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GLOBALIZATION CAPABILITIES AND CAREER OPPORTUNITIES AND BENEFITS IN LATIN AMERICAN FIRMS

ABSTRACT
[bookmark: _GoBack][bookmark: OLE_LINK1][bookmark: OLE_LINK4]In emerging markets such as those in Latin America, rapid economic growth has created a situation where qualified labor is often in short supply. As competition for human capital intensifies, understanding how employees perceive their fit in a company is important for companies to maintain key employees. Moreover, rapid Latin American globalization implies that different employee skillsets and mindsets may be needed. This further implies that some employees will be more prepared to work in international companies and will perceive better career prospects from such changes than others. We suggest that employee perceptions of globalization-related career opportunities represent a perceived fit between individual and company capabilities and values. We examine this fit within a sample of 921 respondents within the Latin American countries of Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Mexico, Panama, Peru, and Venezuela. Our findings suggest that company integration-responsiveness capabilities, proactiveness on international markets, and company success all relate to employee perceptions of globalization-related career opportunities and benefits. Contrary to our arguments, company internationalization had a negative impact on perceived career opportunities and benefits. A country’s openness to globalization has mixed interaction results on the relationship between globalization capabilities and career opportunities and benefits.

GLOBALIZATION CAPABILITIES AND CAREER OPPORTUNITIES AND BENEFITS IN LATIN AMERICAN FIRMS

Employee fit within their employing organizations influences many individual and organizational outcomes, such as job satisfaction, attrition, individual performance, and ultimately, organizational efficiency and performance (Erdogan & Bauer, 2005; Kristof, 1996). However, little research addresses factors influencing employee perceptions of how their organizational fit changes as their companies become more global (Newburry, Belkin & Ansari, 2008). This is particularly true in the context of emerging markets, such as those found in Latin America, one of the ten cultural clusters in the world (Gupta, Hanges, & Dorfman, 2002), where FDI flows from the region increased almost 20% annually from 1992 to 2007 (UNCTAD, 2008), and Latin America's percentage of world outward FDI increased from 2.7% to 4.3% between 2007 and 2009 (UNCTAD, 2010). Treviño and Mixon Jr. (2004) argued that inward FDI in Latin American countries increased more rapidly in those countries with less institutional distance and cultural affinity (Galan & Gonzalez-Benito, 2006) with other developed economies.
Building upon Newburry et al.’s (2008) examination of globalization-related career perceptions in the U.S. and Iran, we examine perceived employee fit in eleven Latin American countries (Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Mexico, Panama, Peru, and Venezuela) representing 87.1% of the region’s population and 93.8% of the Latin American GDP. Herein, perceived fit is defined as “the judgment that a person fits well in an organization” (Kristof, 1996: 11), and is measured using employee perceptions regarding whether their careers would potentially benefit from the globalization of their firms. 
Globalization-related changes are not always welcomed by local managers and employees who commonly perceive themselves as “spectators” to these changes (Nilakant, 1991). Related to this growing dichotomy between people who are more or less equipped to compete in a global economy, Casanova (2005: 43) noted regarding the phenomenon in Latin American environment that “(a)s the skill differential between those with university education and those without increased, the pay gap between higher-skilled workers and lower-skilled ones has also been widening”. From a firm perspective, growing competition for scarce human capital (e.g., Bartlett & Ghoshal, 2002) associated with potential employees, e.g. global managers (Cappellen & Janssens, 2005), who are equipped to compete in a more globalized Latin America suggests that understanding which employees perceive a stronger fit with globalizing firms can help companies in harnessing knowledge, skills and experiences needed to effectively compete (Dickmann & Harris, 2005; Hitt, Bierman, Shimizu & Kochlar, 2001). Likewise, for employees, a better understanding of factors contributing to perceived career opportunities can help them take a more active role in their own career development.
Being capable of operating in a global environment may impact the perceptions of individuals regarding whether their careers may benefit from their firms' globalization (Vance, 2005). These capabilities may occur at both individual and employing firm levels (Newburry et al., 2008). Proponents of person-organization fit (e.g., Chatman, 1989) emphasize that individual employee attitudes and behaviors at work result from reciprocal relationships between individuals and organizations. Recognizing this type of reciprocal relationship, we predict how company- and individual-level globalization capabilities impact employee career perceptions.
We examine the above employee-organization fit issues using Latin American countries as our research sites for several reasons. First, due to pronounced differences from the U.S. and Europe, Latin America may be an important context for generalizations by testing relationships between firm globalization and perceived career opportunities and benefits for employees; thus, providing an opportunity to test how person-organization fit perceptions vary across cultures. Second, Latin America is gaining significance and importance as a context for research studies. For example, Vassolo, De Castro, and Gomez-Mejia (2011: 22) noted that "Economically, Latin America is the second most important emerging region in the world, after Southeast Asia, with an aggregated gross domestic product (GDP) roughly that of China’s and three times larger than India’s". In addition, the region faced institutional reforms resulting in more inward FDI (Treviño & Mixon Jr., 2004); Khoury and Peng (2011) used institutional reforms of intellectual property to empirically show an increment on inward FDI in 18 Latin American and Caribbean countries. Cuervo-Cazurra and Dao (2009b) used pro-market reforms in the region to explain firm profitability. Thus, our sample appears to fill a research interest on the region.
HYPOTHESES AND THEORETICAL DEVELOPMENT
Emerging markets are often defined by the rapid changes occurring in their economic and political systems (e.g., Hoskisson, Eden, Lau & Wright, 2000). Most academic research focuses on the macro-level benefits achieved by these changes; at an individual level, these benefits will not be evenly distributed, with some employees benefitting significantly more than others. In contrast to expatriates, who generally choose to work overseas, local employees may have more diverse attitudes towards globalization stemming from the degree to which they perceive they are positioned to benefit from such changes (e.g., Newburry et al., 2008). This may be particularly true in emerging markets, where employment conditions are rapidly evolving along with associated economic and political changes (e.g., Hoskisson et al., 2000). Local employees may be particularly vulnerable when their skill sets do not match the career requirements of a global world (Adler & Bartholomew, 1992). While the person-organization fit literature often examines employee recruitment (e.g., Cable & Judge, 1996), little work examines impacts on fit when organizational changes, such as becoming more global, occur (see, e.g., Newburry et al., 2008).
Using the person-organization fit theoretical framework, we next develop hypotheses predicting employee perceptions of globalization-related career opportunities and benefits based upon the globalization capabilities of their companies. We develop hypotheses related to several characteristics commonly associated with globalization capabilities including perceived integration-responsiveness capabilities, company internationalization, company proactiveness towards international markets, and company success on employees’ perceived career opportunities and benefits. In addition, we argued for a moderating effect of the home country’s globalization openness on the above relationships.
Company Globalization Capabilities
Integration-Responsiveness Capabilities. Emerging market firm capabilities do not necessarily equate to those of their developed country counterparts (e.g., Aulakh, 2007; Cuervo-Cazurra & Genc, 2008). Accordingly, there may be differences between the capabilities of firms from these markets and those needed to successfully compete globally, which may be reflected in employee attitudes and beliefs regarding the globalization capabilities of their firms. Like Murtha, Lenway and Bagozzi (1998), we refer to individuals possessing positive attitudes towards a company’s global capabilities as possessing a “global mindset” (Gupta & Govindarajan, 2002).
Employees of firms with strong globalization capabilities may view their companies as being more likely to survive global competition than their more locally-oriented counterparts. In particular, company abilities to both integrate their global operations and be responsive to local market demands are commonly noted globalization capabilities needed by MNCs to successfully compete internationally (e.g., Bartlett & Ghoshal, 1989; Prahalad & Doz, 1987). Thus, we expect that companies perceived to possess such globalization capabilities will positively impact perceived career opportunities from globalization for most Latin American employees. Additionally, the percentage of Latin American firms currently involved in international trade appears relatively small, causing companies with capabilities to compete internationally to have strong signaling power for individual employees (e.g., Spence, 1973). Such companies may be seen as providing greater opportunities for individual career advancement, and their employees may perceive career benefits from globalization (Newburry et al., 2008).
We acknowledge a potential counterargument to our prior reasoning, related to negative effects of home country firm globalization, such as offshoring, which companies with globalization capabilities may be more capable of pursuing. However, given that offshoring is currently a much more impactful issue in developed countries (notwithstanding recent growth in emerging markets), its impact on perceived company benefits from internationalization may be smaller in the context of Latin America. Moreover, while some employees may feel threatened by a company’s globalization capabilities as these are often associated with offshoring, it has been suggested that overall, “the domestic employment costs of offshoring are probably small in magnitude” (Harrison & McMillan, 2006: 6). This is also consistent with data suggesting that Latin America is more likely to be a beneficiary of offshoring as evidenced by a ratio of inward to outward foreign direct investment (FDI) in South and Central America of greater than five in 2009 (UNCTAD, 2010). Notwithstanding the above counterargument, we suggest:
H1: Company integration-responsiveness capabilities will be positively related to perceived career opportunities and benefits for their employees.
Company Internationalization. Empirical evidence suggests that multi-nationality generally increases firm performance, at least in the largest portion of the commonly attributed multinationality-performance s-curve relationship (e.g., Contractor, Kundu & Hsu, 2003; Glaum & Oesterle, 2007; Ruigrok, Amann & Wagner, 2007; Thomas & Eden, 2004). As such, it might be concluded that internationalization creates benefits for companies which would flow to their employees in the form of greater career opportunities and benefits. More international companies may also provide specific employment benefits a greater rate than more domestically focused ones (Newburry et al., 2006). For example, as foreign assignments are often a developmental step for executive-level positions (Edstrom & Galbraith, 1977), employees seeking foreign assignments may perceive company internationalization as a path to achieving this goal (Dickmann & Harris, 2005). More international firms might also provide greater travel opportunities, which may be attractive to some employees (Cappellen & Janssens, 2005). Finally, international firms might provide greater security from economic downturn to the extent they operate in markets with different business cycles.
As with the prior hypothesis, potential counterarguments exist. First, as noted in H1, internationalization may be associated with negative impacts such as offshoring. However, we expect this impact to be small for the prior stated reasons. Second, given that Latin American firms are commonly in early stages of internationalization, it may be that they have not reached the point along the multinationality-performance curve where they would achieve benefits to provide their employees. As such, employees may perceive company internationalization efforts as taking away resources from more profitable domestic operations, without providing commiserate rewards back to the organization and its employees. Overall, while the above counterarguments are acknowledged, we suggest that perceived internationalization benefits will outweigh the potential negative aspects, and thus suggest:
H2: Company internationalization will be positively related to perceived career opportunities and benefits by their employees.
Proactiveness on International Markets. Arora, Jaju, Kefalas and Perenich (2004: 394) noted that “a manager with a global mindset is an asset to an organization that wants to expand its operations beyond its national borders.” Similarly, Levi, Beechler, Taylor and Boyacigiller (2007) affirm that cognitive capabilities of senior managers towards internationalization may also impact firm performance. Research on employees who have global mindsets (Govindarajan & Gupta, 2001) has found that they are better equipped to deal with the complex environments, structural indeterminacy, and cultural heterogeneity (Doz & Prahalad, 2006). As companies represent their employees’ “collective minds”, employee beliefs and attitudes regarding company globalization may influence their perceptions regarding whether globalization might benefit their own future career opportunities. Moreover, this type of proactiveness towards international markets may provide benefits regardless of the degree to which a company is actually international, since the competitive landscape of Latin America is such that companies may need globalization capabilities to compete with international firms investing in their domestic market as well. Overall, we suggest that employees will positively perceive the proactiveness of their companies towards international markets, and as such, hypothesize:
H3: Employee perceptions of their companies' proactiveness on international markets will be positively related to perceived career opportunities and benefits for the employees.
Company Success. As noted earlier, internationalization has been associated with performance, at least on the largest portion of the commonly attributed multinationality-performance s-curve relationship (e.g., Contractor et al., 2003; Lu & Beamish, 2004). As such, the assessment of company success is also expected to be a good indicator of perceived career opportunities and benefits from globalization. It has been suggested that better office performance helps in the further accumulation of resources and specialized capabilities which may provide opportunities and benefits to employees (Newburry & Thakur, 2010). In the case of international firms, Birkinshaw and Hood (1998) concluded that better performing offices are more likely to have the attention of the corporate headquarters, which may in turn lead to better employee opportunities. In a similar way, Newburry et al. (2008) found a highly significant correlation between perceived company success and company global capabilities. To the extent that company success is associated with international activities and/or creates the ability for companies to pursue international expansion, it is expected that success will create career opportunities and benefits for employees. Accordingly, we suggest:
H4: Company success will be positively related to perceived career opportunities and benefits for employees.
Country Globalization Institutional Environment Moderation. Drawing on institutional theory and the influence of contextual factors, researchers have examined the importance of country specific characteristics to business internationalization and performance (e.g., Deephouse, Li & Newburry, 2009). Assessing these characteristics, one important contextual indicator that measures the globalization of a country is the KOF index, which covers the economic, social and political dimensions of globalization (Dreher, Gaston & Martens, 2008). The basic conception of the index is that globalization is a process of creating networks of connections among actors at multi-continental distances, which is mediated through a variety of flows including people, information and ideas, capital and goods.
In regard to impacts on career perceptions related to globalization, assessment of the KOF index among Latin American countries would provide us with a view of different moderation impacts caused by the globalization-related institutional environment. In particular, we suggest that when the institutional environment of a country is more globalized, this will enhance the globalization capability-career opportunity relationship since the supportive institutional environment will allow career opportunities stemming from globalization to be more easily realized. For this purpose, we define hypothesis five based on the moderation effect (Baron & Kenny, 1986) caused by a country’s increased level of globalization. 
H5: The relationship between globalization capabilities and perceived career opportunities and benefits is moderated by the country globalization index such that for countries with higher levels of globalization openness, the relationship is stronger.
METHOD
During spring 2011, building upon scales within Aycan (2004) and Newburry et al. (2008) as starting points, the study collaborators developed a questionnaire to examine perceived career opportunities and benefits from globalizing firms in the context of Latin America. Professors fluent in English, Spanish and Portuguese translated the questionnaire from English into either Spanish or Portuguese, respectively, and then back-translated it into English. Moreover, as variations in Spanish usage exist across Latin America, care was taken to ensure that the Spanish used was consistent with the country where the questionnaire was being administered. The questionnaire was distributed between Spring 2011 and Fall 2012 at major universities in the study countries of Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Mexico, Panama, Peru, and Venezuela. Only responses from full-time currently employed, MBA students with at least two years of work experience were utilized. Respondents had the option to remain anonymous and were assured that responses were confidential. Since the questionnaire was administered in a classroom setting in all locations except Argentina, Ecuador and part of Mexico, almost all students responded. Table 1 presents basic respondent demographic characteristics with respect to age, gender, education, languages spoken and employment level. While not used directly within hypothesized variables, these characteristics are controlled in study regressions.
** Insert Table 1 about here **
Dependent Variables – Career Opportunity & Career Benefits. This scale combines items from Newburry (2001) and Murtha et al. (1998), as previously used in Newburry et al. (2008). Within an exploratory factor analysis with varimax rotation, these items load on two distinct factors, with one original item dropped to significant cross-loadings. As both factors conceptually related to our study phenomenon of interest, we use them as alternate dependent variables within our analyses. The items in the respective scales are: If my company were to become more global: (Career Opportunity Scale) 1) Compared to my company counterparts around the world, I will have equal or better career opportunities, 2) Compared to my company counterparts, I will have equal career opportunities anywhere in the world, and 3) I will have greater career opportunities in other company offices around the world; and (Career Benefits Scale) 1) I will be able to travel on business globally, 2) This makes my company a more attractive workplace than a purely local company, 3) I will have opportunities to serve global clients, and 4) I will have opportunities to learn different cultures.
Independent Variables
Company Globalization Capabilities (H1). This scale uses items from Murtha et al.’s (1998) global integration and local responsiveness scales. Consistent with Newburry et al. (2008), items were asked in terms of importance (“If (focal country) companies are to have a stronger global presence, it is important for companies to:”) and a company’s actual practices (reported below). Actual practice responses were used since these were most consistent with our theory. The items also demonstrated sufficient reliability as well as discriminant validity when factor analyzed with our other hypothesized variables. The items in this scale are: My company's current resources enable us to: 1) Go global with locally developed products, 2) Lead global product development processes, 3) Demonstrate clear benefits to the local environment, 4) Have flexibility to respond to local conditions, 5) Harmonize the company’s activities and products with national government policies, and 6) Adapt existing products to local markets.
Company Internationalization (H2). This scale was developed by the authors using the internationalization literature as a guide. The items demonstrated strong reliability as well as discriminant validity when factor analyzed with our other hypothesized variables. The scale items are: 1) My company has an international scope, 2) My company sells products in many countries, and 3) My company has foreign subsidiaries in: In my country of origin only____ 1-3 countries_____ 4-6 countries_____ 7-9 countries____ More than 10 countries_____. 
Proactiveness on International Markets (H3). This variable was based on selected items from Nummela, Saarenketo & Puumalainen's (2004) Proactiveness on International Markets scale. Within our Latin American sample, the items demonstrated strong reliability as well as discriminant validity when factor analyzed with the other hypothesized variables in our study. The scale items are: 1) It is important for our company to internationalize rapidly, 2) Internationalization is the only way to achieve our growth objectives, 3) We will have to internationalize in order to succeed in the future, and 4) The growth we are aiming at can be achieved mainly through internationalization.
Company Success (H4) was based on a five-item scale adapted from Newburry et al. (2008) combined with items in Newburry and Zeira (1999) which asked: 1) Compared to other companies, my company is successful in its line of business, 2) My company meets stakeholder expectations, 3) My company has a growing market share, 4) My company meets targeted growth objectives, and 5) My company meets targeted profit objectives. Within our sample, the items demonstrated sufficient reliability as well as discriminant validity when factor analyzed with the other hypothesized variables in our study. 
KOF Globalization Index (H5) considers three dimensions of globalization: economic, social, and political. This continuous variable ranges from 0 to 100 and is calculated as a weighted average; the economic, social, and political dimensions account respectively for 37%, 39%, and 24% of the total. For our hypothesized moderations, the KOF Social Globalization Index was used to create interactions with our four prior hypothesized direct effect variables. Social KOF is found more relevant for our study as we are analyzing the perceived career opportunities and benefits from the employees’ perspective.
Control Variables. The following respondent-level controls were used in the study. Job Satisfaction is based on the item, “I am satisfied with my overall current employment situation”. Regarding overall job satisfaction, single-item measures may have greater construct validity than summated scales (Scarpello & Campbell, 1983). Respondent Age was based upon five categories ranging from “under 25” to “above 60”. Gender was coded “1” for males and “0” for females. Respondent Employment Level was based on the categories: Senior Management, Middle Management, Lower Management, and Administration. Company Size reflects the number of employees. Industry differences were controlled using the company’s one-digit SIC code, with SIC 3 (manufacturing) serving as the excluded dummy. In addition, Population was used to control for the country size in terms of human capital. GINI index was used to control for the inequality of wealth distribution among the study countries; a coefficient of 1 expresses maximal inequality.
Common Method Variance
While our use of questionnaire-based measures raises the threat of common method variance, several characteristics of the study diminish this possibility (Chang, van Witteloostuijn, & Eden, 2010; Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee & Podsakoff, 2003). First, factor analyses of scale variables demonstrated that related scale items loaded on their correct factors without significant cross loadings. Second, where possible, variables were separated from each other and from the items comprising the dependent variables (i.e., Career Opportunities and Benefits) in the questionnaire. Including the items in separate areas minimizes causal connections by respondents regarding the items (Chang et al., 2010). Third, a factor analysis of the entire questionnaire satisfied Harman’s one factor test, as a single factor did not emerge and one general factor did not account for the majority of the covariance among the variables (Podsakoff et al., 2003).
Analysis
Our analysis involved a hierarchical data structure with two levels of nested data (individual within country). We used the hierarchical linear modeling program HLM6 (Raudenbush, Bryk, Cheong, Congdon & du Toit, 2004) to compute a two-level model. The intraclass correlation (ICC) values for the two-level model were 0.10 (Career Opportunity D.V.) and 0.08 (Career Benefit D.V.), providing sufficient evidence of a clustering effect at the country level to justify the second model level. While ordinary least squares (OLS) regression often is used for analyses of this type, OLS does not account for the interdependence of individual-level data nested within higher levels of observation (in this case, countries). Given the cross-level nature of the interaction effects, variables in the models were group centered, prior to creating interaction terms within the HLM program (Hofmann & Gavin, 1998).
RESULTS
Table 2 presents variable descriptive statistics and a correlation matrix. Given some high correlations, variance inflation factors (VIFs) were computed for each study model. All values were below 2.3, well within the commonly-used threshold of 10.0 (Hair, Anderson, Tatham & Black, 1998), suggesting that multi-collinearity is not a significant concern.
** Insert Table 2 about here **
Table 3 presents our hierarchical linear modeling (HLM) analyses used to test our hypotheses. For our Career Opportunities dependent variable, introducing our hypothesized independent variables in Model 2 results in an increase in Pseudo R-Square of .046 over control Model 1. For our Career Benefits dependent variable, the introduction of our hypothesized independent variables in Model 5 results in an increase in Pseudo R-Square of .065 over control Model 4. The addition of KOF moderating variables in Models 3 and 6 add approximately 1% more to the explained variance of each model. While the explanatory power of the moderation effects is relatively small, Aguinis, Beaty, Boik and Pierce (2005) found that the median effect size in their examination of 30 years of moderation studies was .002, suggesting that our results in the complex Latin American setting are consistent with established publication norms.
** Insert Table 3 about Here **
Looking first at direct effect hypotheses, regarding H1, company globalization capabilities is significant in predicting perceived individual career opportunities for both the career opportunities (p<.001) and the career benefits (p<.001) dependent variables; H1 is strongly supported. Company internationalization is also highly significant in predicting both dependent variables (p<.001), although in the direction opposite to our H2; not supported. Proactiveness on international markets is highly significant in predicting both the career opportunities (p<.001) and the career benefits (p<.01), supporting H3. Company success was marginally significant for both dependent variables (p<.10), providing marginal support for H4.
Interaction effects. For H5, two significant interactions were found with the KOF Social index (see Models 3 and 6). First, significant positive interaction effects were found between company integration-responsiveness capability and perceived career opportunities (p<.05) and perceived career benefits (p<.001), in line with expectations. Second, significant negative interaction effects were found between company internationalization and perceived career opportunities (p<.001) and perceived career benefits (p<.01), opposite our prediction.
DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS
Multiple capability types are needed in a globalizing world. Some directly concern business operations, others concern meeting societal expectations. We find that, in Latin America, globalization capabilities influence employees’ perceptions of career benefits and opportunities. Little research has examined globalization’s impact on local employee career perceptions (Newburry et al., 2008), particularly in Latin America. Using employee-organization fit theory to predict perceived career benefits from company globalization, we partially fill this gap. Looking at our study results, our first hypothesis predicted that company globalization capabilities would be positively related to perceived career opportunities and benefits for their employees. Consistent with Newburry et al.’s (2008) result for Iran, our findings suggest that in developing Latin American countries, company globalization capabilities have an effect to the career perceptions of their employees. These relatively rare capabilities here have a meaningful impact on the perceptions of their employees, in contrast to Newburry et al.’s (2008) U.S. finding, where these capabilities may be more-or-less expected from most companies.
Contrary to our expectations, in our second hypothesis we observed that, as the level of internationalization of a firm increases, perceived career opportunities and benefits from globalization actually decrease. This unexpected result may indicate that employees in Latin America feel threatened by company internationalization, often associated with offshoring or increases in the internal competition. As noted above, globalization-related changes are not always welcomed by local managers and employees who may perceive themselves as “spectators” to these changes (Nilakant, 1991). As such, perceived company internationalization may actually accentuate feelings of being unprepared for a more global environment. An alternate explanation is that most Latin American firms are in the initial stage of the multi-nationality-performance s-curve relationship (e.g., Contractor et al., 2003; Lu & Beamish, 2004), where international activities might drain company resources without evident results, which may in effect, reduce perceived employee opportunities and benefits related to globalization.
Similar to our H1 result, employee perceptions regarding the international proactiveness of their firms were positively related to perceptions of career opportunities from globalization. The first three hypotheses together suggest that employees in Latin America have positive attitudes towards their companies’ internationalization capabilities and their being proactive towards global markets. However, they stop short of being supportive of actual internationalization, a set of results that warrants further study; they are new evidence regarding variations in person-organization fit perceptions with Latin America. They also contribute more generally to the relatively limited body of cross-cultural person-organization fit research (e.g. Parkes, Bochner & Schneider, 2001). 
Our fourth hypothesis predicted the effect of perceived company success, which was marginally related to perceptions of both career opportunities and benefits. This suggests that in Latin America, employees perceive company success internationally as providing career benefits and opportunities. However, firms are generally not at a stage yet where company success is totally driven by international efforts, partially explaining the marginal relationship. Combining our findings suggests that some competencies are associated with perceived employee fit in terms of individual career perceptions. Such results may be due to increasing opportunities for employees to excel, along with an increasing presence of companies with global operations in which individuals can use these capabilities. 
Globalization openness (KOF Social index in H5) was not fully supported in our study. It resulted in a positive and significant interaction effect with the firm’s integration-responsiveness capabilities, a negative and significant interaction effect with the firm’s internationalization, and not significant with the firm’s proactiveness to international markets and company success.
From a practical viewpoint (managerial implications), this manuscript adds to our knowledge of local employee views, as opposed to more generally studied expatriates, and by providing empirical evidence for a less frequently studied sample of Latin American respondents. The latter contribution is of importance, as it increases understanding of the cultural background and perceptions of employees in these emerging countries. Also, our findings may be generalized to all Latin American countries, since these countries are commonly noted to be going through similar periods of market reform (e.g., Cuervo-Cazurra & Dau, 2009a; 2009b). Thus, the results may provide valuable knowledge regarding local employee perceptions for managers planning to conduct business in this region.
As Latin American business continues to become increasingly global, developing employee global mindsets (Devinney, Midgley & Venaik, 2000) becomes paramount for “multi-latinas” to succeed in both the global marketplace and in their home markets. Thus, company efforts to cultivate mindsets regarding the importance of global capabilities issues may bring dividends both in terms of successful global operations, and in attracting premium talent. Additionally, as competition for human capital intensifies in these markets (e.g., Bartlett & Ghoshal, 2002), understanding employee fit could help companies to better harness capabilities that they need to compete (Hitt et al., 2001), particularly against more global competitors.
CONCLUSION AND LIMITATIONS
This study examined relationships of company integration-responsiveness capabilities, company internationalization, proactiveness on international markets, and company success with perceptions of globalization-related career opportunities and benefits in eleven Latin American countries. In addition, the study investigated the interaction effect of the globalization index social component on the main direct effects, producing mixed results. Surprisingly, company internationalization was negatively related to perceived career opportunities and benefits providing an indication that globalization benefits are not well assimilated in Latin America yet. While we believe this study makes an important contribution to the literature, we also recognize limitations that create opportunities for future research. First, this study focuses on only Latin American countries; thus, future studies are needed to further generalize our findings to other emerging markets. Second, our globalization capabilities measures could be refined to address more specific capabilities within the firms. Third, the surveys were administered to university graduate students with at least two years of work experience; respondents with other background should be considered in order to enhance the study.
This manuscript contributes to various management and global business literatures, including theories on person-organization fit (e.g., Chatman, 1989), globalization mindsets and capabilities (Gupta & Govindarajan, 2002; Murtha et al., 1998), human resource management and emerging markets studies (Hoskisson et al., 2000). The study demonstrates differential impacts of company- and individual-level globalization capabilities as well as country effects on individual perceptions of career opportunities and benefits in eleven Latin American countries.
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TABLE 1 – Respondent demographics overview
	Variable
	Categories
	Total Sample
	Argentina
	Bolivia
	Brazil
	Chile
	Colombia
	Dominican Republic
	Ecuador
	Mexico
	Panama
	Peru
	Venezuela

	Age
	Under 25
25-35
36-45
46-60
	10.0%
65.2%
20.0%
4.8%
	1.1%
82.8%
14.9%
1.1%
	22.1%
67.3%
9.6%
1.0%
	15.1%
59.3%
24.4%
1.2%
	1.9%
57.7%
30.8%
9.6%
	15.3%
48.2%
22.4%
14.1%
	5.3%
94.7%
0.0%
0.0%
	6.5%
61.1%
26.9%
5.6%
	9.1%
55.7%
27.7%
7.5%
	7.7%
76.9%
15.4%
0.0%
	4.1%
73.6%
16.5%
5.8%
	16.2%
69.7%
10.1%
4.0%

	Gender
	Male
Female
	57.1%
42.9%
	81.6%
18.4%
	57.7%
42.3%
	53.5%
46.5%
	61.5%
38.5%
	67.1%
32.9%
	52.6%
47.4%
	63.6%
36.4%
	55.4%
44.6%
	30.8%
69.2%
	68.9%
31.1%
	34.3%
65.7%

	Education
	High School
Vocat. School
Some College
Bachelors
Masters
Doctorate
	0.5%
2.8%
8.5%
60.0%
27.5%
0.9%
	0.0%
0.0%
9.3%
55.8%
32.6%
2.3%
	0.0%
0.0%
1.0%
51.0%
47.1%
1.0%
	1.2%
4.7%
29.1%
59.3%
4.7%
1.2%
	0.0%
8.3%
10.4%
47.9%
25.0%
8.4%
	2.4%
1.2%
4.8%
53.6%
38.1%
0.0%
	0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
15.8%
84.2%
0.0%
	0.0%
0.0%
8.7%
69.2%
22.1%
0.0%
	0.0%
0.0%
1.3%
72.3%
26.4%
0.0%
	0.0%
0.0%
7.7%
7.7%
84.6%
0.0%
	0.0
4.2%
69.7%
24.4%
0.0%
1.7%
	0.0%
1.0%
87.9%
11.1%
0.0%
0.0%

	Languages spoken
	One
Two
Three
Four
Five
	24.1%
61.3%
12.4%
2.1%
0.2%
	2.3%
60.5%
27.9%
8.1%
1.2%
	15.4%
67.3%
13.5%
2.9%
1.0%
	51.2%
46.5%
2.3%
0.0%
0.0%
	34.0%
58.0%
6.0%
2.0%
0.0%
	20.2%
46.4%
29.8%
3.6%
0.0%
	0.0%
68.4%
21.1%
10.5%
0.0%
	35.5%
57.0%
7.5%
0.0%
0.0%
	11.7%
69.1%
16.9%
2.3%
0.0%
	0.0%
76.9%
23.1%
0.0%
0.0%
	19.5%
70.3%
9.3%
0.0%
0.0%
	65.7%
28.3%
6.1%
0.0%
0.0%

	Employment level
	Administration
Lower Mgmt.
Middle Mgmt.
Upper Mgmt.
	33.7%
22.8%
29.8%
13.7%
	4.7%
37.2%
47.7%
10.5%
	41.7%
12.6%
28.2%
17.5%
	59.3%
17.4%
17.4%
5.8%
	30.6%
22.4%
32.7%
14.3%
	22.5%
27.5%
12.5%
37.5%
	5.3%
26.3%
47.4%
21.1%
	27.5%
18.3%
36.7%
17.4%
	43.0%
17.6%
23.1%
16.3%
	53.8%
23.1%
7.7%
15.4%
	23.7%
27.1%
40.7%
8.5%
	26.5%
31.6%
28.6%
13.3%

	Sample Size
	
	1061*
	87
	104
	86
	52
	85
	19
	108
	307
	13
	121
	99


Bolded numbers indicate the most frequent category for each variable.
* Total prior to sample size reduction due to missing data. 
TABLE 2 – Descriptive Statistics and Correlation Matrix for the Study Variables

	
	Mean
	SD
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12
	13

	1. Career Opportunities
	5.26
	1.34
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2. Career Benefits
	5.81
	1.15
	.58***
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3. Company Integration-Responsiveness Cap. (H1)
	4.55
	1.42
	.13***
	.19***
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4. Company Internationalization (H2)
	3.64
	1.92
	-.13***
	-.11**
	.45***
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5. Proactiveness on International Markets (H3)
	4.89
	1.71
	.16***
	.16***
	.26***
	.28***
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6. Company Success (H4)
	5.54
	1.21
	.11***
	.09**
	.38***
	.35***
	.11***
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7. KOF Social (H5)
	45.61
	6.08
	-.23***
	-.23***
	.06+
	.20***
	-.16***
	.03
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8. Job Satisfaction
	4.89
	1.54
	.08*
	.06+
	.23***
	.24***
	.02
	.41***
	.09**
	
	
	
	
	
	

	9. Employment Level
	2.73
	1.08
	.03
	.02
	.04
	.11***
	.07*
	.04
	-.02
	-.11***
	
	
	
	
	

	10. Gender
	0.61
	0.49
	-.06+
	-.09*
	.06
	.11**
	-.03
	-.01
	-.03
	.02
	-.09***
	
	
	
	

	11. Employee Age
	2.20
	0.68
	-.03
	-.08*
	.03
	.03
	-.00
	.00
	.13***
	.07**
	-.29***
	.17***
	
	
	

	12. Company Size
	9824
	51509
	-.09**
	-.12***
	.09**
	.18***
	-.00
	.04
	-.00
	-.02
	.09**
	.00
	-.05+
	
	

	13. Population
	65.82
	57.71
	-.12***
	-.16***
	-.03
	.05
	-.05
	.12***
	.21***
	.08**
	.19***
	-.07
	.07+
	.15***
	

	14. GINI
	49.77
	3.89
	.11***
	.16***
	-.03
	-.14***
	.15***
	.02
	-.64***
	-.04
	.10**
	.00
	-.04
	.04
	.14***


Note: N=921 ***p<0.001; **p<0.01; *p<0.05; +p<0.10
TABLE 3 – Career Opportunity and Career Benefit HLM Analyses
	Hypothesized Variables:
	Career Opportunities
	Career Benefits

	
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 4
	Model 5
	Model 6

	Intercept
	5.31(.13)***
	5.31(.13)***
	5.31(.13)***
	5.92(.09)***
	5.92(.09)***
	5.92(.09)***

	Level 1 – Individual
	
	

	Company Integration-Responsive. Cap. (H1)
	
	.14(.03)***
	.14(.03)***
	
	.18(.03)***
	.19(.03)***

	Company Internationalization (H2)
	
	-.12(.03)***
	-.14(.03)***
	
	-.11(.02)***
	-.12(.03)***

	Proactiveness on International Markets (H3)
	
	.12(.03)***
	.14(.03)***
	
	.09(.02)**
	.09(.02)***

	Company Success (H4)
	
	.08(.04)+
	.08(.04)*
	
	.06(.03)+
	.06(.03)+

	Controls
	
	

	Job Satisfaction
	.11(.03)***
	.08(.03)**
	.08(.03)**
	.07(.02)**
	.04(.03)
	.04(.03)

	Respondent Age
	.05(.07)
	.04(.06)
	.04(.06)
	-.02(.06)
	-.03(.06)
	-.03(.05)

	Gender
	-.10(.09)
	-.07(.09)
	-.08(.09)
	-.18(.08)*
	-.17(.07)*
	-.17(.07)*

	Employment Level
	.08(.04)+
	.08(.04)+
	.07(.04)+
	.05(.04)
	.05(.04)
	.04(.04)

	Company Size
	-.00(.00)*
	-.00(.00)*
	-.00(.00)*
	-.00(.00)***
	-.00(.00)***
	-.00(.00)***

	Industry Dummies
	Mixed
	Mixed
	Not sig.
	Not sig.
	Not sig.
	Not sig.

	Level 2 – Country
	
	
	
	
	
	

	KOF Social
	-.04(.02)
	-.04(.02)
	-.04(.02)
	-.02(.02)
	-.02(.02)
	-.02(.02)

	GINI
	-.00(.04)
	-.00(.04)
	-.00(.04)
	.03(.03)
	.03(.03)
	.03(.03)

	Population
	-.00(.00)
	-.00(.00)
	.00(.00)
	.00(.00)
	.00(.00)
	.00(.00)

	Cross-Level Interactions
	
	

	KOF Social x Integration-Responsive. Cap. (H5)
	
	
	.01(.01)*
	
	
	.02(.00)***

	KOF Social x Company Internationalization (H5)
	
	
	-.02(.00)***
	
	
	-.01(.00)**

	KOF Social x Proactiveness on Intl. Markets. (H5)
	
	
	.00(.00)
	
	
	.00(.00)

	KOF Social x Company Success (H5)
	
	
	-.00(.01)
	
	
	-.00(.01)

	Chi-Square Levels 1 and 2
	67.82***
	71.68***
	72.92***
	47.10***
	51.01***
	51.61***

	Deviance
	3102.65
	3070.56
	3086.99
	2846.03
	2796.29
	2819.09

	N – Level 1
	921
	921
	921
	921
	921
	921

	N – Level 2
	11
	11
	11
	11
	11
	11

	Sigma squared
	1.54
	1.46
	1.44
	1.16
	1.08
	1.07

	Tau
	.15
	.15
	.15
	.07
	.07
	.07

	Pseudo R-Square
	.040
	.086
	.100
	.044
	.109
	.118


Note: Standardized beta coefficients reported (standard errors in parentheses). 
***p< 0.001; **p<0.01; *p<0.05; +p<0.10

