and preference theories (Hakim, 2006), 

this does not mean that this is favourable globally and in the long term in terms of gender 

equality (Cech, 2013). Second, the characteristics of the organizations do have an impact of 

perceived JI of their members. Some of these characteristics, especially related to workplace 

climate, might be used as managerial levers to reduce or at least limit the feeling of insecurity 

among employees and, consequently, avoid potential corresponding detrimental effects for 

individuals as well as for the organization. 

Finally, our study suffers from several limitations and offers some perspectives for further 

research. First, this study is based on only one measure of JI, which captures mostly 

quantitative JI (De Witte et al., 2010) and, unfortunately, does not allow us to obtain more 

precise insights about potential differences between tenure JI and status JI (Gallie et al., 
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2017). Our dataset has been collected in the French context only, whereas the national context 

may have important implications for JI and for the relationship between gender and JI 

(Erlinghagen, 2007; Keim et al., 2014; Sender et al., 2017). Besides, the REPONSE survey 

does not include public sector. Future research should compare the “gender face” of JI in 

different institutional, economic and cultural contexts in a multilevel approach including 

individual, organizational and socio-economic dimensions (Greenhalgh & Rosenblatt, 2010; 

Green, 2009; Lee et al., 2018), in the same vein as recently published research (see Sverke et 

al., 2019; Dixon 2020). Third, a longitudinal approach could allow us to better test causality 

and temporality (Greenhalgh & Rosenblatt, 2010; Keim et al., 2014; Sverke et al., 2006), 

which seems possible since the REPONSE survey is conducted every six years: this 

longitudinal approach seems all the more important since previous research has shown the 

long-term adverse effects of JI on health outcomes, well-being and work-related attitudes 

(Låstad et al., 2016; Hebling & Kanji, 2018). Fourth, our data are sparse on individual factors, 

such as individual ability, motivation, and attitudes, and we are not able to correct for this bias 

by using panel data. This means that there are a lot of unobservable variables at the individual 

variables, which could influence significantly JI. A quasi-experimental research design might 

be helpful to include and test such variables. 

At a time when the economic effects of the covid-19 epidemic have resulted in numerous 

job losses worldwide – in France, three times more social reduction plans from march to 

September 2020 than over the same period in 2019 in France—, the issue of JI in its objective 

and subjective dimensions is more topical than ever. In line with Choonara (2019, 2020), who 

analyzes the evolution of job tenure insecurity in the United Kingdom and distinguishes 

between generalized and acute JI, it would be interesting and useful to monitor these 

indicators during the current crisis and during the recessionary period that will follow, 

including comparison between women and men. 
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Notes

 
1 Throughout the article, we use the word “sex” to refer to the factual, statistical variable, and 

the word “gender” to refer to gender-related social phenomena. 

2 REPONSE: Relations professionnelles et négociations d’entreprise (Employment relations 

and corporate bargaining). 

3 In the remaining of the article, we will use “JI” for perceived or subjective job insecurity, 

and we will specify when we talk about objective JI or precarity. 

4 We performed post-hoc checks using the non-transformed variable with a linear approach, 

and the non-transformed variable with an ordered logit. They give consistent results.  
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Table 

Table 1. Effects of individual and organizational variables 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

Intercept -1.76*** -1.88*** -1.89*** 

Individual variables    

Gender: Female -0.03 -0.05* -0.04 

Education (ref. CAP-BEP) 

No ed. qualification 

Brevet 

Bac (High school) 

Bac+2 

Bac+3 or 4 (undergrad.) 

>Bac+4 (graduate) 

 

-0.04 

-0.02 

0.03 

0.04 

0.05 

0.01 

 

-0.05 

-0.03 

0.03 

0.06 

0.05 

0.02 

 

-0.06 

-0.04 

0.03 

0.05 

0.05 

0.00 

Type of contract (ref. permanent) 

Fixed-term 

Other (temp. empl., etc) 

 

0.14* 

-0.27* 

 

0.15* 

-0.09 

 

0.16** 

-0.12 

Time (ref. Full-time) 

Part-time 

 

0.00 

 

-0.02 

 

-0.01 

Function (ref. Other) 

Production  

Maintenance 

Accounting/Finance  

R&D 

 

0.02 

0.00 

0.04 

-0.04 

 

0.03 

-0.00 

0.01 

-0.03 

 

0.00 

-0.01 

0.00 

-0.05 

Occupational category (ref. Technicians)  

Specialized worker 

Skilled worker 

Employee  

Engineer/Manager 

Other 

 

0.05 

0.02 

0.04 

0.04 

-0.03 

 

0.01 

-0.02 

-0.00 

0.04 

-0.07 

 

0.02 

-0.01 

0.00 

0.05 

-0.05 

Promotion (ref. Yes) 

No 

 

0.18*** 

 

0.21*** 

 

0.21*** 

Training (ref. Yes) 

No 

 

0.07*** 

 

0.10*** 

 

0.10*** 

Union membership (ref. No never) 

Yes  

No but I have been once 

 

0.14*** 

0.03 

 

0.15*** 

0.05 

 

0.13*** 

0.04 

Union representative (ref. No) 

Yes 

Purposeless 

 

-0.06 

-0.01 

 

-0.02 

-0.04 

 

-0.03 

-0.02 

Individual control variables    

Age 0.07*** 0.08*** 0.08*** 

Age² -0.00*** -0.00*** -0.00*** 

Workplace tenure -0.01*** -0.00*** -0.01*** 

Type of employment (ref. Ordinary) 

Student 

 

0.60*** 

 

0.38** 

 

0.39*** 

Organizational variables    

Evolution of the business vol. (ref. Stable) 

High. increasing 

Increasing 

Decreasing 

High. decreasing 

 

 

  

-0.01 

-0.02 

0.12*** 

0.15* 

Difficulty to anticipate (ref. Difficult) 

Very difficult  

Easy  

Very easy 

 

 

  

0.05 

-0.04 

0.09 

Unusual variation of the bus. (ref. No) 

Yes (increase) 

 

 

  

-0.04 
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Yes (decrease) 0.00 

Main element of the strategy (ref. Service quality) 

Prices  

Innovation  

Product quality 

Other  

Purposeless 

 

 

  

0.03 

0.07 

0.05 

0.02 

-0.06 

Main element pricing (ref. Market) 

Clients  

Production costs  

Prices competitors  

Administrative rules  

Other  

Purposeless 

 

 

  

-0.04 

0.00 

-0.00 

-0.02 

-0.06 

0.04 

Evolution of the workforce (ref. Stable) 

Increasing  

Decreasing 

 

 

  

0.01 

0.18*** 

Recourse to temp. contract (ref. No) 

Yes 

 

 

  

-0.01 

Recourse to job protection plan (ref. No) 

Yes 

 

 

  

0.23*** 

Recourse to vol. redundancy plan (ref. No) 

Yes 

 

 

  

0.06 

Recourse to collect. dismiss. (ref. No) 

Yes 

 

 

  

0.14 

Recourse to contractual terminations (ref. No) 

Yes 

 

 

  

0.03 

Recourse to partial unemployment (ref. No) 

Yes 

 

 

  

0.16*** 

Organizational control variables    

Company workforce   -0.00*** 

Workplace workforce   -0.00*** 

Sector (ref. Industry) 

Commercial 

Teaching & health 

Services 

Scientific activities 

   

-0.01 

-0.12 

0.05 

0.11** 

Social climate (ref. Quiet) 

Quite quiet 

Quite tense 

Tense 

 

 

  

0.02 

0.18*** 

0.35*** 

R2 0.43 - - 

Adj. R2 0.23 - - 

-2*Log Likelihood  34280.1 33978.4 

AIC  34284.1 33982.4 

Variation explained by organizational level - 0.19 0.14 

Significance levels: *=0.01; **=0.001; ***=0.0001 

 

 


