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1 Introduction 

 
 

1.1 Setting the stage 
Traditionally, employment relationships consisted of long-term, open-
ended exchanges between employers and employees. Over the past 
decades, however, new types of work arrangements have emerged that are 
impacting some of the traditional elements of the employment relationship. 
Organisations are increasingly relying on short-term solutions to address 
workforce demands including buffering for increases in production or 
services, specialised skills, or replacement due to illness (e.g., Davis-Blake 
& Uzzi, 1993; Houseman, 2001; Kalleberg & Marsden, 2005). To meet 
these demands, individuals are directly or indirectly hired on temporary 
employment arrangements: employment that can be defined as any job 
with an explicit or implicit end date (OECD, 2002; Polivka & Nardone, 
1989). These jobs include forms such as fixed-term employment and 
temporary agency work. Currently, about 14.9 percent of the European 
workforce is employed in jobs fitting this definition, according to the 
OECD1. Furthermore, about 4.2 percent of the workforce in the United 
States, and about 5.2 percent of the Australian workforce held temporary 
jobs in 2006. In the Netherlands, about 16.2 percent of the Dutch labour 
force was employed in a temporary job in 2006.  

Starting from the middle and late 1990s, temporary employment 
and the experience of working in temporary jobs have been addressed 
frequently in labour market and work and organizational psychology 
research. Predominantly American studies on temporary employment 
(Henson, 1996; Rogers, 1995, 2000; Smith, 1998), however, uncovered the 
downsides to being employed in temporary jobs with respect to 
employment and working conditions. Temporary workers were frequently 
found to be ‘second-class’ employees, suffering wage penalties and being 
offered little to no benefits, developmental opportunities or social support 
by colleagues and superiors (Parker, 1994). Moreover, this situation is not 
limited to the US or to organisational boundaries. In the Netherlands, for 

                                                 
1 The figures of OECD are based on the European Labour Force Survey, supplied by Eurostat. 
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example, temporary workers were found to have difficulties applying for 
mortgages and social benefits (Klein Hesselink, Evers, & Wevers, 1998). 
The second-class status of temporary employees was also reflected in 
media: the Hollywood movie ‘Clockwatchers’ (1997), featuring among 
others Toni Collette and Lisa Kudrow, follows four temporary workers 
who see themselves as ‘corporate orphans’. In addition, Internet magazines 
such as ‘temp slave’ by Jeff Kelly (1997) and ‘McJob’ reported on the 
experiences of disgruntled temporary workers.  

In fact, there appears to exist a socially constructed image of 
temporary workers as second-class, low status employees (Boyce, Ryan, 
Imus, & Morgeson, 2007; Von Hippel, 2006). This picture emerges from 
theoretical models as well, particularly in the study of staffing and human 
resources. The following statement by Gossett (2002, p. 386) nicely 
captures the basic principle regarding temporary employment in this field 
of research: “Temporary workers occupy the grey area between 
organisational member and guest”. Temporary employees, and fixed-term 
contract workers and temporary agency workers in particular, have 
predominantly been researched as deviating from traditional, open-ended 
employment. Research hypotheses are based on theoretical propositions 
reflecting differences between temporary and permanent workers with 
respect to investments, opportunities, and social relations. Atkinson’s 
flexible firm model (1984), for example, proposes using temporary 
workers as peripheral and disposable employment to cope with the 
uncertainty of the market and to protect the permanent, core workforce. 
Further, Lepak and Snell’s (1999) Human Resource Architecture theory 
explains why organisations are reluctant to invest in temporary workers. 
According to Lepak and Snell (1999), strategies to externalise workers 
result from the low value and the low level of uniqueness of the human 
capital that is ascribed to these workers. This position holds in situations 
that require generic human capital that is of limited strategic value, and in 
which the firm’s competitive position is not threatened. Organisations that 
follow this strategy should critically evaluate investing in training or 
development activities for their temporary employees.  

More recently, policy makers have begun to address the position of 
temporary workers more thoroughly. In 1999, the European Commission 
issued a directive2 prescribing equal treatment of fixed-term employees 

                                                 
2 Directive 1999/70/EC of 28 June 1999 concerning the Framework Agreement on Fixed-Term 
Work Concluded by ETUC, UNICE and CEEP. 
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compared to their permanent colleagues. In 2002, this directive was 
adapted into a Dutch law, the “Wet Gelijke Behandeling Tijdelijke en Vaste 
Medewerkers”. This law prohibits unequal treatment of fixed-term workers 
with respect to employment conditions when compared to permanent 
workers who perform the same or similar work or function, taking 
qualifications and skills into account. Differences regarding employment 
conditions of fixed-term employees and permanent employees are only 
justified on the basis of objective reasons such as seniority. An EC-
directive prescribing equal treatment of temporary agency workers3 is still 
in process, primarily because the social partners are not able to come to 
consensus on objective grounds to justify unequal treatment (Zappala, 
2003). 
 

1.2 Research problem 
Despite these legislative efforts, there exists a wide body of recent research 
on differences between temporary workers and permanent workers 
regarding the allocation of various employment benefits. These include 
salary (Balducci, Crivellini, Gallegati, Niccoli, & Zazzaro, 2006; Brown & 
Sessions, 2003; Dekker, 2007; Sels, Forrier, De Witte, Vander Steene, & 
Van Hootegem, 2002), secondary employment benefits (Ditsler, Fisher, & 
Gordon, 2005; Zeytinoglu & Cooke, 2005), and training and career 
opportunities (Connell & Burgess, 2006; Finegold, Levenson, & Van 
Buren, 2005; Forrier & Sels, 2003; Wallette, 2005). With a few exceptions 
(Bergström & Storrie, 2003), these studies find that temporary workers are 
to a lesser or larger extent disadvantaged as compared to their permanent 
colleagues. Moreover, this appears to be a trend that transcends 
geographical borders, as discrepancies are structurally found in the US 
(Kalleberg, 2000), Australia (Draca & Green, 2004), India (Bhandari & 
Heshmati, 2006), and Europe (Nienhuser & Matiaske, 2006). Furthermore, 
evidence shows that this difference is present across several types of 
temporary workers, including fixed-term workers (Gash & McGinnity, 
2006), temporary agency workers (Burgess, Connell, & Rasmussen, 2005), 
and consultants and interim managers (McKeown, 2005). Moreover, these 
differences are found even after correcting for objective factors such as 
seniority, and demographic factors such as gender, age, and educational 
level (Erdem, Bos, & Hoeben, 2006; Nienhuser & Matiaske, 2006). 
                                                 
3 Amended proposal for a directive of the European parliament and the council on working 
conditions for temporary workers, COM/2002/0701 final, November 2002. 
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Studies that compare temporary and permanent workers with 
respect to perceptions of justice, however, consistently find no 
unfavourable justice and fairness perceptions among temporary workers 
(Ang, Dyne, & Begley, 2003; De Gilder, 2003). In a recent dissertation on 
the social and economic consequences of temporary employment in the 
Netherlands, Zijl (2006) found that temporary workers were more satisfied 
with their salary in comparison to permanent workers, despite a wage 
penalty. This implies that temporary workers evaluate their employment 
conditions as equally or more fair in comparison to the perception of 
permanent workers. This is also reflected in research on psychological 
contract fulfilment, which is frequently used as an indicator for 
(distributive) fair treatment perceptions (Greenberg, Roberge, Ho, & 
Rousseau, 2004; Guest, 2004b); temporary workers generally perceive 
themselves as having equally or even better fulfilled work-related 
expectations as compared to their permanent colleagues (e.g., De Cuyper 
& De Witte, 2007).  

These findings potentially have implications for current knowledge 
on fair treatment perceptions among employees. In the early stages of 
theorising on the concepts of fair treatment perceptions, there was already 
strong consensus that these issues are powerful and universal themes in 
Western civilization (Lerner, 1977). According to Cropanzano, Bowen and 
Gilliland (2007, p. 34), fair treatment perceptions are central topics in 
organisational contexts, since it “defines the very essence of individuals’ 
relationships to employers”. The centrality of fair treatment as a theme in 
studying employee attitudes and behaviours has led to several theories on 
fair treatment perceptions in organisational settings, including equity 
theory (Adams, 1963; 1965) and relative deprivation theory (Crosby, 
1984). More recently, research on fair treatment has focused on 
organisational justice/fairness theory and psychological contract breach 
and/or fulfilment. Organisational fairness refers to the personal evaluations 
about the ethical and moral standing of management conduct (adapted 
from Cropanzano et al., 2007). These evaluations of fairness refer to a 
form of justice defined by Feinberg (1974) as non-comparative justice. 
According to non-comparative justice, employees make comparisons with 
respect to internal justice standards, rather than comparing their situation to 
that of other workers. Furthermore, a fulfilment or breach of the 
psychological contract refers to subjective experiences reflecting the 
employee’s perception that the organization has fulfilled or failed to fulfil 
it’s promised obligations (Rousseau, 1989). The discrepancy between 
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unfavourable employment conditions and favourable fair treatment 
perceptions, however, contrasts with current understanding of how these 
fair treatment perceptions are built up. 

A second inspiration for this research derives from observations in 
the literature concerning differences between temporary and permanent 
workers with respect to fair treatment perceptions on the one hand, and 
work-related attitudes and behaviour on the other hand. Up to now, there is 
a large amount of literature on fairness and psychological contract breach, 
all indicating that these fair treatment perceptions have a large impact on 
employee attitudes and behaviour. Meta-analyses by Cohen-Charash and 
Spector (2001) and Colquitt and colleagues (2001) show that fairness 
perceptions positively affect work-related attitudes including commitment 
and job satisfaction, and behaviour such as organization citizenship 
behaviours (OCBs) and performance. Furthermore, a review by Topa and 
Morales (2007) shows that psychological contract breach relates negatively 
to employee attitudes and behaviour, while fulfilment relates positively. 
Considering the literature on differences between temporary and 
permanent employees regarding fair treatment perceptions, temporary 
employees would be expected to show favourable work-related attitudes 
and behaviours in comparison to permanent workers.  

However, studies on differences between temporary and permanent 
workers with respect to these work-related attitudes and behaviour show 
inconsistent findings (for overviews, see Connelly & Gallagher, 2004; De 
Cuyper et al., In press; Feldman, 2006; Guest, 2004a). Some studies find 
unfavourable attitudes and behaviours among temporary workers 
compared to permanent workers (De Gilder, 2003; Van Dyne & Ang, 
1998), while in other studies temporary workers are found to have equal or 
even favourable attitudinal or behavioural outcomes when compared to 
permanent workers (Engellandt & Riphahn, 2005; Liukkonen, Virtanen, 
Kivimaki, Pentii, & Vahtera, 2004; McDonald & Makin, 2000). These 
inconsistencies suggest that, in temporary employment contexts, additional 
factors may influence the relation between fair or unfair treatment 
perceptions and work-related attitudes and behaviours. 

In conclusion, there appear to be contradictory results between 
unfavourable employment conditions on the one hand and equal or even 
favourable fair treatment perceptions and other work-related attitudes and 
behaviour on the other. The unequal distribution of resources is no 
consistent ‘trigger’ (Olson-Buchanan & Boswell, 2008) for perceptions of 
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unfair treatment, and perceptions of unfair treatment are not necessarily 
triggers to unfavourable work-related attitudes and behaviours. In fact, 
there might be psychological mechanisms at play that (1) are related to 
perceptions of fair treatment among temporary workers, and that (2) are 
associated with the relations between their fair treatment perceptions and 
work-related attitudes and behaviour. However, there is little theory and 
empirical evidence to explain these mechanisms in temporary employment 
contexts. This research aims to gain more insight into these dynamics by 
identifying the mechanisms relating to fair treatment perceptions among 
temporary workers in the Netherlands, and exploring how these fair 
treatment perceptions relate to work-related attitudes and behaviour among 
temporary employees. Therefore, the over-arching research question of this 
thesis is: 
What are the psychological mechanisms (a) behind fair treatment 
perceptions among temporary workers in the Netherlands, and (b) that 
determine how these fair treatment perceptions relate to temporary 
employee work-related attitudes and behaviour? 
 

1.3 Research approach 
This research focuses on the mechanisms intrinsic to temporary 
employment that are related to fair treatment perceptions and the relations 
of these perceptions to temporary employee attitudes and behaviour. The 
next sections introduce four studies that focus on these mechanisms and 
their relevance. The focus is primarily on the psychology of fair treatment 
perceptions among temporary workers, and on fixed-term contract workers 
and temporary agency workers in particular. The baseline theory for 
analysing the psychological mechanisms with respect to fair treatment 
perceptions of temporary workers is social exchange theory (Blau, 1964; 
Homans, 1958). This theory includes a process of how employment 
relations develop and how fair treatment perceptions are central to 
determining employee work-related attitudes and behaviour. Basically, 
social exchange theory proposes that receiving certain compensations is 
related to fair treatment perceptions, and that these perceptions are in turn 
reciprocated by currencies including employee commitment and 
performance (Cropanzano, Rupp, Mohler, & Schminke, 2001b). 

A second approach to analysing the mechanisms behind fair 
treatment perceptions among temporary workers is provided by recent 
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models on the psychological impact of temporary employment. 
Constructed on the basis of systematic literature reviews, these models 
propose that specific aspects of temporary employment arrangements 
affect work outcomes including perceptions of fair treatment and other 
work-related attitudes, perceptions and behaviours. First, Connelly and 
Gallagher (2004) consider organisational treatment as a central component 
of behavioural research on temporary employment. They also consider 
motives to be an important moderator in the relationship between fair 
treatment perceptions and employee attitudes. Further, a review by De 
Cuyper and colleagues (De Cuyper et al., In press) identifies several 
mechanisms, primarily involving moderators and mediators, that 
potentially affect job attitudes, perceptions, and behaviours of temporary 
employees. The moderators include the motives for accepting temporary 
employment and expectations with respect to future employment, while 
psychological contract breach and job characteristics are some of the 
mediators. The probability of obtaining permanent employment is also 
important in other theoretical overviews explaining temporary employee 
attitudes and behaviour (Feldman, 2006; Gallagher & Sverke, 2005). 
Motives for accepting temporary employment and expectations with 
respect to future employment will therefore be central themes in studying 
mechanisms behind fair treatment perceptions among temporary 
employees.  

The exploration of these mechanisms will be grounded in an 
analysis of the institutional background to the employment and labour 
market conditions of temporary workers in the Netherlands. The purpose 
of introducing the external environment of temporary workers is twofold. 
It addresses the statement that the impact of context on organisational 
behaviour (Johns, 2006; Rousseau & Fried, 2001) and, more specifically, 
on employment relations (Shore et al., 2004) is insufficiently recognised by 
researchers. Studying these societal influences could help explain the 
experience of temporary work and the temporary employment relationship 
(Ashford, George, & Blatt, 2007). Furthermore, psychological mechanisms 
are thought to be activated by perceptions of the environment (Decker 
Pierce & White, 1999). Therefore, this research takes the context into 
account to better interpret the mechanisms behind fair treatment 
perceptions in temporary employment. Second, perceptions of fairness are 
fundamental human issues (Lerner, 1977), and they depend on the nature 
of the social context or the form of interdependence that is involved 
(Kabanoff, 1991; Wenzel, 2001). More specifically, Deutsch (1985) states 
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that the principles of justice are society-specific, while Chen (1995) holds 
that fairness perceptions are highly influenced by norms, interests, and 
motives inherent in a society, as is the status and image of being 
temporarily employed (Ashford et al., 2007).  

The first study in this research will more specifically explain how 
the issue of context is approached. Next, focus is put upon the psychology 
of fair treatment perceptions among temporary workers, drawing from 
social exchange theory and new models on the psychology of temporary 
workers. The second study explores the origins of fair treatment 
perceptions among temporary workers by relating balance in transactional 
and relational exchange to fairness perceptions. The subsequent studies 
elaborate on the relations between fairness perceptions and employee 
attitudes and behaviours. The third study researches the influence of the 
motives that temporary employees have to accept temporary employment 
on relations between fairness perceptions and employee attitudes and 
behaviour. Finally, the fourth study elaborates on the role of trust in the 
relationship between fair treatment perceptions and affective commitment. 
The following sections will introduce these four studies in more detail. 

1.3.1 Social context: the position of temporary workers in the 
Netherlands 

Concerns over justice and fairness are deeply embedded in the psyche of 
members of a society, and are maintained by institutions including rules, 
norms, and deserving-justice-related beliefs (Lerner, 1977). Institutions, or 
the “rules of the game” (North, 1990, p. 3), can be regarded as systems of 
interrelated informal and formal elements (i.e., customs, shared beliefs, 
conventions, norms, and rules) that govern social relationships within 
which actors pursue and set the limits of legitimate interests (Nee, 2003, p. 
55). When perceptions of fairness among members in a particular society 
are to be scrutinised, the rules governing behaviour and social transactions 
of these members should be assessed. More specifically, to analyse 
perceptions of fair treatment among temporary workers in the Netherlands, 
it is vital to understand the institutional elements shaping the position of 
temporary workers on the labour market and within organisations. 
Therefore, the first sub-question addressed in this thesis reads: How do 
formal and informal institutional influences shape the employment and 
labour-market conditions of temporary employment, specifically in the 
Netherlands?  
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This question is approached through the interests, norms, and 
power of the actors that play a role in temporary employment: the 
government, unions, hiring organisations, and employees (Dunlop, 1958). 
In the following chapters on the psychological mechanisms with respect to 
fair treatment perceptions, we specifically focus on the norms, interests, 
and power positions experienced by employees in temporary employment 
arrangements.  

1.3.2 Reciprocity and fair treatment perceptions among temporary 
workers 

Gouldner (1960) suggests that the basic principle underlying exchanges at 
work is the norm of reciprocity: a social norm that prescribes that effort by 
one party should be returned by another party to achieve a fair balance. 
This would imply that balanced exchanges are related to favourable 
perceptions of fairness, while unbalanced transactions are perceived to be 
unfair. Although this proposition has been tested for permanent (Tsui, 
Pearce, Porter, & Tripoli, 1997) and temporary workers (Koh & Yer, 
2000), the two groups have not been compared. The discrepancy between 
employment conditions and fairness perceptions among temporary 
workers, however, could be explained by different norms of fairness. 
Furthermore, social exchange theories (Blau, 1964), including 
psychological contract theory, make a distinction between economic or 
transactional exchange and socio-economic or relational exchange. 
According to psychological contract theory, short-term exchanges such as 
temporary employment relationships have a transactional nature (McLean-
Parks, Kidder, & Gallagher, 1998). Long-term relationships, on the other 
hand, have time to develop more socially oriented exchanges (Shore, 
Tetrick, Lynch, & Barksdale, 2006). These different natures could also be 
related to the origins of fairness. 
 Therefore, the relations of reciprocity and balance to outcomes in 
these two types of exchanges need to be assessed to understand the 
development of and differences with respect to fairness perceptions among 
temporary and permanent workers. For this aim, a second sub- question is 
posed; What are the relations between transactional and relational 
exchange and fairness perceptions, job satisfaction and intention to quit, 
and how do these relations compare among temporary and permanent 
workers in conditions of employee undercompensation and 
overcompensation? This question is addressed by formulating and 
exploring research questions on these specific relations for temporary and 
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permanent employees in conditions of under- and overcompensation in 
transactional and relational exchange.  

1.3.3 Interests and fair treatment perceptions among temporary workers 
The inconsistent findings with respect to work-related attitudes and 
behaviours reported by temporary employees also advance questions about 
relations between fair treatment perceptions and these outcomes. Firstly, 
employees have certain motives for accepting a temporary job. Temporary 
employment is frequently used as an instrument to escape unemployment, 
for freedom to focus on study, travel, or other personal activities, or to 
obtain permanent employment. There is a reasonably large amount of 
literature on these motives for accepting temporary employment, and they 
are found to have considerable influence on attitudinal and behavioural 
outcomes of temporary workers (Bernasek & Kinnear, 1999; Ellingson, 
Gruys, & Sackett, 1998; Junor, 2004; Tan & Tan, 2002). Furthermore, 
Feldman and Turnley (2004) found support for suggestions that motives 
affect perceptions of relative deprivation among academic faculty.  
 In their integrative model on temporary employment research, 
Connelly and Gallagher (2004, p. 974) suggest that “a worker’s attitudinal 
and behavioural reactions to negative organizational treatment may be 
exacerbated if the underlying motivation was to undertake the fixed-term 
assignment as a means of acquiring a permanent position with the 
organization”. This suggestion is supported by Bargh (1984), who suggests 
that coping with certain situations could be temporarily activated by the 
motives for entering those situations. However, this coping mechanism has 
not been empirically tested up to now. Therefore, the third sub-question is: 
What role do extrinsic motives for accepting a short-term job play in the 
relationship between employees’ fairness perceptions and their work-
related attitudes? Three motives for accepting temporary employment (‘It 
suits my present needs/situation’, ‘This way, I hope to be given a 
permanent employment contract’, and ‘It is difficult for me to find a 
permanent job’) will be used to test if they moderate the relationship 
between fairness perceptions and employee work-related attitudes.  

1.3.4 Job insecurity, dependency, and the role of trust 
Social exchange theory suggests that trust is crucial in relations between 
fair treatment perceptions and attitudinal and behavioural outcomes (Blau, 
1964). The transient character of the temporary employment relationship, 
however, may change the role of trust. Trust refers to a “psychological 
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state comprising the intention to accept vulnerability based upon positive 
expectations of the intentions or behaviour of the other” (Rousseau, Sitkin, 
Burt, & Camerer, 1998, p. 395). In other words, trust is composed of the 
interaction between perceptions of risk and trustworthiness. The latter is 
built up by perceptions regarding the characteristics of the trustee: ability, 
benevolence and integrity. Ability refers to the group of skills, 
competencies and characteristics of the trustee that have influence over the 
trustor. Benevolence is the extent to which a trustee is believed to want to 
do good to the trustor, and integrity involves the perception that the trustee 
adheres to a set of principles that the trustor finds acceptable, including 
fairness and the fulfilment of promises (Mayer, Davis, & Schoorman, 
1995).  

Fair treatment perceptions especially provide signals with respect to 
the integrity and benevolence of the other, which in turn affect employee 
attitudes and behaviour (Robinson, 1996). Therefore, trust is regarded as 
an important mediator in the relationship between fair treatment 
perceptions and outcomes (Aryee, Budhwar, & Chen, 2002; Dirks & 
Ferrin, 2001; Guest, 2004b). Sheppard and Sherman (1998), however, 
argue that the role of trust varies according to the level of dependency and 
depth inherent in a relationship. Trust is thought to be important in a 
situation where parties are involved in deep and/or interdependent 
relationships, and less important in shallow relationships in which one 
party is dependent upon the other. On the basis of these criteria, it can be 
argued that the role of trust may differ among temporary and permanent 
employees. More specifically, trust may play different roles in the 
relationship between fair treatment perceptions and outcomes for different 
interactions between depth and dependency. Therefore, the final sub-
question addressed in this thesis is: What is the association between 
various configurations of subjective and objective job insecurity with the 
mediating role of trust in the relationship between breach perceptions and 
affective commitment? This question will be researched by creating four 
different types of groups and comparing the mediating role of trust in these 
four groups. These groups consist of permanent and temporary workers 
with high job insecurity, and permanent and temporary workers with low 
job insecurity. 
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1.4 Research contributions 
Besides the contributions of each specific study, elaborated separately in 
each individual chapter, answering the over-arching research question 
formulated above adds to the existing scientific literature in a number of 
ways. First and foremost, the literature on fair treatment perceptions - 
including fairness and psychological contract fulfilment/breach - has not 
extensively addressed the issue of employment of limited duration, 
especially not empirically. Although some have made comparisons 
between temporary and permanent workers with respect to fair treatment 
perceptions (e.g., De Gilder, 2003), no specific understanding exists on the 
specific impact of working in a job of limited duration on fair treatment 
perceptions and the effects thereof. Or as Camerman, Cropanzano and 
Vandenberghe state with respect to temporary workers (2007, p. 202): 
“what does organizational justice mean for those who work in such 
settings?”. Therefore, the primary contribution of this research concerns 
the impact of aspects inherent to temporary employment on fair treatment 
perceptions.  

Secondly, features of the temporary employment relationship, 
including its implicit or explicit transient nature, and its instrumental utility 
for employees might restrict or reverse relationships that are generally held 
to be true in mainstream organisational behaviour theories (Ashford et al., 
2007). Authors have been sceptical about the conclusiveness of existing 
applied theoretical frameworks on possible determinants and consequences 
of employee attitudes with respect to temporary employment (e.g., De 
Cuyper et al., In press; Gallagher & Sverke, 2005). Current theory appears 
to lack the conceptual richness necessary to understand the experience of 
working in a temporary job, or as Ashford and colleagues (Ashford et al., 
2007, p. 81-82) write: “The implicit expectation or desire in much of our 
theorizing is that employees maintain the 1950s “organization man” terms 
of engagement with organizations, even as organizations themselves have 
abandoned it”. Connelly and Gallagher (2004), however, state that 
‘traditional’ theoretical perspectives do not need to dismissed completely 
in an effort to better understand temporary work arrangements. Instead, the 
study of temporary workers might help to uncover the limitations of our 
theories (Ashford et al., 2007). Therefore, both Connelly and Gallagher 
(2004) and De Cuyper and colleagues (In press) identify a need for models 
showing how temporary workers’ attitudes and behaviour are mediated or 
moderated by individual motives and by factors associated with the work-
context. This research aims to add to these new models by testing 
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moderators and mediators that may potentially elucidate the impact of 
temporary employment on traditional theories regarding fair treatment 
perceptions. 

Filling this gap contributes to the literature a third way. Although 
not specifically aimed at explaining psychological mechanisms among 
temporary employees, the impacts of some of the features of temporary 
employment on fair treatment perceptions have only been proposed in 
theoretical frameworks. Self-determination theory (Ryan & Deci, 2000), 
for example, has proposed the impact of motives on employee attitudes. In 
addition, coping theory (Latack, Kinicki, & Prussia, 1995), temporal 
comparison theory (Albert, 1977), and to a more limited extent, justice 
theory (Bies, 1987; Thibaut & Walker, 1975), have all addressed the 
impact of motives and expectations of longevity on fair treatment 
perceptions. These propositions have only been tested with a small number 
of empirical studies conducted in controlled settings. These theories have 
not been tested in actual employment situations of limited duration. 
Currently, the size of the temporary workforce allows for empirical tests in 
organisational settings of some of the propositions forwarded in these 
theories.   

Finally, this research aims to address the recent call to consider 
context when studying employee attitudes and behaviour (Johns, 2006; 
Rousseau & Fried, 2001). Issues of justice, but also configurations of the 
employment relationship (Rousseau & Schalk, 2000), are to a large extent 
society-specific. Moreover, social norms, needs and motivations, as well as 
power structures have been thought to have a crucial impact on perceptions 
of fair treatment on the level of the employee. Therefore, unlike most 
studies on fair treatment perceptions, this research extensively considers 
the configuration of Dutch society with respect to the treatment of 
temporary employment in order to better interpret and understand the 
mechanisms behind fair treatment perceptions among temporary workers 
in the Netherlands.  
 

1.5 Data collection 
This research consists of one literature review and three empirical studies. 
The literature review focused on the formal and informal institutional 
influences that shape the employment and labour-market conditions of 
temporary employees, specifically in the Netherlands. Literature was 
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searched using databases including Web of Science, Google Scholar, and 
Temp Work Research Monitor (www.tempworkresearch.com). Due to 
the recent academic and political interest in the position of temporary 
workers, much has been written about temporary employment and 
inequality, although not all research has been published yet. Therefore, 
broad criteria were used to include studies: a) both empirical and 
descriptive studies on the employment and labour market conditions of 
temporary workers were used, b) literature focusing on countries or regions 
other than the Netherlands were used to complement the analysis, and c) 
also non-published papers were included in the analysis, such as discussion 
and conference papers.  

The data used in the three empirical studies was part of the research 
project ‘Psycones’ (PSYchological CONtracts across Employment 
Situations, www.uv.es/~psycon). This international research project was 
funded by the European Union within the ‘Fifth framework programme of 
the European Community for research, technological development and 
demonstration activities’ (contract number HPSE-CT-2002-00121), and 
aimed to investigate the ‘psychological contract’ as a possible intervening 
factor affecting the relationship between the degree of job permanency and 
individual well-being (Psycones, 2005a). In addition to the Netherlands, 
six countries participated in the project: Germany, Belgium, United 
Kingdom, Sweden, Spain and Israel. The first stage of the project consisted 
of systematic reviews of the literature on the variables affecting the well-
being of temporary employees. These reviews are published in De Cuyper, 
Isaksson, and De Witte (2005), and provided input for questionnaire 
development. The questionnaire (see Appendix A) contained questions 
about characteristics of the respondent (e.g., age, educational level, tenure), 
the psychological contract, and work-related attitudes and behaviour (e.g., 
fairness, trust, affective commitment, intention to quit, general well-being, 
and job insecurity. In addition, questions were included to assess specific 
characteristics of temporary employment, including motives for accepting 
their temporary job and expectations regarding permanent employment. In 
the final stage, results were disseminated to the European Union, with the 
purpose of contributing to policy development in the field of temporary 
employee well-being. 

In the Netherlands, sampling for the empirical studies was aimed at 
specific sectors to obtain a representative and varied sample. Three sectors 
were chosen based on the variety of appointment forms, demographic 
variety, the size of the temporary workforce, and organisational 
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characteristics. Data gathering concentrated on the manufacturing industry, 
professional organisations (including educational and healthcare 
organisations), and retail and sales organisations. A purposive sampling 
procedure was used to obtain a minimum of 100 respondents per contract 
type in each sector. Furthermore, the minimum number of organisations 
within each sector was set to 7 to obtain a variety of organisational 
contexts.  

Organisations were searched using the Internet and the yellow 
pages. Once an organisation had been selected, the organisation website 
was used to obtain contact information. After contacting organisations, the 
manager responsible for HR policies was asked to cooperate. These 
managers included HR managers for larger companies, and for example 
shop managers responsible for HR policies in smaller (retail) organisations. 
In total, 456 organisations were contacted: 275 manufacturing 
organisations, 79 professional organisations, and 102 retail & sales 
organisations. All organisations willing to participate and having a 
minimum number of two temporary workers were included in the sample. 
The participating organisations were asked to randomly select both 
temporary and permanent workers from their workforce. Equal samples 
were requested, but not always possible due to the low number of 
temporary workers employed in some of the participating organisations. 
When sampling was not possible, all temporary workers were included. 
Participants completed confidential questionnaires during working hours or 
at home. Response rates were maximised by carefully informing the 
respondents about the aim of the research. Table 1.1 on the following page 
shows the sampling characteristics of these three sectors, as well as the 
results of sampling for each sector. 

In total, 2390 questionnaires were sent out to potential respondents. 
Of these questionnaires, 849 were returned to the researchers. After 
examining the returned questionnaires, 13 cases were excluded because 
they had too many missing values (>30%). Therefore, the total sample for 
the empirical studies is 836 (35%). Responses per organisation varied 
between 2 and 60. Response rates varied between organisations, ranging 
from 10 percent to 87 percent. The sample covered permanent workers and 
several types of fixed-term and temporary agency work arrangements: day-
to-day contracts, on-call contracts, seasonal employment, and probation or 
training contracts. More specific information about characteristics of the 
sample can be found in sections 3.4.3, 4.4.1, and 5.4.2. 
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Table 1-1 Sample characteristics 

Sector Manufacturing Professional Retail & sales 
Description Organisations 

that produce raw 
materials or 
components for 
products, or the 
end product.  
 

Organisations 
linked to the 
government, 
specifically 
educational and 
healthcare 
organisations. 

Organisations 
aimed at selling 
products of all 
kinds to 
individual 
consumers. 

Organisations 
(response %) 
 

16 (6%) 
 

15 (19%) 17 (17%) 

Total sample 243 
 

326 267 

Temporary 
workers (n) 
 

101 
 

122 90 

Permanent 
workers (n) 

142 
 

204 177 

 

1.6 Thesis overview 
The following chapters will address the four research questions posed in 
this thesis. Chapter 2 reviews and analyses the literature on the institutional 
position of temporary workers in the Netherlands. Chapter 3 will describe 
the study of the effects of different types of exchanges on fairness, job 
satisfaction and intention to quit. Chapters 4 and 5 will focus on the 
consequences of fair treatment perceptions among temporary workers. 
Chapter 4 is devoted to describing the study of the moderating effect of 
motives for accepting temporary employment on reactions to fairness 
perceptions. In Chapter 5, the fourth and final sub-question will be 
answered, exploring the role of trust in the relationship between fair 
treatment perceptions and organisational commitment in four situations of 
job insecurity. The last chapter of this thesis, Chapter 6, recapitulates and 
integrates the results of the four separate studies. The literature is discussed 
and theoretical, practical and future research implications are outlined. 
Finally, this chapter offers a critical reflection on the research project.
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2 An institutional perspective on the 
employment position of temporary 
workers in the Netherlands4  
 

 

Abstract 
This chapter analyses the complex employment position of temporary 
workers within organizations and on the labour market. Temporary 
employment is usually considered secondary to permanent employment. In 
recent years, the European Union and the Dutch government have 
attempted to change this situation by formulating several directives and 
labour laws. In this paper, institutional theory is used to discuss the 
institutional foundations and influences that shape the employment and 
labour-market conditions of temporary workers. The analysis shows that 
the core issues regarding temporary employment conditions include 
conflicting (legitimate) interests, socially constructed norms that favour 
permanent workers, and an uneven distribution of power. The analysis 
further shows that institutional forces generate a structural justification for 
the disadvantaged position of temporary workers.  

                                                 
4 A slightly different version of this chapter has been published as De Jong, J.P., R. Schalk, & T. 
Goessling (2007). An Institutional Perspective on the Employment Position of Temporary Workers 
in the Netherlands. Relations Industrielles/Industrial Relations, 62(3), 492-515. 
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2.1 Introduction 
Temporary employment is widely used to provide organizations with 
labour flexibility, reductions in labour costs, and buffers for protecting the 
position of their core workers (Uzzi & Barsness, 1998). In addition, 
governments (Guell & Petrongolo, 2005) and individual workers (Giesecke 
& Gross, 2003) consider temporary employment as a stepping-stone from 
unemployment to the active workforce and, possibly, to a permanent job. 
Combined with the increasingly unpredictable situation of the 
organizational environment, the instrumental use of temporary 
employment has made it an important resource in the economy and an 
important opportunity for employment.  

Due to its significance, temporary employment has been 
extensively researched with respect to labour market positions (e.g, 
Bergström & Storrie, 2003), organizational hiring strategies (e.g. 
Houseman, 2001), and employee level well-being and performance (e.g. 
Psycones, 2005a). A consistent finding across these levels relates to 
considerable differences between temporary and permanent employment 
with respect to labour market positions (Remery, Van Doorne-Huiskes, & 
Schippers, 2002) and employment conditions (Goudswaard & Andries, 
2002; Kalleberg, 2000; OECD, 2002; Zeytinoglu & Cooke, 2005). As a 
result of this comparison, temporary workers are generally found to be 
worse off compared to permanent workers (Kalleberg, 2000; McKeown, 
2005). Temporary jobs are therefore regarded as a form of precarious 
employment, involving limited social benefits and statutory entitlements, 
low earnings, and poor working conditions (Cranford, Vosko, & 
Zukewich, 2003). 

In recent years, political and legislative measures are developed to 
regulate the precariousness of temporary workers. In the European Union - 
including the Netherlands - laws have been implemented to prohibit the 
unequal treatment of a type of temporary employment, fixed-term 
contracts. Similar directives for temporary agency work are still under 
construction, however, at the EU level as well as in the separate countries 
the negotiating parties have yet to reach consensus. The difficult process of 
implementing formal rules to protect temporary workers (see Zappala, 
2003) suggests that the precarious treatment of temporary workers is 
deeply embedded within the current system of industrial relations. This 
observation is supported by the results of a study by Nienhüser and 
Matiaske (2006), who found that country-enforced principles of non-
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discrimination had only limited influence on the compensation and 
working conditions of temporary employees. Moreover, awareness and 
legislation to protect employment conditions of temporary worker has 
caused little improvement in Canada (see Zeytinoglu & Cooke, 2005) and 
South-Korea (Cho, 2004).   

The instrumental use of temporary employment by organizations, 
governments, and even employees themselves appears to be a well-
established and persistent practice. The interests of the actors apparently do 
not correspond to the recent legislative attempts to improve the position of 
temporary workers. In this chapter, an institutional perspective is used to 
pull together literature on the current position of the temporary worker, 
most specifically in the Netherlands. The aim is twofold: Firstly, the forces 
that are active on the position of temporary workers are analyzed, and 
secondly the difficult process of regulating precariousness of temporary 
workers is explained. Specifically, the interests, norms, and power of the 
actors who have roles to play in temporary employment are analyzed: the 
government, unions, hiring organizations, and employees. Institutions, or 
the “rules of the game” (North, 1990, p. 3), can be regarded as systems of 
interrelated informal and formal elements (i.e., customs, shared beliefs, 
conventions, norms, and rules) that govern social relationships within 
which actors pursue and set the limits of legitimate interests (Nee, 2003, p.  
55). The central question of this chapter concerns how formal and informal 
institutional influences shape the employment and labour-market 
conditions of temporary employment, most specifically in the Netherlands. 
Institutional theory is used to disentangle the complexity of the 
organizational and labour-market position of temporary workers. 

Institutions develop over time and form the core of contemporary 
social systems. The current employment situation of temporary workers is 
the result of a long process of continuous development. Understanding the 
current situation requires explicit attention to origins and past 
developments. For this purpose, this chapter draws from evidence across 
Western industrialized regions including the European Union, North-
America and Oceania, but focus on the institutional setting of the 
Netherlands. The Dutch labour market has a long history of temporary 
employment, a relatively large percentage of the workforce is employed on 
temporary arrangements, and an extensive framework of (recently 
implemented) laws and regulations protects temporary workers. 
Furthermore, employment conditions and legal protection of, for example, 
part-time workers is considered as a model for other European Union 
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countries, although this paper focuses on temporary employment rather 
then part-time employment. 

This chapter is structured as follows. After a general discussion of 
the characteristics of temporary work, an overview is provided of the 
development of the position of temporary workers in the Netherlands, with 
a special focus on the extent to which the secondary position of temporary 
employment is institutionalized. Also the implementation of formal rules 
regarding the non-discrimination principle and the protection of temporary 
workers in Dutch legislation is discussed. The next issue is the institutional 
position of temporary workers from the viewpoint of core actors in this 
industrial relations system (Dunlop, 1958): governments, unions, 
employers, and employees. Then the tensions and factors (power, norms, 
and interests) that influence the position of temporary employment are 
analyzed. In the final section, the implications of the analysis are 
highlighted. 
 

2.2 The contemporary position of temporary employment 
Temporary employment is generally defined as “dependent employment of 
limited duration” (OECD, 2002, p. 170). The OECD considers temporary 
employment “dependent”, in the sense that they are subject to the hiring 
organization with respect to promises of long-term employment. Following 
this description, which is based on definitions of temporary employment 
used in countries including the US, Canada, and the Netherlands, a job 
may be regarded as temporary if the termination of the job is determined 
by objective conditions such as reaching a certain date or the completion of 
an assignment. Temporary jobs include types such as fixed-term 
employment, temporary agency work, seasonal employment, and 
traineeships. 

Temporary employment has a relatively stable position on the 
Western labour market, although there are differences between countries. 
Table 2-1 shows the labour market shares of temporary workers from 2000 
to 2005 in a number of countries, including Germany, Spain, the US, 
Canada, and the UK. According to OECD, approximately 50 percent of all 
Spanish workers are employed in temporary arrangements, while in other 
European countries the percentage is somewhat lower; approximately 16% 
in Germany and 6% in the UK. The high share of temporary employment 
in Spain stems from legislative reforms in the 1980s, which were 
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introduced to decrease unemployment (Caballer, Silla, Gracia, & Ramos, 
2005). Of the other countries represented in the table, Canada shows the 
highest share of temporary employment in comparison to Australia (5%) 
and the US (4%). In the Netherlands, temporary employment has gained a 
considerable share of the labour market; approximately 18 percent of all 
Dutch workers are employed in temporary jobs.  
 
Table 2-1 Percentages of temporary work in 8 countries and the EU 
(15)5  

 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 

       

Netherlands 16% 17% 17% 17% 17% 18% 

Australia6  5%   5%  

Canada 14% 15% 15% 14% 15% 15% 

France 18% 17% 16% 14% 14% 14% 

Germany 15% 14% 14% 14% 14% 16% 

Spain 47% 46% 47% 47% 47% 50% 

United Kingdom 7% 7% 7% 6% 6% 6% 

United States7  4%    4% 

European Union-15 16% 16% 15% 15% 15% 16% 

 
In the literature, temporary employment are often referred to as 

“peripheral employment” (Walsh & Deery, 1999), “casual employment” 
(Campbell & Burgess, 2001), “non-standard employment” (De Vries & 
Wolbers, 2005) or “marginal employment” (Rodriguez, 2002). These terms 
emphasize the atypical and often secondary position of temporary workers, 
who are sometimes even referred to as “just temps” (Casey & Alach, 
2004).  

                                                 
5 Data extracted from the OECD database, www.oecd.org 
6 Only 2001 and 2004 data available 
7 Only 2001 and 2005 data available 
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Recent studies on the characteristics of temporary and permanent 
work have revealed differences with regard to employment conditions and 
benefits. Empirical results from European, Dutch, and Canadian studies 
consistently show that, in general, temporary workers earn less than 
permanent workers do (see for example Brown & Sessions, 2003; De Vries 
& Wolbers, 2005; Dekker, 2007; Schellenberg & Clark, 1996; Zijl, 2006). 
In addition, many temporary workers are excluded from supplemental 
pension plans, health insurance, and other fringe benefits including profit 
sharing (Erdem et al., 2006; McGovern, Smeaton, & Hill, 2004; 
Zeytinoglu & Cooke, 2005). Temporary agency workers are particularly 
likely not to receive these benefits; they also receive fewer opportunities 
for personal and professional development (e.g., training, education, and 
promotion). The limited access of temporary workers to additional training 
and education has been found consistently in several countries (Aronsson, 
Gustafsson, & Dallner, 2002; Forrier & Sels, 2003; Hanratty, 2000), 
including the Netherlands (Goudswaard, Kraan, & Dhondt, 2000). 

The unequal opportunities that have been described above affect 
the mobility and employability of temporary workers. In general, 
temporary workers have fewer internal (McGovern et al., 2004) and 
external (Remery et al., 2002) career opportunities than permanent workers 
do. Temporary workers are usually the first to be dismissed when an 
organization must downsize (Garcia-Serrano, 1998). The weak position of 
temporary workers is not limited to these aspects of employment relations. 
For example, temporary workers in the Netherlands have fewer 
opportunities to apply for mortgages or to receive public benefits in case of 
illness or unemployment (Klein Hesselink et al., 1998). 

These differences in the employment and working conditions of 
temporary and permanent employment are consistently found, even after 
correcting for factors related to human and social capital (Erdem et al., 
2006). For example, Nienhüser and Matiaske (2006) found greater levels 
of precariousness in fifteen EU countries for both fixed-term and 
temporary agency workers, as compared to permanent workers, after 
controlling for several personal and work-related variables. The association 
of secondary employment with short-term work shows the structural 
underestimation of temporary employment, relative to the standard of 
permanent employment. One important question concerns the manner in 
which this treatment of temporary employment evolved. How did 
temporary employment arrive at its current position? For complexity 
reasons, the analysis is limited to the situation in the Netherlands.  
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2.3 A background to temporary employment in the Netherlands 
As in most countries, the development of temporary employment in the 
Netherlands started in the beginning of the 1970s (Delsen, 1995). 
Companies called for relaxing rules with respect to labour contracts and 
more opportunities for flexible labour agreements (Looise, Van Riemsdijk, 
& De Lange, 1998). At first, scholars, policy makers, union 
representatives, and human-resource practitioners were sceptical about the 
use of temporary workers. They likened temporary workers to a Trojan 
Horse, arguing that such workers undermine the foundations of long-term 
industrial relations with regard to rewards, freedom, variety in work, job 
security, benefits, and other facilities (Albeda, Van de Braak, & Veldkamp, 
1972). In the 70s, the overall view of temporary arrangements was that 
they were for “weaker workers”, implying that women, younger workers, 
older workers, and immigrants were over-represented in the temporary 
workforce (Albeda et al., 1972). Van der Braak and Faase (1978) and other 
Dutch scholars even attributed working in temporary jobs to the 
incomplete development of commitment to work. 

An economic crisis between the mid-1970s and mid-1980s 
weakened the position of temporary workers even further. The 
unemployment rate was high in the European Union, relative to the United 
States and Japan, and job creation was decreasing. Many European 
countries, including the Netherlands, began to relax various regulations 
and laws for hiring and firing personnel. This lead to an increase of the 
number of temporary employees in the Netherlands; between 1987 and 
1996 the share of temporary employees on the Dutch labour market more 
than tripled (Looise et al., 1998). This increased labour flexibility was 
regarded as a means of creating competitive advantage (Delsen, 1995); the 
aim was to improve the ability of employers to use staffing strategies to 
achieve financial gains (Locke & Kochan, 1995). Such policies obviously 
did not improve the position of temporary workers; as they increasingly 
came to be regarded as commodities, temporary workers became even 
more vulnerable to exploitation. For Dutch employees, temporary work 
became “take-it-or-leave-it” employment, as it was one of the few 
alternatives between permanent employment and unemployment.  
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2.3.1 Protective measures for temporary workers 
The past decade, the debate concerning regulating conditions of temporary 
employment has largely focused on balancing flexibility and security 
(Auer & Cazes, 2002; Sels & Van Hootegem, 2001), aimed at improving 
employment security for temporary employees and extending opportunities 
for using temporary employment by organizations. In the Netherlands, this 
has led to the introduction of the ‘Flexicurity’ Act in 1999.  

In recent years, however, employment and working conditions of 
temporary workers have received more specific attention in Canadian, 
European, and Dutch labour policy and debates (Heerma van Voss, 1999; 
Vallee, 2005; Vigneau, Ahlberg, Bercusson, & Bruun, 1999). In 1997, the 
International Labor Organization (ILO) reached the following conclusion 
regarding the equal treatment of temporary workers: “Measures should be 
taken, as appropriate, to ensure that contract workers are afforded equal 
treatment with employees of the user enterprise or, as the case may be, 
with employees of the subcontractor or of the intermediary, for performing 
work which is essentially similar, under similar conditions and requiring 
similar qualifications”(ILO, 1998).   

In the Netherlands, a law based on a EC directive (70/EC) was 
issued in November of 2002. This law on equal treatment of temporary 
workers, however, explicitly includes the possibility that differential 
treatment may be justified by objective reasons. Since Dutch labour laws 
do not define what “objective justification” implies, the interpretation of 
this concept is based on jurisprudence and the interpretation of the actors 
involved. According to the Stichting van de Arbeid (the Labour 
Foundation), a consultative body for organisations representing employees 
and employers, objective justification exists if there is a legitimate goal 
that can be reached only by differentiating between temporary and 
permanent workers (Stichting van de Arbeid, 2005). The legitimacy of the 
goal is determined by a) the extent to which the goal meets an actual need 
and b) the extent to which the difference was intended. In conclusion, 
discrimination does not necessarily refer to treating someone better or 
worse than someone else, but to the extent to which differences between 
temporary and permanent workers are illegitimate (see also Vigneau et al., 
1999). 
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2.4 Differences in the interests of actors in the system: Conflicting 
legitimacies? 

The formal laws and rules that are described in the previous section 
acknowledge the existence of unequal treatment for temporary workers, 
and they are intended to deal with this by changing the “rules of the game.” 
According to institutional theory, “institutional change does not simply 
involve remaking the formal rules, but fundamentally (…) requires the 
realignment of interests, norms, and power” (Nee, 2003, p. 55). Following 
Nee (2003), the combination of and interaction between the interests, 
norms, and power of the actors in the industrial relations system determine 
the match (or mismatch) between formal and informal rules. Legitimacy is 
a central concept in this respect, as it gives insight into the motivations of 
the actors. We adopt Suchman’s (1995, p. 574) definition of legitimacy as 
“a generalized perception or assumption that the actions of an entity (or 
actor) are desirable, proper, or appropriate within some socially 
constructed system of norms, values, beliefs, and definitions.”  

The next section contains a more specific discussion of the 
alignment and legitimacy of interests, norms, and power. This analysis 
builds on the concept of the hierarchical organization of formal institutions 
(North, 1990), as well as on Dunlop’s (Dunlop, 1958; see also Meltz, 
1993) Industrial Relations Systems framework. The discussion begins by 
addressing governmental interests, proceeds to assess the influence of these 
interests at the union and firm level, and ends by examining influences at 
the employee level. At each level, the discussion is guided by a 
fundamental dilemma. The governmental dilemma concerns how to 
balance worker rights with economic and labour market flexibility. The 
union dilemma involves the combination of equal employment rights with 
the protection of the position of core workers. Firms face the dilemma of 
choosing between continuity (workforce development) or flexibility and 
labour-cost reduction. The central dilemma for employees centres on the 
difference between the model of equal work and pay and that of temporary 
employment as a stepping-stone to (permanent) employment. 

2.4.1 The governmental dilemma: Worker rights versus economic and 
labour-market flexibility 

The Dutch government consider the implementation of laws and 
regulations to prevent the unequal treatment of temporary workers as 
desirable, proper, and appropriate (Stichting van de Arbeid, 2005). A 
central issue for the appropriateness of the laws and rules is the norm of 
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non-discrimination. This principle, which was included in the first act of 
the Dutch constitution, forbids discrimination on any grounds, including 
temporary or permanent employment. The norm of non-discrimination has 
led to the implementation of rules concerning the pay and working 
conditions of temporary workers, as well as rules that are designed to 
improve the labour-market position of temporary workers. 

Dualistic or segmented labour-market theories can be used to 
analyze the division of the labour market and mobility on the labour 
market (Loveridge & Mok, 1979). According to these theories, labour 
markets can be divided into primary and secondary segments. Piore (1971) 
defines jobs in the secondary segment as employment with low wages, 
poor working conditions, considerable variability in employment, harsh 
and often arbitrary discipline, and little opportunity to advance. Because 
limited and uncertain duration of jobs is a characteristic of the secondary 
segment (Doeringer & Piore, 1971), temporary workers are likely to be 
allocated into the secondary segment (Hudson, 2007), The limited mobility 
from the secondary to the primary segment, which is another core 
assumption of dual labour-market theory, probably provides a more 
accurate reflection of temporary employment. Dutch data show that 
approximately 40% of all temporary workers acquire permanent jobs 
within a rather short period of time (Remery et al., 2002). About 50% 
remains in temporary jobs or becomes unemployed (Zijl, Van de Berg, & 
Heyma, 2004). Employees who are engaged in temporary employment on 
a structural basis and who lack the opportunity to move into another 
segment are therefore dependent on consecutive temporary arrangements 
for their employment. If firms provide no specific training to these 
workers, their position on the labour market becomes structurally 
weakened, leading to the “trap” situation.  

Temporary employment also addresses another interest of the 
government, however. Facilitating the instrumental utilization of 
temporary employment is also a prominent goal of government policy. In 
its draft directive on temporary agency work, the European Commission 
recognized TAW as an “important cog in the machinery of labour markets 
as undertakings have been seeking greater flexibility in job management” 
(2002, p. 8). Labour flexibility is considered one of main issues in Dutch 
economic policy, enabling organizations to adjust to fluctuating demands 
and to allocate labour to meet consumer demands. Labour flexibility is 
assumed necessary in order to provide low-threshold jobs that create 
opportunities for workers to enter or re-enter the workforce to gain 
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experience and expertise. Based on these arguments, governments have 
long been reluctant to develop legislation and policy directives for 
temporary work (Zeytinoglu & Muteshi, 2000). The secondary segment of 
the labour market is of social importance, as it provides at least some level 
of employment when high-quality employment is either not available or 
not accessible. Easily obtained temporary arrangements can be used to 
escape from unemployment or to return to work after a period of labour 
market inactivity (Heinrich, Meuser, & Troske, 2005). The “transitory” 
task of temporary employment is regarded by some as an essential and 
desirable solution to the problem of unemployment (e.g., Schmid, 1995). 

In addition to the arguments above, the “stepping-stone" or 
“bridge” hypothesis suggests that entrants to the labour market can use 
secondary jobs to test, improve, and develop their skills, enabling them to 
improve their positions on the labour market within a relatively short time. 
Legislation could hinder the legitimate functions of the secondary labour 
market. As temporary workers gain better employment rights, they are 
likely to become less attractive to employers (Biggs, Burchell, & 
Millmore, 2006; Salvatori, 2007). The decline in temporary employment 
after the implementation of the Flexibility and Security Act in the 
Netherlands is one example of this effect. After the implementation of this 
law, which should improve job security of temporary (agency) workers, the 
share of temporary employment declined significantly. Furthermore, 
studies evaluating the effects of the law showed that only a small 
proportion of temporary workers gained permanent employment (De 
Klaver, Klein Hesselink, Miedema, & Schlangen, 2000; Van den Toren, 
Evers, & Commissaris, 2002).  

2.4.2 The union dilemma: Equal employment protection versus 
protection of core workers 

Temporary employment also poses a dilemma for unions. On the one hand, 
there is a growing recognition among unions of the importance of equal 
rights for – mostly not unionized - temporary workers. On the other hand, 
temporary workers can be considered competitors of the permanent, 
unionized workers. Therefore, permanent workers could benefit from 
having unprotected temporary workers in the firm, in situations in which 
the temporary workers provide a buffer to protect permanent workers from 
being laid-off (Campbell, 2005; Heery, 2004; Olsen, 2005).  

Dutch unions have a long history opposing temporary work, as they 
have tended to regard temporary employment as a threat to the secure, 
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long-term employment relationships that they sought to protect (Koene, 
Paauwe, & Groenewegen, 2004). Union policies towards non-standard 
labour have therefore tended to be hostile or defensive, and to be aimed 
primarily at excluding temporary employment as much as possible (Looise 
et al., 1998). In recent years, Dutch union policies toward temporary 
employment have changed. There is a growing recognition of the 
importance of employment rights for temporary workers. The focus in 
union policies has shifted to the regulation of temporary employment, and 
unions are increasingly engaged in trying to represent temporary workers 
and regulate the terms and conditions of their employment. Firstly, 
regulation would prevent undercutting of permanent workers (Heery, 
2004). Employing cheaper temporary workers could imply a threat to 
permanent employees. Second, temporary employment is growing in all 
areas, and recruitment among these workers provides unions with a 
stronger financial base (Campbell, 2005). Furthermore, it is clear among 
unions that they need to provide support to those that need it the most 
(Croucher & Brewster, 1998).  

Although this changed attitude may indicate a legitimate interest in 
the rights of temporary workers, the primary goal of unions appears to 
remain the protection of the permanent, core workforce (Croucher & 
Brewster, 1998). The “equal work, equal pay” campaign of the Dutch 
unions provides an illustrative example. In 2006, The FNV (Federation of 
Dutch Unions, the largest union in the Netherlands) actively promoted a 
policy against the low pay and poor working conditions of temporarily 
employed Middle and Eastern European workers. In a letter to the Dutch 
cabinet, however, the FNV stated, “The FNV has observed that there are 
heavy threats to working conditions in several sectors, including 
construction and transport, and that existing permanent worker 
employment benefits in these sectors are in danger.” Although the FNV 
emphasizes the importance of their actions to preventing the exploitation of 
temporary workers, their explicit primary concern was apparently to gain 
employment security of their members, who had permanent contracts. 

The difficulties that unions face with regard to the interest of 
supporting equal treatment have to do with the traditional focus of unions 
on permanent employment. In addition, there has been some debate 
concerning the joint representation of temporary and permanent workers. 
In collective bargaining, the unions feel the tension between representing 
the interests of the majority – the full-time, permanent workforce – and the 
rights of the minority (Blackett & Sheppard, 2003). According to Blackett 
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and Sheppard (2003), the transition towards individualized, insecure jobs is 
the crucial issue for collective bargaining and minority rights. The insecure 
and short-term character of temporary employment is one cause of the low 
level of unionization among temporary employees. It is therefore difficult 
for Dutch unions to organize temporary workers (Goslinga & Sverke, 
2003). Temporary employees in the Netherlands are not often members of 
the union; the situation is similar in Spain, Great Britain, and other 
countries (Francesconi & Garcia-Serrano, 2004). This situation obviously 
limits implicit bargaining power and access to the rights of temporary 
workers, and the power of unions in the Netherlands to negotiate equal 
employment and working conditions. 

2.4.3 The dilemma for hiring organizations: Workforce investments 
versus flexibility and labour costs  

For organizations hiring temporary workers, which are represented by 
employers’federations, the challenge consists of balancing two 
contradicting legitimate interests; the desire to adapt to external 
technological, competitive, and labour market pressures through a 
motivated and skilled workforce on the one hand, and on the other the 
desire to reduce labour costs (see for example Ward, Grimshaw, Rubery, & 
Beynon, 2001).  

The classic human-resource perspective is that a motivated and 
committed workforce is needed for the continuity of the organization. This 
implies that organizations must be willing to invest in their workforce and 
to reward continuous performance. Within such high-commitment systems, 
firms motivate workers and try to keep them committed as a means of 
ensuring performance and the continuous development of employee skills. 
For organizations that hire temporary workers, investing in a high level of 
employee motivation and commitment makes less sense. This argument 
refers to human capital theory (Becker, 1964), which postulates that 
investments in personnel (such as training and education) should yield 
returns in the future. This suggests that Dutch organizations deliberately 
differentiate between a core “investment-worthy” population of employees 
and a peripheral group for whom investments should be carefully evaluated 
(see for example Looise et al., 1998). The core population of employees 
consists primarily of permanent workers, although a trend has been 
reported recently whereby temporary employment is being used within 
investment-intensive core jobs for extended trial periods (e.g., Donker van 
Heel, 2000; Houseman, 2001). 
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Moreover, hiring temporary employees currently remains primarily 
an organizational strategy for creating a peripheral population that can be 
used to achieve numerical flexibility, as a buffer to protect the employment 
of core workers, and to cut costs (Looise et al., 1998; see also Ward et al., 
2001). This instrumental use of temporary work does not necessarily imply 
unequal treatment. Many theories on staffing and human resource 
management discuss organizational legitimacy issues with respect to the 
treatment of temporary workers. For example, Atkinson’s (1984) model of 
the flexible firm advocates the use of temporary workers as peripheral and 
disposable employment to cope with the uncertainty of the market. The 
implications for core employees are that their favourable employment 
conditions “will increasingly be secured at the expense of others” 
(Atkinson, 1984, p. 31). Lepak and Snell’s (1999) Human Resource 
Architecture theory offers an explanation for why organizations are 
reluctant to invest in temporary workers. According to these authors, 
strategies to externalize workers result from the low value and the low 
level of uniqueness of the human capital that is ascribed to these workers. 
This position holds in situations that require generic human capital that is 
of limited strategic value, and in which the firm’s competitive position is 
not threatened. Organizations that follow this strategy rarely invest in 
training or development activities for their employees. 

2.4.4 The employee dilemma: Equal work and equal pay versus stepping-
stone 

The non-discrimination norm, which holds that all workers should be 
treated in an equal manner in similar situations, is a fundamental principle 
in labour rights. For temporary employees, acceptance of and compliance 
with the rule of equal treatment depends on their own beliefs concerning 
the desirableness and appropriateness of the rule. We return to the ‘trap’ 
and ‘stepping stone’ hypotheses to explain how different interests among 
temporary workers shape these beliefs of desirability and appropriateness. 

The idea behind the trap hypothesis is that workers become 
entrapped in their temporary job because they have little chances of 
advancement (Steijn, Need, & Gesthuizen, 2006). Workers who are 
trapped into their temporary job are likely to be forced into temporary 
employment because it is difficult for them to acquire permanent positions 
(De Jong, De Cuyper, De Witte, Silla, & Bernhard-Oettel, in Press). For 
these workers, similar wages, fringe benefits, and opportunities for training 
and individual development would at least improve their employment 
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conditions and, possibly, their labour market position. Being trapped in a 
temporary job would therefore be associated with desirability for equal 
treatment rules.  

The stepping stone or bridge hypothesis assumes that employees 
accept temporary jobs that offer chances for rapid promotion (Steijn et al., 
2006). In general, employees tend to have a strong preference for 
permanent employment (Silla, Gracia, & Peiro, 2005). According to 
Marler and Milkovich (2000), this is partly because employees believe that 
permanent jobs yield greater returns. This seems to suggest that most 
temporary workers hold their positions involuntarily. Many temporary 
workers, however, attempt to gain access to permanent employment by 
first accepting temporary positions. De Jong and colleagues (in Press) 
found that a large proportion of Dutch temporary workers use temporary 
employment as a stepping-stone toward permanent employment. Although 
they do not necessarily prefer temporary employment, they deliberately opt 
for temporary jobs that offer the prospect of permanent employment. For 
these temporary workers, equal treatment could imply less access to 
temporary employment, as organizations are less able to achieve labour 
cost advantages through temporary employment. Because stepping stone 
workers use their temporary job to obtain permanent employment, equal 
treatment and more limited access to permanent work would be 
undesirable.  

These two conflicting interests of temporary workers have in 
common that they depend upon their employer. Trapped temporary 
workers are dependent on their employer to keep their job. Stepping stone 
workers are dependent upon their employer with respect to acquiring 
permanent contracts, which may influence their willingness to accept the 
working conditions that accompany such positions (Lepak & Snell, 1999). 
In conclusion, this dominant position of the hiring organization limits the 
possibilities for temporary employees to resist, and reinforces the complicit 
acceptance of their position (Jordan, 2003).  
 

2.5 Discussion 
In this research, the dilemmas that are present among actors with respect to 
equal treatment of temporary and permanent workers were analyzed. At 
every level of the employment relations system, actors are subject to 
influences that guide their behaviour with respect to temporary 
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employment. The institutional perspective allows the examination of 
behavioural dilemmas that are grounded either in legitimate interests or in 
what is perceived to be desirable, proper, and appropriate. These interests 
are constructed according to a system of norms and sustained by levels and 
types of power. The context of these institutionalized beliefs reflects the 
legitimacy of the actions of the actors. In other words, it reflects whether 
the actions are taken purely out of self-interest, a desire to “do the right 
thing,” or according to “taken for grantedness” (Suchman, 1995).  

Table 2-2 summarizes the influences for each of the actors, with 
regard to interests, norms, and power. This overview is based on the 
extended descriptions of the dilemmas for each party that are provided in 
the previous sections. At every level, norms and power issues influence the 
interests of the parties involved with regard to the treatment of temporary 
workers. Each actor faces a dilemma, a conflict between interests, norms, 
and power. For all actors, three main informal influences can be identified 
that conflict with the formal rule of equal treatment: the flexibility of the 
economy, protection of the position of permanent workers, and labour 
market mobility. The government and hiring organizations benefit from 
labour flexibility and thus prefer cheap temporary employment that 
provides economic competitiveness. Organizations and unions think of 
peripheral temporary employment as a buffer to protect permanent 
employment, thus sustaining continuity. Hiring organizations consider the 
return on investment when assessing the benefits of investing in temporary 
employees. Unions, however, prefer equal treatment of temporary workers 
as a means of preventing threats to the wages of permanent workers. 
Finally, for governments and employees, “cheap” temporary employment 
provides opportunities for gaining access to the labour market and to 
permanent employment. For these actors, equal treatment could improve 
employment conditions for those who are trapped in temporary 
employment. 
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Table 2-2 Institutional influences on the treatment of temporary 
workers, by actor 

Actor Interests Norms Power 

Government • Worker 
rights   

• Employment

• Flexibility 

 

• Non-
discriminatio
n 

• Employment

• Legislative 

Unions • Employee 
rights 

• Prevent 
undercutting 
permanent 
workers 

 

• Equal 
employment 

• Protection of 
members 

• Bargaining 

Employers  

(federations) 

 

• Continuity 

• Flexibility 

• Profit • Employment 

• Investment 

 

Employees • Equal 
treatment 

• Stepping 
stone 

• Permanent 
employment 

• Compliance 

 
The conflicting inter-actor interests are caused primarily by two 

forces that act simultaneously: the maximization of profits, power, and 
welfare, and the protection of the standard of permanent employment. 
Permanent employment is the standard form of employment for all actors, 
against which the value of employment and the conditions and 
opportunities of employment relations are evaluated (Dickens, 2004). 
Furthermore, referring to stereotypical characteristics of the members of 
these groups legitimizes differences between permanent and temporary 
employees. Governments, unions, hiring organizations, and employees 
therefore tend to consider temporary employment as a sort of “second-
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hand” employment (Boyce et al., 2007), in terms of organizational and 
union membership, added value, and employment security. Even 
temporary workers tend to rate themselves as lower status employees in 
comparison to permanent workers (Von Hippel, 2006). These views often 
reflect taken-for-granted cultural beliefs that support social inequality 
(Tyler, 2006, p. 385). This culturally embedded legitimacy, which is 
reflected at every level of the institutional system, is a primary source of 
risk for exploitation and unequal treatment on the part of temporary 
workers.  

In conclusion, the difficulties of aligning interests, norms, and 
power tend to institutionalize the secondary position of temporary workers 
in the Netherlands, and at the same time complicate institutional change. 
Basically, the short-term nature of temporary work is a fundamental 
weakness that conflicts with the principle of equal treatment (Vigneau et 
al., 1999). This causes many temporary workers to be locked into 
precarious employment, subject to conflicting interests based on well-
established norms, but without power to change their situation. In the near 
future, research should indicate the exact consequences of the new 
legislation, in the Netherlands but also in other countries actively 
protecting temporary workers. Furthermore, accumulated evidence shows 
that temporary workers in other Western countries experience poor 
working conditions (Saloniemi & Zeytinoglu, 2007). Therefore, future 
research should focus on the position of temporary workers in other 
institutional settings. The Dutch system of industrial relations includes 
advisory bodies such as the Labour Foundation and the Social and 
Economic Council. The roles that these bodies play were not analysed 
because they are not active actors but only have advisory roles in the Dutch 
system of industrial relations (Delsen, 2000). They facilitate structural 
consultations on socio-economic issues between trade unions, employers’ 
federations and the government. However, these bodies do typify the 
Dutch system of negotiation between employer and employee 
representatives, also called the ‘poldermodel’. This restricts the 
generalisability of the analysis performed in this chapter, and adds to the 
call for research in other institutional contexts.  

Moreover, this research assumed that all temporary workers are 
subject to precarious employment conditions and similar institutional 
forces. Therefore, more detailed focus can be put on the positions of forms 
of temporary employment, and groups that occupy them. Temporary 
agency work, for example, fundamentally differs from fixed-term contracts 
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because it involves a triangular relationship between the agency, the hiring 
organization, and the temporary worker (Davidson, 2004). With respect to 
the position of temporary agency workers, this specific industrial relations 
system should be analyzed more thoroughly. Finally, research has 
indicated that some demographic groups, including women (Cranford et 
al., 2003) and low skilled workers (Maurin & Postel-Vinay, 2005) are 
overrepresented in temporary and precarious employment. More research 
is needed to more explicitly assess the institutional position of these groups 
in the context of precarious temporary employment. 
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3 Reciprocity in transactional and 
relational psychological contracts: 
The limits of balance in exchanges8 
 

 

Abstract 
This study aims to investigate the association between reciprocity in the 
exchange of delivered psychological contract inducements and 
contributions on the one hand, and attitudes in permanent and temporary 
workers on the other. Delivery of psychological contract inducements and 
contributions refers to psychological contract fulfilment on the part of the 
employer and the employee, respectively. Balance in the delivery of 
psychological contract aspects was assessed by the ratio of delivered 
inducements and contributions. Different ratios were calculated for 
transactional and relational psychological contract aspects, leading to four 
types of exchanges: transactional undercompensation, transactional 
overcompensation, relational undercompensation and relational 
overcompensation. Based on a Dutch sample of 290 temporary and 487 
permanent workers, the following pattern of results was found: relational 
exchange did not associate significantly with the outcomes. One exception 
was that relational overcompensation was positively related to fairness. 
Transactional overcompensation was related to job satisfaction and 
reduced turnover intention, and these relationships did not differ in 
temporary and permanent workers. Finally, transactional 
undercompensation was related to fairness, particularly in permanent 
workers. These findings indicate that balance in delivered exchange is of 
limited importance to employee work-related attitudes.  

                                                 
8 A slightly different version of this chapter has been submitted (revise and resubmit) to 
Management and Organization Review as De Jong, J.P., R. Schalk, and N. De Cuyper, Reciprocity 
in transactional and relational psychological contracts: The boundaries of balance in exchanges.  
 Earlier versions of this chapter were presented at the EAWOP conference 2005 in 
Istanbul, Turkey, and at the HRM-network conference 2007 in Tilburg, the Netherlands. 
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3.1 Introduction 
Gouldner (1960) suggests that the basic principle underlying exchanges at 
work is the norm of reciprocity: a social norm which prescribes that efforts 
by one party should be returned by another party to achieve balance. 
Theories on exchanges in the employee-organisation relationship (EOR), 
such as social exchange theory (Blau, 1964) and psychological contract 
theory (Rousseau, 1995), for example, emphasise the importance of the 
norm of reciprocity in predicting employees’ attitudes. Up to now, 
however, reciprocity has been viewed primarily in terms of the relationship 
between justice, employee evaluations of the organisation (e.g., perceived 
organisation support, leader member exchange, trust), and employee 
reactions (e.g., Aryee et al., 2002; Settoon, Bennett, & Liden, 1996; 
Tekleab, Takeuchi, & Taylor, 2005), or in terms of mutual promises (e.g., 
Shore & Barksdale, 1998; Tsui et al., 1997). However, the delivery of 
promises by employers and employees has received scant attention in the 
realm of employee-organisation exchange research. Therefore, this 
research specifically focuses on reciprocity and the role of balance in the 
delivery of promises, and the effects thereof. 

Furthermore, frameworks on exchange in EORs highlight the 
importance of distinguishing between economic exchange and social 
exchange (Blau, 1964). In this respect, it has been speculated that 
economic exchange characterises a particular category of workers, namely 
temporary workers that work in jobs defined as dependent employment of 
limited duration (OECD, 2002, p. 170).  By way of contrast, social 
exchange is predominant in the context of permanent employment 
(Chambel & Castanheira, In Press). Yet to date, few studies have addressed 
to what extent the norm of reciprocity, in relation to either economic or 
social exchange, associates with the attitudes of temporary versus 
permanent workers. This seems an important avenue for research, 
however, given the growth in temporary employment and given the 
inconsistent research findings on the relationship between temporary 
employment and employees’ attitudes (Connelly & Gallagher, 2004; De 
Cuyper et al., In press; Feldman, 2006). 
 Thus, this study aims to address these issues by exploring the 
relations of reciprocity in the exchange of delivered promises between 
employees and employers. More specifically, it focuses on the relationship 
between economic and social exchange and employees’ attitudes in 
temporary and permanent employment. As regards exchange, this research 
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draws upon psychological contract theory and, more specifically, upon the 
distinction between transactional and relational psychological contracts 
(Rousseau, 1995). As regards employees’ attitudes, fairness, job 
satisfaction, and turnover intention are included as important employees’ 
attitudes.  
 

3.2 Literature review 

3.2.1 The psychological contract: Transactional and relational 
Rousseau (1989, 1990) defines the psychological contract as a concept 
related to employee/organisation exchange or, more specifically, as a set of 
mutual promises and obligations between the employee and the employer, 
as perceived by the employee (Rousseau & McLean-Parks, 1993). 
Similarly, Guest and colleagues (Guest, 2004b; Guest, Oakley, Clinton, & 
Budjanovcanin, 2006) consider the psychological contract as a central 
component of the EOR. Therefore, the psychological contract provides a 
good basis to investigate the processes underlying the EOR (Guest, 2004b).  
 Like social exchange theory, psychological contract literature 
distinguishes between economic and social exchanges, labelled as 
transactional and relational psychological contracts, respectively. More 
specifically, transactional psychological contracts focus on the short-term, 
economic exchanges (Rousseau & McLean-Parks, 1993), where the 
monetary and basic workplace circumstances, as provided by the 
employer, are reciprocated through basic task performance by the 
employee. Relational contracts aim to establish a long-term relationship 
between the employee and the organisation (Millward & Hopkins, 1998), 
and involve an exchange of, for example, organisational support and job 
security on the part of the employer for loyalty on the part of the employee. 
Unlike social exchange theory, however, psychological contract theory 
suggests that transactional and relational psychological contracts are not 
mutually exclusive but, instead, that EORs often include elements of both 
forms. Authors in the domain of the psychological contract refer to 
psychological contracts that primarily emphasise economic elements as 
“transactional psychological contracts” and to those that include primarily 
social elements as “relational psychological contracts” (Rousseau & 
Mclean-Parks, 1993). From this, it follows that there can be two types of  
‘resources’ or ‘values’ in the EOR (Thompson & Hart, 2006), namely 
economic/transactional resources and social/relational resources. 
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3.2.2 The psychological contract: Reciprocity and balance 
In addition to the distinction between transactional and relational 
psychological contracts, reciprocity is another important issue in the 
psychological contract literature (Rousseau & Tijoriwala, 1998; Tekleab & 
Taylor, 2003). Reciprocity can be defined as the act of giving resources to 
another in return for resources received (adapted from Molm, Schaefer, & 
Collett, 2007). The psychological contract literature also distinguishes 
between balanced or unbalanced psychological contracts. Balance refers to 
the degree to which the resources exchanged are equivalent. Under a 
balanced psychological contract, the employee and the employer perceive 
themselves to be similarly obligated in the exchange, whereas in an 
unbalanced psychological contract, either the employee or the employer is 
perceived to be substantially more obligated than the other actor in the 
exchange (Shore & Barksdale, 1998).  

There are, however, three important problems with current 
conceptualisations of exchanges as included in the psychological contract. 
First, although there is a long tradition of distinguishing transactional and 
relational psychological contracts, this has generally not been linked to 
exchange dynamics. Second, it is assumed that the parties involved in the 
exchange have equal power.  However, as Shore and colleagues (Shore et 
al., 2004, p. 332) note: “non-‘traditional’ work-relationships are one area 
where the implicit assumption of equal or nearly equal power is a critical 
omission by empiricists and theorists”. Third, most studies, like the study 
by Tsui et al. (1997) as well as others (Sels, Janssens, & Van den Brande, 
2004; Shore & Barksdale, 1998), concern the exchange of promises, and 
not the exchange of the delivered promises; i.e. the actual entitlements 
(what the employee receives) and contributions (what the employee gives 
in return). Many studies, however, particularly in the realm of fairness 
research, have highlighted the critical importance of such actual exchanges. 
For example, distributive justice refers to the perceived fairness of 
outcomes, while the study of procedural justice concerns the perceived 
fairness of the process by which outcomes are arrived at (Cohen-Charash 
& Spector, 2001). 

In much the same way, psychological contract research suggests 
that outcomes may be more strongly related to delivered inducements than 
to promised inducements (Lambert, Edwards, & Cable, 2003). In this 
respect, delivered inducements refer to psychological contract fulfilment 
on the part of the employer, while delivered contributions refer to 
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psychological contract fulfilment by the employee. However, the exchange 
of these delivered inducements and delivered contributions has generally 
been ignored in empirical studies (Lambert, 2007), even though some 
theoretical frameworks do exist. First, equity theory (Adams, 1963; 1965) 
suggests that employees evaluate exchanges in terms of a ratio between 
effort spent (delivered contributions) and rewards received (delivered 
inducements) at work. Second, the Effort-Reward Imbalance (ERI) Model 
(Siegrist, 1996) is based on a relationship between received efforts and 
rewards at work, and is frequently used in organisational and medical 
studies on physical and mental health. More specifically, the ERI model 
claims that work characterised by high efforts but low rewards represents a 
reciprocity deficit, which may cause poor health, stress, sickness absence, 
and job dissatisfaction (for overviews, see Tsutsumi & Kawakami, 2004; 
Van Vegchel, De Jonge, Bosma, & Schaufeli, 2005). In empirical research, 
effort-reward imbalance is usually measured by computing a ratio of 
efforts and rewards (Siegrist et al., 2004; Tsutsumi & Kawakami, 2004). 
 This paper builds upon the assumed importance of psychological 
contract fulfilment (Rousseau & Tijoriwala, 1998) by constructing ratios of 
employee and employer psychological contract fulfilment. More 
specifically, the ratio may reflect either employee undercompensation or 
employee overcompensation, indicating that the effort-reward ratio favours 
the organisation or the employee, respectively (Adams, 1965). In addition, 
transactional and relational exchanges are taken into account, thus creating 
four exchange perceptions: transactional undercompensation, transactional 
overcompensation, relational undercompensation, and relational 
overcompensation. These perceptions are related to perceptions of fairness, 
job satisfaction and turnover intention in temporary and permanent 
workers.  
 

3.3 Research questions 
Gouldner (1960) suggests that individuals are most comfortable with 
conditions of balanced exchange, implying that employee contributions 
should be equivalent to employer inducements, and vice versa. Therefore, 
it is commonly assumed that balanced exchanges are perceived to be the 
most valued (Koh & Yer, 2000; Tsui et al., 1997), thus implying 
favourable attitudes (De Cuyper, Rigotti, De Witte, & Mohr, In Press). By 
contrast, an unbalanced exchange of promises between the employer and 
the employee, particularly in the case where the employee makes promises 
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that are not reciprocated by the employer, is found to have a negative 
relationship with work-related attitudes and behaviour (Koh & Yer, 2000; 
Tsui et al., 1997). One question is whether imbalance owing to employee 
overcompensation has similar unfavourable attitudes. Research evidence in 
this respect is scarce, probably because most studies have focused on the 
situation where the employer breaches the psychological contract and not 
on the situation where the employer lives up to his promises and more. 

However, the study by Tsui et al. (1997) suggests that employee 
overcompensation does not significantly associate with favourable work-
related attitudes or behaviour. This effect occurs due to the tendency of 
people to overvalue their own input and to undervalue the contributions of 
the other, meaning that a situation of employee overcompensation often 
implies, in fact, a balanced exchange. Another question is whether 
transactional and relational exchanges relate differently to the outcomes. 
This research therefore aims to explore if the same relations as for 
promises are found in the exchange of delivered employee contributions 
and employer inducements and in transactional and relational resources. 
Thus, the first research question is: 
Research question 1a: What are the relations between transactional under- 
and overcompensation and fairness, job satisfaction, and intention to quit? 
Research question 1b: What are the relations between relational under- and 
overcompensation and fairness, job satisfaction, and intention to quit? 
To further investigate the effects of reciprocity in transactional and 
relational exchange, this research focuses on the influence of different 
contract types in both under- and overcompensation. Rousseau (1995) 
suggests that temporary workers as compared to permanent workers have a 
more transactional contract with the organisation due to the short-term 
character of their job, which has been demonstrated in a number of studies 
(e.g., Chambel & Castanheira, 2006; Millward & Hopkins, 1998). This 
may cause temporary workers to emphasise a balanced exchange of 
economic inducements and contributions more than permanent workers do. 
Indeed, permanent workers have been found to have a stronger focus on 
the relational psychological contract (Millward & Hopkins, 1998).  

However, the short-term nature of the temporary employment 
relationship does not imply that the exchange is limited to economic 
transactions. Research has shown that temporary employees also have 
social and relational interests (Chambel & Castanheira, In Press; 
McDonald & Makin, 2000; Millward & Brewerton, 1999). Nevertheless, 
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temporary employment may provide insufficient realisation of relational 
exchange because of the short duration of the relation (Connelly & 
Gallagher, 2004). For example, the employer may have promised training 
opportunities, but this might be difficult to deliver before the end of the 
temporary contract. Since permanent workers have a longer time 
perspective, not delivering training opportunities could be perceived as a 
violation of the norm of reciprocity, with likely negative implications for 
job satisfaction and intention to quit. To explore these suggestions, 
research question 2 is formulated: 
Research question 2a: What is the moderating role of contract type in the 
relationship between transactional undercompensation and fairness, job 
satisfaction, and intention to quit?  
Research question 2b: What is the moderating role of contract type in the 
relationship between relational undercompensation and fairness, job 
satisfaction, and intention to quit?  
Finally, this research aims to assess the perceptions of transactional and 
relational overcompensation in temporary and permanent workers. Adams 
(1965) suggested that employee overcompensation may not necessarily 
lead to better performance because people tend to rationalise favourable 
exchanges. Indeed, Tsui et al. (1997) found that overcompensation of 
promises was not related to higher fairness in comparison to balanced 
exchange among permanent workers, and Koh and Yer (2000) found a 
similar result using a sample of temporary workers. Koh and Yer also 
found no increase in overall job satisfaction among temporary employees 
in a situation of overcompensation. Furthermore, they showed an increased 
intention to leave the organisation when temporary workers felt 
overcompensated. This would suggest that the perception of fair and 
balanced reciprocity of efforts and rewards serves as a beneficial condition 
for affective job responses (Siegrist, 1996). Therefore, a ceiling effect 
might occur for both transactional and relational exchanges: fairness may 
not increase any further in situations of transactional overcompensation, 
and job satisfaction and intention to quit may not increase in situations of 
relational overcompensation. Based on these suggestions, the last research 
question is formulated: 
Research question 3a: What is the moderating role of contract type in the 
relationship between transactional overcompensation and fairness, job 
satisfaction, and intention to quit? 
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Research question 3b: What is the moderating role of contract type in the 
relationship between relational overcompensation and fairness, job 
satisfaction, and intention to quit? 
 

3.4 Method 

3.4.1 Context 
Data was collected in the Netherlands. A relatively large share, about 17% 
in 2004, of the Dutch labour market consisted of temporary workers (De 
Cuyper et al., 2005), primarily fixed-term workers and temporary agency 
workers. In 2004, the Dutch labour market was characterised by its high 
level of regulation. Temporary workers, for example, were protected by an 
extensive set of regulations: The Flexibility and Security Act, introduced in 
1997, increases the possibilities to obtain permanent employment for both 
fixed-term and agency workers, while in 2002 a law prohibiting unequal 
treatment of fixed-term workers was enacted. Moreover, collective labour 
agreements (CAO’s) and laws to protect the position of both permanent 
and temporary workers provided basic protection for these workers (De 
Jong, Schalk, & Goessling, 2007). A second contextual feature may also 
have directly affected the terms of the EOR and perceptions of reciprocity. 
In the Dutch social system, including the labour market, agreements are 
reached and conflicts resolved through negotiation (Freese & Schalk, 
2000). Collective labour agreements, for example, are the result of 
negotiations between employer and employee representatives. In this so-
called Poldermodel, terms of exchange are mainly formulated based on 
consensus. This can also be applied to employment relations: Dutch 
employees are thought to have a broad zone of negotiability that a) enable 
a thorough agreement and understanding on mutual expectations and 
obligations, and b) facilitates reaching consensus in situations of conflict 
with respect to resources that are exchanged.     

For this study, both temporary and permanent workers were 
surveyed in four sectors: retail (N = 255), manufacturing (N = 221), health 
care (N = 40) and education (N = 261). Two arguments were used to select 
these sectors. First, these sectors had a relatively high temporary workforce 
in 2004 (Goudswaard et al., 2007). Second, these sectors were selected to 
maximise variance across the types of short-term workers. The 
manufacturing sample was expected to include respondents employed 
through temporary agencies. The educational sector was selected to sample 
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short-term workers employed on fixed-term contracts. Finally, retail and 
healthcare were used to acquire a mixed sample with varying short-term 
arrangements. In total, 48 organisations participated in the study, including 
17 retail organisations, 16 manufacturing organisations, 13 educational 
organisations, and 2 healthcare organisations. For the retail sector, 
organisations such as shops and insurance companies were contacted. 
Organisations in the manufacturing sector were primarily food product 
producers, but also bicycle manufacturers and producers of heavy 
machinery were included in the sample. The educational sample included 
high schools, professional education, and universities. The healthcare 
sample consisted of one hospital and one healthcare centre that provides 
home care and care for the elderly.  

3.4.2 Sampling procedure 
After contacting organisations, the manager responsible for HR policies 
was asked to cooperate. These managers included HR managers for 
manufacturing organisations, educational organisations and healthcare 
organisations, and shop managers responsible for HR practices in smaller 
(retail) organisations. The participating organisations were asked to 
randomly select both temporary (including types such as fixed-term 
workers, temporary agency workers and seasonal workers) and permanent 
workers from their workforce. Equal populations were requested, but this 
was not always possible due to the low number of temporary workers in 
some of the participating organisations. When random sampling was not 
possible, all temporary workers were included. These employees were 
given a written questionnaire to fill in at home. Responses per organisation 
varied between 2 and 60. Response rates varied between organisations, 
ranging from 10 percent to 87 percent. The total response rate was 35.5 
percent.  

3.4.3 Sample 
The total sample consisted of 379 female employees and 398 male 
employees. The average age of the sample was 37 years. About 58% 
(n=448) of the sample completed high school education. The average 
tenure was 6 years and 11 months. In total, 290 temporary workers with 
various appointment forms and 487 permanent workers returned the 
questionnaire. The sample of temporary workers included several forms of 
employment on limited duration arrangements such as fixed-term workers 
(63%) and temporary agency workers (26%), but also trainees (6%). The 
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average duration of the temporary jobs was about a year (11.97 months), 
and the average time left on these arrangements was about 6 months (6.13 
months). 

The groups of temporary and permanent workers differed 
significantly with respect to tenure and age. The average tenure for both 
groups, one of the main conceptual differences between temporary and 
permanent workers, was respectively 1.1 and 10.4 years (t = -17.165, ρ < 
.001). Moreover, the temporary workers (M = 32.12) in the sample were 
significantly younger compared to the permanent workers (M = 39.63), (t = 
-9.35, ρ < .001). No differences were found with respect to gender, χ2 (1, 
777) = .14, ρ = ns, or educational level, χ2 (7, 777) = 6.44, ρ = ns. 

3.4.4 Measures 
Transactional and relational exchanges. Two scales developed by the 
PSYCONES research team were used. The first scale was used to measure 
perceived employer inducements, and included 15 promises or commitments 
that organisations can make towards their employees. Employees were asked to 
respond to the following question: “Has your organisation promised or 
committed itself to … “. If the promise or commitment had not been made, 
the respondent could answer by ticking ‘no’. If the promise or commitment 
had been made, the respondent had to indicate to what extent the promise 
was kept. Answering categories ranged from 1 (“Yes, but promise not kept 
at all”) to 5 (“Yes, and promise fully kept”).  

A principal components factor analysis with Varimax rotation on 
the promise measure (0 = promise or commitment not made, 1 = promise 
or commitment made) yielded two factors accounting for 50.2% of the 
variance. The factors were in line with previous research using the same 
measure (e.g., De Cuyper & De Witte, 2007), and reflect transactional and 
relational psychological contract dimensions. One of the items was 
excluded due to the high loadings on both dimensions (“Improve your 
future employment prospects?”). Psychological contract fulfilment was 
calculated for the transactional (α=.87) and relational (α=.86) factor 
separately by calculating the mean value of the extent to which the promise 
or commitment was kept. 

A similar measure and procedure was used to assess perceived 
employee contributions. This measure contained 17 promises or commitments 
that employees can make towards the organisation. Employees were asked to 
respond to the following question: “Have you promised or committed yourself 
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to… “. If the promise or commitment had not been made, the respondent 
could answer by ticking ‘no’. If the promise or commitment had been 
made, the respondent had to indicate to what extent the promise was kept. 
Answering categories ranged from 1 “Yes, but promise not kept at all” to 5 
“Yes, and promise fully kept”. Again, a principal components factor 
analysis with Varimax rotation on the content of the measure (0 = promise 
or commitment not made, 1 = promise or commitment made) was 
conducted. The analysis yielded three factors accumulatively accounting 
for 59.3 % of the variance.  

The factors reflected a transactional content and two factors with 
relational content, namely a loyalty factor and an individual/organisational 
development factor. To allow for the calculation of transactional and 
relational ratios, these two factors were combined to reflect the relational 
content of the employees’ promises and commitments (Cavanaugh & Noe, 
1999; Millward & Hopkins, 1998). Six items were excluded due to high 
crossloadings between the transactional and the two relational factors: “be 
polite to customers or the public even when they are being rude and 
unpleasant to you?”; “turn up for work on time?”; “volunteer to do tasks 
outside your job description?”; “develop your skills to be able to perform 
well in this job?”; “accept an internal transfer if necessary?” and “work 
enthusiastically on jobs you would prefer not to be doing?”. Following the 
procedure used for the employer promises and commitments, 
psychological contract fulfilment was calculated for both the transactional 
(α=.74) and relational (α=.73) factor.  
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Table 3-1 Resources exchanged in transactional and relational 
exchange 

Employer inducements  
Transactional 
Provide a good working atmosphere? 
Ensure fair treatment by managers and supervisors?  
Be flexible in matching non-work roles with work? 
Provide possibilities to work together in a pleasant way? 
Provide you with a safe working environment? 
Provide an environment free from violence and harassment? 
Relational 
Provide you with interesting work? 
Provide you with a reasonably secure job? 
Provide you with good pay for the work you do? 
Provide you with a job that is challenging? 
Allow you to participate in decision-making? 
Provide you with a career? 
Provide you with opportunities to advance and grow? 
Employee contributions 
Transactional 
Be a good team player? 
Assist others with their work? 
Meet the performance expectations for your job? 
Respect the rules and regulations of the company? 
Relational 
Go to work even if you don’t feel particularly well? 
Protect your company’s image? 
Show loyalty to the organisation? 
Work overtime or extra hours when required? 
Provide innovative suggestions for improvement? 
Develop new skills and improve your current skills? 
Take responsibility for your career development?  
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The transactional exchange and relational exchange ratios were 
calculated by dividing the fulfilment of employer promises and 
commitments by the fulfilment of employee promises and commitments. 
Table 3-1 displayed above shows the resources exchanged in transactional 
and relational exchange. Since employees were more likely to perceive 
undercompensation (Janssen, 2001), exchanges scoring up to .99 were 
considered as undercompensated, and scores of 1 and higher as 
overcompensated to create more equal samples and to increase statistical 
power. Values close to 1 indicate a high degree of balance. 
Moderator. Contract type was measured using a dichotomous variable (0 = 
temporary, 1 = permanent.  
Fairness. A general measure of perceptions of fairness developed by Guest 
and Conway (1998) was used. One of the four items used was ‘Do you feel 
that you are paid fairly for the work you do?’. The scale had five response 
categories, ranging from ‘not at all’ to ‘totally’ (Cronbach’s alpha = .70).  
Job satisfaction. Job satisfaction was assessed using a scale based on 
Brayfield and Rothe’s Job Satisfaction Index (1951). Four items were used 
(on a 5-point scale ranging from ‘strongly agree’ to ‘strongly disagree’), 
such as ‘I find enjoyment in my job’ (Cronbach’s alpha = .87). 
Intention to quit. Intention to quit was measured using a 4-item scale. The 
scale was adapted from Price (1997) and Sjöberg and Sverke (2000) to fit 
the temporary perspective of short-term workers. The following items were 
included: (1) ‘These days, I often feel like quitting’; (2) ‘Despite the 
obligations I have made to this organisation, I want to quit my job as soon 
as possible’; (3) ‘At this moment, I would like to stay with this 
organisation as long as possible (reversed)’ and (4) ‘If I could, I would quit 
today.’ The response categories for this 5-point scale ranged from ‘strongly 
agree’ to ‘strongly disagree’ (Cronbach’s alpha = .79). 

3.4.5 Control variables 
Past research has indicated that demographic variables including gender, 
age, and educational level can influence psychological contract perceptions 
(De Vos, 2002), fairness perceptions (Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001), 
and other work-related attitudes. Therefore, we controlled for three 
demographic variables: gender, age and educational level. Gender (female 
= 0, male = 1) was dummy coded. Age was measured using a continuous 
variable. Educational level was assessed using ISCED-levels (ISCED 
1997), ranging from 0 (pre-primary education) to 6 (second stage tertiary 
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education). Moreover, tenure was included as a control variable due to the 
large difference between temporary and permanent workers with respect to 
this variable. Tenure was measured using a continuous variable. We did 
not control for position because of the high correlation with educational 
level.  

Furthermore, McLean-Parks and colleagues (1998) proposed that 
temporary workers have narrower contracts than permanent workers, 
implying that temporary workers have a lower number of expectations 
towards their employer compared to permanent workers, and feel less 
obligated to offer contributions in comparison to permanent workers. There 
is a body of evidence supporting this. Van Dyne and Ang (1998), for 
example, found that temporary workers had a more narrow psychological 
contract in comparison to permanent workers. Moreover, the narrow 
contract hypothesis has also been supported in the UK (Coyle-Shapiro & 
Kessler, 2002) and in cross-national studies (Claes et al., 2002). The 
number or breadth of both employee contributions and employer 
inducements was taken into account by controlling for the mean of 
transactional and relational promises made (the number of ‘yes’-answers in 
the measure used to assess transactional and relational exchange).  

Finally, the level to which employees value their contributions and 
the inducements of the organisation was included as a control variable. In 
their framework, Tsui et al. (1997) found favourable effects for balance 
that included high investments (referred to as mutual investment) in 
comparison to low balanced investments (referred to as the quasi-spot 
contract). In this study, a balanced exchange could either imply mutually 
high investments or mutually low investments. Therefore a level of 
exchange represented by the mean of perceived employer promise 
fulfilment and employee promise fulfilment was included. 

3.4.6 Analysis 
First four samples were created reflecting the four perceptions of 
exchange: transactional undercompensation, transactional 
overcompensation, relational undercompensation and relational 
overcompensation. Then three moderated multiple regressions were 
performed for each exchange perception with fairness, job satisfaction, and 
intention to quit as dependent variables. The procedure for testing two-way 
interaction effects suggested by Aiken and West (1991) was followed. The 
demographic control variables were entered in step 1; breadth and level of 
exchange were entered in step 2. The independent variables (transactional 
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exchange and relational exchange) were entered in step 3. The moderator 
(type of contract) was entered in step 4, and the two-way interaction terms 
of the moderator with the independent variables were entered in the fifth 
and last step.  
 

3.5 Results 
Outliers were excluded when residuals were greater than three standard 
deviations. All moderated multiple regression models had sufficient power 
(Cohen (1988) recommends a power above .80), which is critical in 
interpreting moderating effects with dichotomous variables (Aguinis, 
Beaty, Boik, & Pierce, 2005). The correlations among the study’s main 
variables can be found in Table 3-2. 

3.5.1 Research question 1: associations between transactional and 
relational reciprocity and the outcomes 

This research question was assessed by checking the relationship between 
transactional and relational exchange and the outcomes. Tables 3-3 and 3.4 
show the results (beta-weights) for the regression analyses conducted to 
assess the relationships between balance in transactional exchange and 
fairness, job satisfaction, and intention to quit. Age was rather strongly 
related to the outcomes; in undercompensation, age was strongly related to 
job satisfaction and intention to quit, and in overcompensation it was 
related to job satisfaction. Furthermore, the mean level of the transactional 
exchange was strongly related to all of the outcomes, in both under- and 
overcompensation. This implies that the extent to which the employee feels 
that both parties have fulfilled their promises was strongly related to 
outcomes. The extent to which the fulfilment is balanced, however, was 
relevant only when overcompensation was concerned There was a weak 
relation between the extent to which an employee felt overcompensated on 
the one hand, and job satisfaction and intention to quit on the other hand. 
Overall, this seems to suggest that employees especially value a certain 
level of transactional exchange, rather than a balanced level of exchange. 
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Table 3-2. Correlation matrix (N = 777) 

  M SD 1 2 3 4 
1. Age 36,87 11,29 1    
2. Gender (0=female) 0,51 0,50 .08* 1   
3. Education 4,59 1,34 .08* .02 1  
4. Tenure in months 83,35 103,3 .58*** .08* -.02 1 
5. Breadth transactional 3,76 1,41 .07* .06 -.14*** -.10 
6. Breadth relational 4,37 2,04 .16*** .10*** .00 .08 
7. Level transactional 4,18 0,48 -.13* -.10* -.10* .04 
8. Level relational 3,84 0,55 -.01 -.07 .04 .20** 
9. Type of contract 
(0=t) 

0,63 0,48 .31*** .01 -.07* .52*** 

10. Transact. exchange 0,91 0,15 -.15*** -.08* .05 -.14*** 
11. Relational exchange 0,89 0,19 -.00 -.05 .06 .00 
12. Fairness 3,47 0,75 -.02 -.05 .01 -.09* 
13. Job Satisfaction 4,21 0,71 .13*** -.04 -.01 .03 
14. Intention to quit 1,72 0,72 -.12** .02 .14*** -.03 

 
 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
6 .73*** 1      
7 .07 -.06 1     
8 .01 .01 .61*** 1    
9 .11** .28*** -.14*** -.01 1   
10 -.03 -.08* .42*** .27*** -.11** 1  
11 -.05 -.03 .13** .38*** .01 .39*** 1 
12 .12** .10** .44*** .48*** -.10** .32*** .31*** 
13 .09** .12*** .35*** .44*** .01 .18*** .26*** 
14 -.08* -.09* .33*** -.37*** -.04 -.17*** -.19*** 

 
 12 13 
 1  
13 .33*** 1 
14 -.29*** -.71*** 

р < .05, ** р < .01, *** р < .001. 
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This research also explored whether there were different relations 
to outcomes between relational under- and overcompensation (research 
question 1b). Tables 3-5 and 3-6 show the results of the six regression 
analyses concerning the relation between relational exchange and fairness, 
job satisfaction, and intention to quit in under- and overcompensation. 
With respect to the main effects, the same pattern as regards transactional 
exchange was observed. Again, the average mutual fulfilment of relational 
promises was strongly related to the outcomes in the conditions of both 
relational undercompensation and overcompensation. The extent to which 
the exchange is balanced, however, was related to fairness perceptions in 
overcompensation only. 
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 Table 3-3 Summary of hierarchical regressions: Moderating effects of 
contract type in transactional undercompensation (n = 419). 

 Fairness Job 
Satis-
faction 

Intention 
to quit 

    
    
Step 1    
Age  .04 .21*** -.22*** 
Gender (0=female) .00 -.03 -.02 
Educational level (1=low, 6= high) .09* .02 .11* 
Tenure .07 .03 .02 
    
Step 2    
Mean breadth transactional exchange .07 .04 -.04 
Mean level transactional exchange .35*** .35*** -.30*** 
    
Step 3    
Transactional exchange ratio -.04 .07 -.07 
    
Step 4    
Type of contract (0=temporary) -.03 -.04 -.02 
    
Step 5    
Transactional exchange ratio x Type of 
contract 

.28** -.05 -.02 

    
Adj. R2 .24 .15 .14 
R2 change .02** .00 .00 

* р < .05, ** р < .01, *** р < .001. 
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Table 3-4 Summary of hierarchical regressions: Moderating effects of 
contract type in transactional overcompensation (n = 250). 

 Fairness Job 
Satis- 
faction 

Intention 
to quit 

    
    
Step 1    
Age  .14† .19** -.14† 
Gender (0=female) -.05 -.05 .03 
Educational level (1=low, 6= high) .00 -.00 .15* 
Tenure -.12 -.09 .09 
    
Step 2    
Mean breadth transactional exchange .19** .12* -.11† 
Mean level transactional exchange .37*** .33*** -.30*** 
    
Step 3    
Transactional exchange ratio .03 .18* -.20* 
    
Step 4    
Type of contract (0=temporary) .04 .15 -.24† 
    
Step 5    
Transactional exchange ratio x Type of 
contract 

-.11 -.17 .21 

    
Adj. R2 .18 .12 .14 
R2 change .00 .00 .01 

†
 p < .1, * р < .05, ** р < .01, *** р < .001. 

3.5.2 Research question 2: Undercompensation in temporary and 
permanent workers 

Part one of the research question (2a) concerned the moderating effect of 
type of contract in the condition of transactional undercompensation. Table 
3-3 shows that the interaction term of transactional exchange ratio and type 
of contract was only significant when related to fairness. Figure 3-1 offers 
a graphic representation of this interaction effect between transactional 
undercompensation and type of contract on fairness perceptions. The 
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graphic suggests that the relationship between transactional 
undercompensation and fairness was less strong for temporary workers in 
comparison to permanent workers. For permanent workers, the extent to 
which the employee feels undercompensated was related to fairness 
perceptions.  
 
Figure 3-1 Relation between transactional exchange and fairness 
among temporary and permanent workers in undercompensation 

 

Research question 2b focused on the moderating effect of type of 
contract in the condition of relational undercompensation. The interaction 
term between contract type and relational undercompensation did not 
contribute to explaining variance in job satisfaction, fairness or turnover 
intention.    

3.5.3 Research question 3: Overcompensation in temporary and 
permanent workers 

Research question 3a and 3b respectively aimed to investigate the 
moderating effect of contract type in the relationship between transactional 
and relational overcompensation and the outcomes. None of the interaction 
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terms indicating a moderating effect of contract type in the relation 
between transactional or relational exchange and outcomes were 
significant. This indicated that type of contract is not an important 
moderator in a situation of overcompensation.  

 

Table 3-5: Summary of hierarchical regressions: Moderating effects of 
contract type in relational undercompensation (n = 434). 

 Fairness Job satis-
faction 

Intentio
n to quit 

    
    
Step 1    
Age  .06 .18** -.16** 
Gender (0=female) -.07 -.09* .07 
Educational level (1=low, 6= high) -.01 -.08* .22*** 
Tenure -.07 -.05 .06 
    
Step 2    
Mean breadth relational exchange .06 .11* -.02 
Mean level relational exchange .36*** .39*** -.35*** 
    
Step 3    
Relational exchange ratio .09 .12 -.06 
    
Step 4    
Type of contract (0=temporary) -.11† -.15* .05 
    
Step 5    
Relational exchange ratio x Type of contract .08 -.06 .02 
    
Adj. R2 .24 .24 .19 
R2 change .00 .00 .00 

†
 p < .1, * р < .05, ** р < .01, *** р < .001. 
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Table 3-6 Summary of hierarchical regressions: Moderating effects of 
contract type in relational overcompensation (n = 211). 

 Fairness Job satis-
faction 

Intention 
to quit 

    
Step 1    
Age  -.00 .11 -.12 
Gender (0=female) .06 -.01 -.07 
Educational level (1=low, 6= high) -.11† .06 .11 
Tenure .09 -.08 .12 
    
Step 2    
Mean breadth relational exchange .23*** .12† -.09 
Mean level relational exchange .51*** .37*** -.30*** 
    
Step 3    
Relational exchange ratio .16* .00 -.08 
    
Step 4    
Type of contract (0=temporary) -.08 -.07 -.09 
    
Step 5    
Relational exchange ratio x Type of contract -.14 .06 .08 
    
Adj. R2 .28 .12 .08 
R2 change .00 .00 .00 

†
 p < .1, * р < .05, ** р < .01, *** р < .001. 

 
   

3.6 Discussion 
This study aimed to explore the importance of reciprocity in exchanges of 
delivered inducements and contributions in the employee-organisation 
relationship. Four types of exchange were defined, namely transactional 
undercompensation, transactional overcompensation, relational 
undercompensation and relational overcompensation. In research question 
1, these four types were related to employees’ attitudes. Research questions 
2 and 3 went one step further by introducing contract type (temporary 
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versus permanent employment) as a possible moderator of the relationship 
between type of exchange and the outcomes. With respect to the first aim 
and research question, transactional as well as relational 
undercompensation and overcompensation were not found to have 
different relations to fairness, job satisfaction, or intention to quit. For the 
second aim and research question 2, the results seem to indicate that in 
transactional undercompensation, reciprocity is less related to fairness for 
temporary workers in comparison to permanent workers. Furthermore, 
these results might indicate that transactional undercompensation is more 
strongly related to transactional overcompensation for permanent workers. 
In relational undercompensation, no differences were observed between 
temporary and permanent workers, and differences were absent in 
transactional as well as in relational overcompensation, which answers 
research question 3.  
 Based on a social exchange perspective, the absence of relations 
between transactional exchange and job satisfaction and intention to quit, 
and between relational exchange and fairness can be explained. In their 
generic model of social exchange, Cropanzano, Rupp, Mohler, and 
Schminke (2001b) propose that transactional exchanges are expected to be 
related to (distributive) fairness perceptions, while relational exchange is 
expected to be related to work-related attitudes. Therefore, The findings 
should be considered as essentially convergent with these assumed 
theoretical relations. Taking this into account, a number of conclusions can 
be drawn from the findings.  

First and most importantly, balance of delivered inducements and 
contributions in relational exchange and, to a lesser extent, in transactional 
exchange, was not found to have a strong relationship with work-related 
attitudes in general, nor with temporary or permanent employees 
specifically. The fairly strong relationship between level of exchange and 
the outcomes suggests that employees look for a certain degree of 
reciprocity in the fulfilment of their exchange with the organisation, 
regardless of the extent to which employee contributions are equivalent to 
employer inducements. In other words, it does not seem to matter whether 
the exchange is balanced, as long as employees perceive their contract to 
be mutually fulfilled. Three interrelated explanations for this effect seem to 
be most relevant.  

In the first place, the importance of reciprocity rather than balance 
might be related to the explicit versus implicit nature of transactional and 
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relational exchange of delivered resources, respectively. At least among 
permanent workers, transactional contents of the EOR are more likely to be 
explicitly negotiated and/or agreed upon (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005), 
and are therefore more transparent. These include the general and basic 
properties of an EOR, including safety and a good atmosphere on the one 
hand, and basic employee performance on the other hand. Therefore, 
transactional balance might be more easily noticed, in comparison to the 
implicit, more cognitive characteristics of relational exchange, because 
such negotiated exchanges are more easily compared (Molm, Collett, & 
Schaefer, 2006).  

Another explanation concerns the temporary nature of the relational 
exchange. It may take some time before the relational contribution of one 
party is reciprocated by the other (Dabos & Rousseau, 2004). In other 
words, relational resources are often exchanged unilaterally (Molm et al., 
2006). Transactional exchange is characterised by resources that can be 
returned bilaterally (Molm et al., 2006). Relational exchange, on the other 
hand, includes contributions and inducements that may have to evolve over 
time, such as loyalty and the fulfilment of career opportunities.  

The last explanation is based on Foa and Foa (1976), who argue 
that material and socio-economic resources have different allocation rules 
because different resources are effective for satisfying different needs and 
purposes. Martin and Harder (1994) found that managers applied different 
justice rules for economic (transactional) and socio-emotional (relational) 
resources. Transactional rewards were allocated on the basis of 
contribution rules (Deutsch, 1985), indicating that employees received 
rewards equal to their efforts. Moreover, Chen (1995) found that American 
employees supported the equity rule for material rewards but preferred 
equality rules for socio-economic rewards. The results show that the equity 
rule of exchanging transactional resources may apply to permanent 
workers in particular. Relational rewards were allocated with more 
emphasis on equality rules and need rules, indicating that exchanges are 
oriented towards creating equality among employees or to satisfying 
specific personal needs (Kabanoff, 1991; Leventhal, 1976). This also 
applies to heterogeneity in relational resources: some aspects of relational 
exchange such as loyalty and development may be more important to some 
than to others, indicating that the value of the resources exchanged is one 
of the core principles of social exchange (Meeker, 1971; Molm, Quist, & 
Wiseley, 1993).  
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  Secondly, the results indicate that, with respect to fairness, balance 
only applied to permanent workers while temporary workers appeared to 
be less sensitive to transactional reciprocity. Sels, Janssens & Van den 
Brande (2004) argue that exchange symmetry is one of the dimensions of 
the psychological contract, in addition to the dimensions of tangibility, 
scope, stability, time frame, and contract level. Exchange symmetry refers 
to the degree to which the employee perceives the unequal employment 
relationship as acceptable (Sels et al., 2004, p. 467), and aims to highlight 
the unequal power positions inherent in some employment relationships. 
Especially in research on temporary employees, power positions should be 
taken into account, as these employees often occupy a position of 
dependency with respect to their employer. This is also reflected in the 
definition of temporary employment as formulated by the OECD (2002, p. 
170), which defines temporary employment as dependent employment of 
limited duration. In contrast to the general dependency of employees 
within the employment relationship, the dependency of temporary workers 
is often reflected in the power of the employer to provide them with 
employment, and, eventually, with a permanent contract (De Jong et al., 
2007). This would imply that, in general, temporary workers have a low 
degree of exchange symmetry (Sels et al., 2004) with respect to the 
economic or transactional features of the EOR. Moreover, this would 
provide an explanation why some studies find that temporary workers 
receive fewer primary employment conditions (e.g., De Vries & Wolbers, 
2005) while other studies show equal if not favourable perceptions of 
fairness (e.g., De Gilder, 2003).  

Siegrist (1996) identifies some specific circumstances under which 
such a high cost/low gain condition is maintained: (1) if there is no 
alternative option on the labour market, (2) for strategic reasons (e.g., 
expecting future gains), and (3) if the employee is characterised by a 
motivational pattern of excessive work-related over-commitment. These 
results may provide a conceptual link between these conditions and 
exchange symmetry: temporary workers may accept a minimum level of 
reward offered by their employer, which they reciprocate with an unequal 
amount of effort to either keep their job or to increase their chances of 
getting a permanent contract. Furthermore, two of these circumstances also 
refer to two explanations for the absence of a relation between relational 
balance and outcomes, which may also apply to temporary employment 
and transactional exchange. For temporary workers, having a job may 
mean the fulfilment of the basic personal need for employment. Therefore, 
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temporary workers may evaluate their transactional exchange on the basis 
of personal needs instead of their contribution. Moreover, referring to the 
temporality-argument, the temporary workers may expect the organisation 
to reciprocate by offering permanent job in the future.  

3.6.1 Limitations and future research 
A number of factors that require additional research limited the 
implications of this research. First, as mentioned above, this study was 
conducted in a specific context of labour relations and institutional 
conditions, which limits the external validity of this study.  In the 
Netherlands, an extensive framework of labour laws and regulations 
protects employees. Moreover, terms of the collective labour agreements 
and EORs have been the result of negotiations and consensus. This may 
especially affect the relation between transactional exchange and fairness 
among temporary workers. Dutch temporary employees can rely on a 
safety net including mutually agreed minimum wages and minimum 
demands with respect to safe working environments (Heerma van Voss, 
1999). Having these safeguards can positively affect the acceptance of 
unequal transactional relations among temporary employees because they 
are assured of a minimum payback for their efforts. In future research, it 
would be worthwhile to assess the relations of reciprocity in economic and 
transactional exchange to outcomes in contexts with less safeguards, such 
as the US. 

Furthermore, this research has made fairly general statements with 
respect to temporary workers. Research has shown, however, that the 
temporary workforce is very diverse (De Cuyper et al., In press). Whether 
this heterogeneity of the temporary workforce has implications for the 
results of this study requires further exploration. Temporary agency 
workers, for example, are involved in a triangular employment relation. 
They have a formal employment contract with the agency, but actually 
perform their work at the hiring organisation (Liden, Wayne, Kraimer, & 
Sparrowe, 2003). This dual commitment also affects the content of the 
psychological contract, as some aspects of the EOR are expected of the 
agency while others are expected of the hiring organisation (Claes, 2005). 
This suggests that the temporary agency exchanges resources with multiple 
parties, but also that these exchanges are evaluated according to specific 
rules. Exploring these specific rules for exchange would provide an 
interesting avenue for future research.  
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Furthermore, expectations of future employment have been found 
to have an immediate impact on temporary employee attitudes and 
behaviour (Goudswaard et al., 2000). These expectations may directly 
influence how temporary employees evaluate the content and reciprocity of 
their exchange. Connelly and Gallagher (2004, p. 974), for example, 
suggest that “a worker’s attitudinal and behavioural reactions to negative 
organizational treatment may be exacerbated if the underlying motivation 
was to undertake the fixed-term assignment as a means of acquiring a 
permanent position with the organization”. These aspects specific to 
temporary employment require further research to further explore the 
theoretical boundaries of exchange reciprocity in EORs. 

Finally, some notes on measurement issues. Self-constructed ratios 
were used to assess reciprocity in transactional and relational exchange. 
This approach was considered to be the most appropriate solution to 
addressing the issue of common method bias. Although this method is 
often used in research (i.e. Siegrist, 1996; Siegrist et al., 2004), a direct 
approach to measuring perceived reciprocity (see for example Janssen, 
2001) could be used to replicate these results.  

3.6.2 Study implications 
Theoretically, the findings of this study suggest that the role of balance in 
EORs is limited. In particular, the results do not seem to fully support 
assumptions concerning reciprocity in relational exchange of delivered 
inducements and contributions, which questions the assumptions of 
Gouldner (1960) and others (e.g., Janssen, 2001; Tsui et al., 1997) that 
balance is related to work-related attitudes. Future research should further 
explore these findings, and should focus on the negotiation of relational 
aspects of the EOR and on heterogeneity in relational contracts, more 
specifically. However, this study supports theoretical assumptions (Adams, 
1965) with respect to the importance of balance in delivered transactional 
inducements and contributions for permanent workers. Furthermore, some 
support was found for the assumption that power imbalance is related to 
the acceptance of unequal EORs; the results suggest a higher exchange 
asymmetry among temporary workers with respect to transactional 
exchange. The current findings suggest that exchange symmetry especially 
applies to transactional exchanges. 

The findings have practical implications as well. A higher degree of 
exchange symmetry among temporary workers with respect to 
transactional aspects of the EOR may create potential dangers for these 
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workers, as dependency and power imbalance may expose them to the risk 
of exploitation. Furthermore, the importance of reciprocity in transactional 
and relational exchanges implies that HR policy and practices oriented 
towards these transactional or economic resources should not focus on 
creating balance, but should rather create a well-defined overview of the 
delivery of inducements and contributions. This implies that for both 
relational and transactional aspects of the EOR, specific targets of delivery 
should be negotiated, focusing on personal needs and equality rather than 
on the explicit condition of equity and balance.   
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4 Extrinsic motives as moderators 
between fairness perceptions and 
work-related attitudes among 
temporary employees9 
 

 

Abstract 
The study assessed whether motives for having a temporary job moderate 
the relationship between experienced fairness and work-related attitudes. It 
examines the moderating effect on the relationship between experienced 
fairness and outcomes for three motives for having temporary 
employment: the autonomous or voluntary motive, the stepping-stone 
motive, and the controlled or involuntary motive. Hierarchical multiple 
regressions applied to data on a sample of 299 Dutch temporary workers 
show that fairness is only weakly related to work-related attitudes and 
behavioural intentions under two conditions: when perceived goal 
attainment is high, and when the worker is dependent on the temporary job 
to reach that goal.  
 

                                                 
9 A slightly different version of this chapter has been submitted (revise and resubmit) to Journal of 
Business and Psychology as De Jong, J.P. and R. Schalk, Extrinsic motives as moderators between 
fairness perceptions and work-related attitudes among temporary employees.  
 Earlier versions of this chapter were presented at the EGOS conference 2004 in Ljubljana, 
Slovenia, and at the Academy of Management Conference 2007 in Philadelphia, USA. 
 



Chapter 4: Motives and fairness 

   76

4.1 Introduction 
There is a growing body of research evidence that demonstrates the 
influence of perceived fairness/justice in the workplace on work-related 
attitudes and behaviour (for overviews, see for example Cohen-Charash & 
Spector, 2001; Colquitt et al., 2001; Folger & Cropanzano, 1998; Van den 
Bos & Lind, 2002). In addition, several moderators have been identified, 
including organizational structure (Schminke, Ambrose, & Cropanzano, 
2000), personality (Colquitt, Scott, Judge, & Shaw, 2006; Skarlicki, 
Folger, & Tesluk, 1999) and justice sensitivity (Schmitt & Dorfel, 1999).  

Moreover, it is argued by cognitive and fairness researchers that 
motives, needs and goals may moderate relationships between fairness and 
attitudes and behaviour by influencing reactions to fairness (Bargh, 1984; 
Greenberg, 1990). For example, Bargh (1984) noted that coping with 
certain situations could be temporarily activated by the motives for 
entering those situations. According to Bargh (1984), motives could 
outweigh the reactions to experienced fairness by decreasing or erasing its 
effects. Consequently, this would imply that the effects of perceptions of 
fairness or unfairness with respect to a certain employment situation 
depend on the reason(s) for being in that fair or unfair situation. Empirical 
evidence on this mechanism is scarce, however. Therefore, the aim was to 
add to the literature on reactions to fairness perceptions by designing a 
study which assesses the role of these motives on the relationship between 
perceived fairness and attitudinal and behavioural outcomes.   

Based on motivation and coping theories, it is hypothesized that 
certain motives moderate the relation between fairness and outcomes.  This 
argument is approached and tested using a sample of temporary workers. 
Temporary jobs – such as fixed-term contracts, temporary agency work, 
seasonal employment and consultancy – create situations in which fairness 
or unfairness has a foreseen end, in the sense that temporary jobs have an 
explicit or implicit end-date (Polivka, 1996).  

This paper links the fairness literature to the growing literature on 
motives for taking up temporary employment (see for example Bendapudi, 
Mangum, & Tansky, 2003; Tan & Tan, 2002). Motives for having a 
temporary job include working on a temporary basis in order to obtain 
permanent employment or to be able to balance work and private life, or 
because there are no permanent jobs available (Nollen, 1996; Von Hippel, 
Greenberger, Heneman, Mangum, & Skoglind, 2000). All these motives 
have a predominantly extrinsic character, that is to say, the motive for 
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working on a temporary basis is to attain a specific outcome or goal, 
contrary to the intrinsic motivation to work because work provides 
pleasure (Ryan & Deci, 2000).  

Therefore, the central question in this study was whether extrinsic 
motives for having a temporary job are associated with the relations of 
perceived fairness and work-related attitudes and behaviour. More 
specifically, the nature of the extrinsic motive for accepting temporary 
employment was expected to moderate the relation between perceptions of 
fairness and work-related attitudes and behaviour, including affective 
commitment, job satisfaction, trust, intention to quit and perceived 
performance.  

This study drew on such theories as self-determination theory (SDT) 
and the results of research on motives of temporary workers in selecting 
three specific motives and examining the effects of reactions to fairness. 
Deci and Ryan’s SDT (1985, 2000) suggests that autonomous and 
externally controlled choices for an activity are different with respect to 
both the underlying choice processes and the accompanying experiences. 
These choices are dependent on the specific goals and needs of the person, 
and have been found to be related to several outcomes, such as well-being 
(Gagne & Deci, 2005). Additionally, Deci and Ryan (1985, 2000) 
acknowledge that workers may have specific goals beyond the job, and use 
the job as a stepping stone to these goals. Hypotheses were formulated on 
the specific moderating roles of the three motives (autonomous, stepping 
stone, controlled) and tested in a sample of 299 Dutch temporary workers. 
In this paper, the methodology and results are described, and ends by 
discussing the outcomes of the findings and suggesting future research. 

 

4.2 Literature review 
Fairness perceptions are reflections of past or present experiences of 
organizational procedures, relations and/or rewards and benefits. Perceived 
fairness is a subjective sense of what is fair and what is unfair (Van den 
Bos & Lind, 2002). According to the instrumental perspective on fairness 
(Tyler, 1987), being fairly treated matters to the extent that the 
psychological need for control is fulfilled. The need for control is 
manifested as ‘a desire to predict and manage important interactions, 
including those that involve the exchange and/or receipt of desired 
outcomes’ (Cropanzano, Byrne, Bobocel, & Rupp, 2001a, p. 176).  
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Being mistreated implies that there are events that conflict with the 
psychological need for control (Cropanzano et al., 2001a). These conflicts 
are likely to trigger negative affect and negative behaviour (Cohen-Charash 
& Spector, 2001; Colquitt et al., 2001). However, when trying to fulfil 
their need for control and attain desired outcomes, individuals may take a 
long-term perspective – extending their contract period – in their 
evaluation of fairness. People may be willing to forgo unfavourable 
outcomes temporarily if beneficial outcomes are expected in the long run 
(Thibaut & Walker, 1975). It has been proposed that higher-order cognitive 
preferences – which include current plans, goals, motives and needs 
(Bargh, 1984) – may temporarily override behavioural impulses (Kehr, 
2004). Bargh (1984) suggests that the readiness to cope with certain 
situations may be temporarily activated by goals and needs that increase 
power over the perception and thought of the fulfilment of the 
psychological need for control. In other words, the motive of self-interest 
is what determines the drive to act on fairness (Cropanzano et al., 2001a; 
Cropanzano, Goldman, & Folger, 2005).  

Previous research on reactions to fairness has already touched on 
the role of self-oriented expectations and goals. Hirschman and Rothshield 
(1973), for example, argue that people will tolerate inequality temporarily 
as long as they expect that their turn will come. This is in line with findings 
showing that temporary injustice is less upsetting than situations in which 
injustice is expected to have an enduring character (Lerner & Simmons, 
1966). Moreover, coping theory emphasizes the importance of self-
determined expectations regarding the future in reactions to fair or unfair 
situations. Coping can be defined as cognitive and behavioural efforts to 
manage the internal and external demands of transactions that tax or 
exceed a person’s resources (Latack & Havlovic, 1992, p. 483). The 
cognitive efforts involve making optimistic comparisons of one’s situation 
in order to enhance one’s perception of the present situation (Latack, 
1984); judging the present as an improvement over the past, and viewing 
the future as likely to be better than the present (Menaghan & Merves, 
1984).  

 

4.2.1 Motives and Self-determination Theory 
The concept of self-interest or self-determination is central to many 
motivation theories. For example, expectancy value theory (Feather & 
Rauter, 2004) and choice-process theory (Lawler, 1992) suggest that 
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choice for an activity or action occurs based on sets of options or means, 
and legitimized goals for the future. Furthermore, choice-process theory 
suggests that greater self-determined choice (control) and explicit focus on 
the goal of self-determination and enhancement leads to positive feelings 
(Lawler, 1992).  

The level of choice and the content of the goals are incorporated in 
the motives people have to engage in certain situations or relations. 
Following SDT (Ryan & Deci, 2000), motives can be either intrinsic or 
extrinsic, and attaining goals can be either autonomous (self-determined) 
or controlled by others. People who use an intrinsic motive want to engage 
in the activity themselves (Ryan, Sheldon, Kasser, & Deci, 1996). They 
seek the pleasure that comes from the task itself or from the situation in 
which the task is performed (Locke, 1991). This is likely to be self-chosen 
and thus autonomous. Autonomy involves acting with a sense of volition 
and having the experience of choice (Gagne & Deci, 2005).  

Workers who are oriented towards the development of the self, on 
the other hand, primarily use extrinsic motives. For people who act based 
on extrinsic motives, pleasure comes from something the task provides 
(Locke, 1991) or, as Deci and Ryan (Deci & Ryan, 1985, p. 35) state: ‘In 
essence, extrinsic motivation refers to behaviour where the reason for 
doing it is something other than an interest in the activity itself.’ Therefore, 
the activity is instrumental in achieving a goal other than deriving pleasure 
from the task itself. Such achievements are strongly influenced by the 
social demands and normative pressures that generate cognitive 
preferences (Kehr, 2004). However, the achievement of extrinsically 
motivated goals and self-interest is, limitedly or largely, under the control 
of others (Ryan et al., 1996). Being controlled implies acting on the basis 
of pressure, and the feeling that one has to engage in the action in order to 
achieve goals (Gagne & Deci, 2005). Temporary workers, for example, are 
dependent on their employer if they want to be given a permanent job in 
the organization.  

According to Deci and Ryan’s organismic integration theory 
(1985), which is a sub-theory of SDT, many behaviours are extrinsically 
motivated and at the same time volitionally initiated and valued: these 
behaviours are thus self-regulated (Ryan et al., 1996). SDT describes the 
processes through which extrinsic motivation can become autonomous by 
distinguishing different types of extrinsic motivation (Gagne & Deci, 
2005), which are dependent on the level of autonomy and character of the 



Chapter 4: Motives and fairness 

   80

goals. For workers who are autonomously motivated, the activity is not the 
primary interest. The activity is instrumental in achieving important 
personal goals (Ryan & Deci, 2000), which are other than work-related 
goals. For temporary workers, these goals are, for example, to have more 
time for and flexibility as regards study or family, or simply to have more 
spare time (Ellingson et al., 1998; Peel & Boxall, 2005; Tan & Tan, 2002).  

Others may perceive that their choice to be in a job situation is not 
entirely autonomous. Although they do not think of the job situation as 
their primary choice, they choose the job situation because it could enable 
them to achieve their goals in the long run. In other words, the workers 
explicitly use the job as an instrument to achieve a job-related goal. This is 
the case when workers feel that they are competent to reach the goal. The 
motive that fits this description is the explicit use of a temporary job as a 
stepping stone to permanent work (Giesecke & Gross, 2003; Tan & Tan, 
2002). This stepping-stone (or ‘temp-to-perm’) motive resides on the 
cutting edge between autonomous and controlled motivation. 

In the case of controlled motivation, workers act because they are 
forced to do so in order to reach their goals. The goal can be to obtain a 
desirable outcome or to avoid an undesired one (Gagne & Deci, 2005). 
Temporary workers might strive to obtain a permanent job, but if they are 
unable to get one they are forced to take a temporary job. The alternative 
would be unemployment (Tan & Tan, 2002). However, they do not 
explicitly use the temporary job as a stepping stone to permanent 
employment. These workers ‘view temporary work as undesirable and 
choose to pursue it not because of its unique work arrangement, but 
because of a lack of other employment alternatives’ (Ellingson et al., 1998, 
p. 913). 

For the purpose of this study, three motives for being employed on 
a temporary contract were selected that match the three types of extrinsic 
motives based on Ryan and Deci (1985) described above, namely the 
autonomous motive, the stepping-stone motive and the controlled motive. 
Using these three types enables to assess the effects of the motives on 
responses to fairness. In the following, the effects of each specific motive 
for the situation of temporary employment are elaborated. Furthermore,  
hypotheses are presented about the influence of each of the motives on the 
relationship between fairness and work-related attitudes and behaviours. 
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4.3 Hypotheses 
Perceived fairness is found to be a strong positive predictor of work-related 
attitudes, such as organizational commitment (Loi, Hang-yue, & Foley, 
2006), job satisfaction (Lam, Schaubroeck, & Aryee, 2002) and trust 
(Dirks & Ferrin, 2001), and of such behaviours as organizational 
citizenship behaviour (Williams, Pitre, & Zainuba, 2002) and performance 
(Williams, 1999). In addition, empirical evidence shows that higher 
perceived fairness is related to a lower intention to quit (Fields, Pang, & 
Chiu, 2000). When workers feel that they are treated fairly, they show 
favourable attitudes and behaviour and fewer intentions to quit. Therefore, 
this study hypothesized the following on the relation of fairness to the 
attitudes and behaviours included in this study: 
H1: Perceived fairness is positively related to affective commitment, job 
satisfaction, trust and perceived performance, and negatively related to 
intention to quit. 

4.3.1 The autonomous motive and fairness-outcome relations 
The autonomous and controlled motives have been used before to assess 
the influence on attitudes and behaviour of the level of choice in taking on 
temporary work (Isaksson & Bellagh, 2002; Silla et al., 2005). Research in 
this field, however, mainly uses the distinction between voluntary versus 
involuntary acceptance of temporary employment. Employees who took on 
their job based on an autonomous extrinsic motive, act to reach certain 
outcomes, rather than on an inherent enjoyment of work (Ryan & Deci, 
2000). Temporary workers who voluntarily and autonomously took their 
job prefer the freedom that temporary work provides, for example with 
respect to combining private and working life (Ellingson et al., 1998; Tan 
& Tan, 2002). These workers are not seeking permanent employment and 
they deliberately opt for temporary employment because it suits their 
current personal needs. Research suggests that this type of motivation 
creates positive outcomes (Ryan et al., 1996). SDT explains this positive 
relationship by seeing autonomy as fulfilling a psychological need (Deci & 
Ryan, 1985). Situations that foster feelings of autonomy fulfil the need for 
autonomy and thus enhance motivation (Gagne & Deci, 2005). This is 
supported by the consistent finding that voluntary temporary workers have 
favourable attitudes and behaviour in comparison to involuntary workers 
(Ellingson et al., 1998; Krausz, 2000).  
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The question that is addressed is what kind of association this 
motive has with the relation between fairness and outcomes. Folger and 
Cropenzano (1998, p. 23) state that when one has a choice in selecting 
situations of inequity, one has only oneself to blame, which is consistent 
with dissonance-reducing rationalizations. These rationalizations may be 
triggered by the fulfilment of the need for autonomy, which overrules 
initial responses to fairness. The moderating effect of voluntariness has 
also been supported empirically: Gordon and Fryxell (1989) found that 
when association with unions is voluntary, justice correlates less with 
satisfaction than it does under conditions of involuntary association.  

Second, although the temporary job may not be instrumental in 
attaining the goal of permanent employment, it might support other 
personal goals. Personal goals such as studying, travelling or taking care of 
the family may be evaluated as more beneficial for the future. Therefore, 
these goals might be considered as more important than the current work 
outcomes (Thibaut & Walker, 1975). This line of reasoning suggests that 
voluntary temporary workers will only silently evaluate the fairness of 
their employment relationship, and not take action towards their employer. 
This leads to the assumption that the motive that the temporary job is 
voluntary and supportive to the fulfilment of needs related to, for example, 
family and study, will overrule automatic reactions to fairness.  
H2: Fairness is less related to (a) affective commitment, (b) job 
satisfaction, (c) trust, (d) intention to quit and (e) perceived performance 
among temporary workers who score high on the autonomous motive in 
comparison to temporary workers who have a low score on this motive.  

4.3.2 The stepping-stone motive and fairness-outcome relations 
Many temporary workers use a temporary job as a stepping stone to a 
permanent position (DiNatale, 2001; Remery et al., 2002). Motives such as 
‘This job may lead to permanent employment’ are frequently mentioned 
reasons for accepting temporary employment (DiNatale, 2001; Nollen, 
1996; Tan & Tan, 2002). The temporary job is seen as instrumental in 
obtaining a permanent contract, since these workers prefer permanent to 
temporary employment. Therefore, expectations of future permanent 
employment are often a central component of the temporary work 
situation. Moreover, research has indicated that having the prospect of a 
permanent contract has positive consequences for work-related attitudes 
and behaviour (Tan & Tan, 2002).  



Chapter 4: Motives and fairness 

   83

Based on Vroom’s expectancy theory (1964), Wheeler and Buckley 
(2001) suggest that temporary workers whose motivation to accept their 
position is to gain permanent employment are extra motivated. The goal of 
obtaining a permanent contract may then serve as a filter in the perception 
of the employment relationship. In addition, when an object is relevant to a 
goal, that object will be more positively evaluated (Ferguson & Bargh, 
2004). 

Moreover, to assess the relation between experienced inequality 
and performance, Vecchio (1982) deliberately excluded workers who had 
been led to expect future employment. According to Vecchio (1982), for 
these workers the inequity-outcome effect may be transient, because they 
reduce their felt inequity through rationalization processes. This could 
imply that people sometimes choose to accept an offer that will under-
compensate them for their work because the official compensation is only 
part of what they hope to receive. In such cases, the act of committing 
oneself engenders a dissonance-like process of self-justification (Folger & 
Cropanzano, 1998, p. 22). This is in line with coping theory (Latack et al., 
1995), which proposes that workers choose their reactions to their 
employment situations on the basis of their expectations of the future. 
When they explicitly opt for a temporary job, and thereby expect to be able 
to use their job as a means to obtain permanent employment, it is expected 
that they will have a high coping efficacy. Reactions to unfair treatment 
will therefore not primarily be action driven, but cognitive. This line of 
reasoning is supported by the empirical findings of Veenstra, Haslam and 
Reynolds (2004), who found that temporary workers who perceived that 
they had a future with the employing organization were less willing to 
collectively respond to injustice.  

It can therefore be expected that work-related attitudes and 
behaviour are unrelated to fairness perceptions when workers have a 
temporary job on the basis of the stepping-stone motive:  
H3: Fairness is less related to (a) affective commitment, (b) job 
satisfaction, (c) trust, (d) intention to quit and (e) perceived performance 
among temporary workers who score high on the stepping-stone motive in 
comparison to temporary workers who have a low score on this motive. 
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4.3.3 The controlled motive and fairness-outcome relations 
The third motive associated with having temporary employment is the 
controlled (or involuntary) motive (Tan & Tan, 2002). As mentioned, 
controlled motives imply acting because of external pressure and being 
obliged to engage in the action (Gagne & Deci, 2005). Controlled motives 
include, for example, having a temporary job because it was the only one 
available (Cohany, 1998) or because it was not possible to find a 
permanent job (Tan & Tan, 2002). Often, employees who report this 
motive seek permanent employment but are unable to achieve this because 
of, for example, a lack of required skills or qualifications (Tan & Tan, 
2002). These employees want to avoid unemployment by engaging in 
temporary employment; however, they do not necessarily explicitly expect 
to obtain permanent employment by accepting this particular temporary 
job.  

Previous research has confirmed that control, or involuntariness, 
has several negative effects on the work-related attitudes and behaviour of 
temporary workers (Feldman & Turnley, 2004; Isaksson & Bellagh, 2002; 
Sheldon, Ryan, Deci, & Kasser, 2004). Contrary to a voluntary situation – 
which promotes autonomy – controlled or involuntary situations diminish 
feelings of autonomy, making people less motivated (Gagne & Deci, 
2005).  

How does controlled motivation affect responses to fairness? 
Folger and Cropanzano (1998) state that in situations of no choice, one can 
blame others for situations of inequity and react with feelings of 
resentment. According to the perspective of coping theory (Latack et al., 
1995), the absence of positive expectations may lead to more action-driven 
coping strategies than cognitive coping strategies. These action-driven 
coping strategies include protest and leaving the scene. Moreover, Gordon 
and Fryxell (1989) found that in a condition of involuntary affiliation with 
a union, justice is more strongly related to satisfaction than it is in the case 
of voluntary affiliation. Finally, a study by Veenstra, Haslam and Reynolds 
(2004) shows that temporary workers with no future in the organization are 
more willing to respond collectively to injustice. Based on these results, it 
is expected that that for workers who are controlled and extrinsically 
motivated, fairness has more impact.   
H4: Fairness is more strongly related to (a) affective commitment, (b) job 
satisfaction, (c) trust, (d) intention to quit and (e) perceived performance 
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among temporary workers who score high on the controlled motive than 
among temporary workers who score low on this motive. 
 

4.4 Method 

4.4.1 Sample and procedure 
The data for this study were collected in the Netherlands. Temporary 
workers were surveyed in the context of a large-scale, multi-country 
comparative study of the health and well-being of permanent and 
temporary employees (Psycones, 2005a). The 299 respondents, each of 
whom had a temporary job, were employed in four sectors: retail (N = 87), 
manufacturing (N = 95), health care (N = 17) and education (N = 100).  

For the retail sector, organizations such as shops and insurance 
companies were contacted. Organizations in the manufacturing sector were 
primarily producing food products; however, the sample also included 
bicycle manufacturers and producers of heavy machinery. The educational 
sample included high schools, universities and institutes of professional 
education. The health care sample included two hospitals. A total of 40 
organizations participated in the study, namely 14 retail organizations, 12 
manufacturing organizations, 12 educational organizations and 2 health-
care organizations. These sectors were selected in order to maximize 
variance across the types of temporary workers. In the manufacturing 
sample, it was expected to find respondents who were employed through 
temporary employment agencies. The educational sector was selected in 
order to sample temporary workers employed on fixed-term contracts. 
Finally, retail and health-care organizations were used in order to acquire a 
mixed sample with varying temporary arrangements. The number of 
responses per organization ranged from 2 to 27.  

The participating organizations were asked to randomly select 
temporary workers from their workforce; the selection was to include, for 
example, fixed-term workers, temporary agency workers and seasonal 
workers. When sampling was not possible, all temporary workers were 
included. These employees were given a written questionnaire to fill in at 
home, and asked to return the completed questionnaire directly to the 
researchers. 

The total response rate was 35%; responses per organization varied 
from 15 to 87%. This resulted in a sample of 148 female and 151 male 
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temporary employees. The average age was 32.15 years. The average 
duration of the temporary arrangements was a little shorter than one year 
(11.9 months). The sample included several forms of employment on 
limited duration arrangements, such as fixed-term workers (63%), 
temporary agency workers (26%) and trainees (6%).  

4.4.2 Measurement of independent and moderating variables 
A general measure of perceptions of fairness was used developed by Guest 
and Conway (2002). This measure includes four items covering both 
procedural and distributive aspects of fairness, which are the two most 
prominent forms of fairness (Colquitt et al., 2001). The four items used 
were: (1) ‘Do you feel that you are paid fairly for the work you do?’ (2) 
‘Overall, do you feel that you are rewarded fairly for the amount of effort 
you put into your job?’ (3) ‘Do you feel that organizational changes are 
implemented fairly in your organization?’ and (4) ‘Do you feel fairly 
treated by managers and supervisors?’ The scale has five response 
categories, ranging from ‘not at all’ to ‘totally’ (Cronbach’s alpha = .70).  

As indicated, three types of extrinsic motives for having a 
temporary job were distinguished, that is, the autonomous motive, the 
stepping-stone motive and the controlled motive. Single items were used to 
assess these motives. Single items were also used in previous studies to 
assess the motivation to take temporary jobs (e.g., Bernasek & Kinnear, 
1999; Feldman & Turnley, 2004; Marler, Barringer, & Milkovich, 2002). 
The strength of each motive was measured on a scale of 1 (strongly 
disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).  

The autonomous motive for having a temporary job was assessed 
by: ‘It suits my present needs/situation (e.g. family, study, leisure,…).’ 
Fulfilling a need is the most frequently mentioned motive in relation to 
voluntary acceptance (Hardy & Walker, 2003; Morris & Vekker, 2001). 
This measure captures in one item such personal needs as study, leisure 
and family.  

The stepping-stone motive includes the desire to obtain and the 
expectation of obtaining a permanent job, for which the following item was 
used: ‘This way, I hope to be given a permanent employment contract.’ 
This item assesses the use of a temporary job as a stepping stone to 
permanent employment, and thereby explicitly emphasizes goals and 
expectations with respect to the future.  
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Finally, the controlled motive is primarily found in situations in 
which workers cannot find a permanent job because of a problematic 
labour market (Ellingson et al., 1998; Tan & Tan, 2002). Therefore, the 
following item to assess this motive was used: ‘It is difficult for me to find 
a permanent job.’ This item was intended to measure the motive in 
situations where a temporary job is not explicitly used as a stepping stone.  

4.4.3 Outcome measures  
Five measures reflect diverse reactions to fairness. The outcomes are 
attitudes (affective commitment, job satisfaction, trust), behavioural 
intentions (intention to quit) and self-reported behaviour (perceived 
performance). The affective commitment scale of Cook and Wall (1980) 
measures employees’ feelings of commitment to the organization they 
work for. Respondents were asked to respond to such statements as ‘I feel 
myself to be part of the organization’ on a 5-point scale ranging from 
‘strongly agree’ to ‘strongly disagree’ (Cronbach’s alpha = .70). Job 
satisfaction was assessed using a scale based on Brayfield and Rothe’s Job 
Satisfaction Index (1951). Four items were used (on a 5-point scale ranging 
from ‘strongly agree’ to ‘strongly disagree’), such as ‘I find enjoyment in 
my job’ (Cronbach’s alpha = .87). Trust was measured with three items 
from Guest and Conway (1998), which include organizational and 
leadership trust (Clark & Payne, 1997). The measure included such items 
as: ‘To what extent do you trust your immediate line manager to look after 
your best interests?’ The trust scale used five response categories, ranging 
from ‘not at all’ to ‘totally’ (Cronbach’s alpha = .74). Intention to quit was 
measured using a 4-item scale. The scale was adapted from Price (1997) 
and Sjöberg and Sverke (2000) to fit the temporary perspective of 
temporary workers. The following items were included: ‘These days, I 
often feel like quitting’; ‘Despite the obligations I have made to this 
organization, I want to quit my job as soon as possible’; ‘At this moment, I 
would like to stay with this organization as long as possible (reversed)’ and 
‘If I could, I would quit today.’ The response categories for this 5-point 
scale ranged from ‘strongly agree’ to ‘strongly disagree’ (Cronbach’s alpha 
= .79). For perceived performance, a scale developed by Abramis (1994) 
was used. Respondents were asked to think about their previous week at 
work and to rate how well they performed on six tasks, namely decision-
making, performing without making mistakes, goal attainment, effort, 
taking initiatives and taking responsibility. Five response categories were 
used, ranging from ‘very badly’ to ‘very well’ (Cronbach’s alpha = .78).  
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4.4.4 Control variables 
Research has indicated that demographic and work-related variables 
influence fairness perceptions (Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001) and such 
outcomes as affective commitment (Mathieu & Zajac, 1990), performance 
(Abramis, 1994) and intention to quit (Abraham, 1999). Demographic 
variables can also influence motives for taking up temporary employment 
(Bernasek & Kinnear, 1999; Tan & Tan, 2002). Therefore, several 
demographic and work-related variables were used as control variables, 
including gender, age, position and educational level. Two variables that 
are specific to temporary work, namely contract duration and contract form 
were also added.  

Gender (female = 0, male = 1) was dummy coded. Age was 
measured as a continuous variable. Educational level was assessed using 
ISCED levels (OECD, 1999), ranging from 0 (pre-primary education) to 6 
(second stage tertiary education). Position was measured on 6 occupational 
levels, ranging from 1 (unskilled blue collar worker) to 6 (manager or 
director). Contract duration was measured in months, and is thus a 
continuous variable. Finally, contract form was dummy coded, using 0 for 
directly employed temporary workers (including fixed-term workers and 
trainees) and 1 for indirectly employed temporary workers (employees 
hired through a temporary agency). 

4.4.5 Analyses 
The procedure for testing moderating effects suggested by Baron and 
Kenny (1986) was followed. Five hierarchical multiple regressions were 
performed with affective commitment, job satisfaction, intention to quit, 
trust and perceived performance as dependent variables. All scores were 
standardized. The following procedure was used to determine the effects of 
the independent and moderating variables. Demographic variables 
including age, gender, educational level, contract duration, contract form 
and organizational position were entered in step 1 to control for their 
effects; the independent variable (fairness) was entered in step 2. The 
motives for having temporary employment (autonomous, stepping stone, 
controlled) were entered in step 3. Finally, the product terms of fairness 
with the three motives were entered into the model in the fourth and last 
step.   
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4.5 Results 
Table 4-1 presents the descriptive statistics and correlations (Pearson r) 
between the variables used in this study. Fairness correlates moderately to 
strong with the outcome variables affective commitment (r = .40), job 
satisfaction (r = .35), trust (r = .69), intention to quit (r = -.31) and 
perceived performance (r = .19). The moderating variables show weak to 
moderate correlations with the outcome variables. Only the controlled 
motive has a weak relation with fairness (r = -.13). The moderating 
variables (with the exception of one intercorrelation) are not significantly 
related. The autonomous motive is negatively related to the stepping-stone 
motive (r = -.23, p < .001). This implies that workers who voluntarily take 
temporary jobs to fulfil personal needs do not explicitly search for 
permanent employment. Although respondents could opt for more than one 
motive, there are no indications for considerable overlap between the 
motives. This supports the assumption that the three motives can be treated 
as separate constructs.  

Of the demographic variables, age is related to the moderating and 
outcome variables. Older workers show lower levels of autonomy (r = -
.23) and higher levels of instrumentality (r = .23). Duration is related to the 
controlled motive, indicating that long-duration temporary contracts are 
less controlled (r = -.24). Direct workers score lower on the controlled 
motive in comparison to indirect workers (r = .35). Finally, workers with a 
higher organizational position were less likely to rate their choice for 
temporary employment as controlled (r = -.27). 

The results of the multiple regressions are presented in Table 4-2. 
Multicollinearity statistics were checked (tolerance and VIF), and there 
were no signals for concern. Of the demographic variables, no variable 
appears to have a systematic influence on the outcome variables in the final 
model. The independent variable – fairness – is a moderate to strong 
predictor for all outcome variables. This confirms H1. The stepping-stone 
motive and the controlled motive are important determinants of affective 
commitment, job satisfaction and intention to quit. For trust (β = -.11) and 
perceived performance (β = -.16), only the controlled motive has a 
predictive value.  
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Table 4-1 Descriptive statistics, correlations (n = 299) 
  M SD 1 2 3 4 
1. Gender (0=f,1=m) .51 .50     
2. Age 32.2 9.9 .05    
3. Educational level 4.8 1.3 -.05 .02   
4. Position 3.3 1.4 -.08 .08 .66***  
5. Duration in months 11.9 13.2 -.13* .01 .26*** .31*** 
6. Contract (0=d,1=I) .26 .44 .03 -.16** -.02 -.20** 
7. Fairness 3.6 .77 -.07 .09 .01 .14* 
8. Autonomous 1.9 1.4 -.03 -.23*** -.03 -.13* 
9. Stepping stone 3.5 1.6 .09 .23*** -.16** -.05 
10. Controlled 2.3 1.5 .14* -.02 -.13* -.27*** 
11. Affective commitment 3.9 .66 .10 .22*** -.01 .13 
12. Job satisfaction 4.2 .84 -.03 .22*** -.01 .25*** 
13. Trust 3.5 .83 -.06 .09 -.02 .06 
14. Intention to quit 1.8 .80 -.01 -.24*** .11 -.09 
15. Perceived performance 3.9 .47 -.01 .16** .01 .05 

 
 5 6 7 8 9 10 12 
6 -.23***       
7 .08 -.16**      
8 -.06 .18** -.00     
9 -.17** -.07 .03 -.23***    
10 -.24*** .35*** -.13* -.02 .11   
11 .06 -.26*** .40*** -.12* .28*** -.19**  
12 .07 -.27*** .35*** -.15** .25*** -.28*** .57*** 
13 .07 -.17** .69*** -.03 .07 -.18** .39*** 
14 -.00 .21*** -.31*** -.22*** -.35*** .20** -.54*** 
15 -.02 -.10 .19** -.08 .10 -.15* .36*** 

 
 13 14 
14 -.36***  
15 .21*** -.24*** 

р < .05, ** р < .01, *** р < .001. 
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Table 4-2 Hierarchical multiple regressions (n = 299) 
 AC JS T IQ PP 

Steps 1,2 and 3      
1. Gender  .13** -.00 -.01 -.02 -.02 
2. Age .10 .08 .02 -.11 .11 
3. Educational level  -.03 -.21** .03 .16* .01 
4. Position .03 .28*** -.06 -.08 -.01 
5. Contract duration .03 .00 .00 .00 -.07 
6. Contract form  -.12* -.09 -.05 .08 .03 
      
7. Fairness .35*** .25*** .66*** -.26*** .18** 
      
8. Autonomous -.02 -.05 -.02 .13* -.08 
9. Stepping stone .26*** .21*** .05 -.30*** .07 
10. Controlled -.12* -.18** -.11* .17** -.16* 
      
Step 4      
11. Fairness x autonomous -.02 -.06 -.00 .00 .22*** 
12. Fairness x stepping stone -.10* -.10* .09* .13** .06 
13. Fairness x controlled .01 .02 -.06 -.10* -.05 
      
Adj R2 .30 .30 .46 .31 .09 
F (sig.) 10.3*** 10.5*** 19.8*** 10.7*** 3.0*** 
R2 change .01 .01 .01 .03* .04** 
р < .05, ** р < .01, *** р < .001. 
AC = Affective Commitment; JS = Job Satisfaction; T = Trust; IQ = Intention to Quit; 
PP = Perceived Performance 
 

In the graphical representations below (figures 4-1, 4-2 and 4-3), 
‘high’ and ‘low’ fairness refer to one standard deviation above or below 
the mean, respectively. Figure 4-1 shows that the relationship between 
fairness and perceived performance is especially strong when workers 
score high on the autonomous motive (β = .22). Thus, for workers who 
score high on the autonomous motive for having temporary employment, 
low fairness is related to lower self-reported performance. Contrary to the 
predictions of H2, the autonomous motive moderates the relation between 
fairness and perceived performance in such way that the slope of high 
autonomous motivation is significantly steeper than the slope of low 
autonomous motivation.   
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The interaction between fairness and the stepping-stone motive is a 
significant but weak predictor of affective commitment (β = -.10), job 
satisfaction (β = -.10) and trust (β = .09), and a relatively strong predictor 
of intention to quit (β = .13). Figure 4-2 (a-d) shows that for workers who 
use their temporary job as a way to obtain permanent employment, fairness 
does not predict affective commitment, job satisfaction or intention to quit; 
this is in line with the predictions of H3. Trust, however, is strongly 
relevant to stepping-stone workers. The interaction between fairness and 
the stepping-stone motive is not significantly related to perceived 
performance, contrary to H3. 
 

Figure 4-1 Graphical representation of the significant interaction 
effect between fairness and the autonomous motive on perceived 
performance 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The interaction between fairness and the controlled motive is a 
significant predictor of the intention to quit (β = -.10). Figure 4-3 shows 
the graphical representation of this effect. In line with the hypothesis, 
fairness has a stronger effect among workers who indicated that they were 
employed in their temporary job because they did not have a choice. This 
implies that workers who are involuntarily in a situation of low fairness 
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have a higher intention to quit. The interaction between fairness and the 
controlled motive is not related to the other outcomes, contrary to H4. 
 
Figure 4-2. Graphical representations of the significant interaction 
effects between fairness and the stepping-stone motive on affective 
commitment (a), job satisfaction (b), trust (c) and intention to quit (d) 
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4.6 Discussion 
This study assessed whether extrinsic motives for being in a temporary 
employment relationship affected how workers respond to fairness. The 
results show that motives affect responses to fairness. Fairness is less 
related to attitudes and behavioural intentions among employees who see a 
temporary job as a means to achieving a goal (permanent employment), 
and are not entirely autonomous in their motivation for having temporary 
employment. This supports the assumption that among workers who use 
their temporary job to gain permanent employment, fairness is not strongly 
related to responses. Fairness was less related to commitment, job 
satisfaction and intention to quit for workers who score high on the 
stepping-stone motive. 
 
Figure 4-3 Graphical representation of the significant interaction 
effect between fairness and the controlled motive on intention to quit 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This suggests that a buffering mechanism is active, driven by some 

sense of autonomous choice on the one hand, and explicit positive 
expectations about the future on the other hand. The importance of a 
limited sense of autonomous choice can be explained by looking closely at 
the levels of goal attainment or the chances of achieving the goal. For 
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workers who score high on the autonomous or voluntary motive, the goal 
of autonomy in employment has already been fulfilled (at least for 
choosing their current employment contract). In the controlled condition, 
the need for autonomy is likely not fulfilled in the current job. However, 
for workers who score high on the stepping-stone motive, need fulfilment 
is perceived as realistic. They expect to achieve their goal and are therefore 
positive regarding the future. As mentioned earlier, the expectation of 
obtaining a permanent contract may serve as a filter in the perception of 
the employment relationship (Ferguson & Bargh, 2004). This would imply 
that in future research the perception of goal attainment should be 
considered as an important moderator between perceived fairness in a 
certain temporary situation and reactions.  

The level of goal dependency in the temporary employment 
relationship may be closely connected to the perceptions of goal 
attainment. Temporary workers who use their job as a stepping stone are 
dependent on this job to achieve their desired outcomes (OECD, 2002). 
Because of this dependency on the employer, workers may be unwilling to 
reciprocate with actions that may harm their chances or position. This adds 
to the literature that emphasizes the importance of relationship 
characteristics on perceptions of fairness (Lind & Tyler, 1988). In general, 
unimportant relationships have been found to decrease the importance of 
fair treatment (e.g., Kwong & Leung, 2002). However, such studies 
generally focus on social relationships characterized by a reciprocal nature. 
When the relationship is more of a one-way street characterized by 
dependency – such as in the employment relationship of temporary 
workers – the moderating effect of relationship importance may be 
reversed: important relationships may decrease the effect of fair treatment, 
while unimportant relationships increase the effects of fairness. This also 
creates a potential danger for temporary employees who are dependent on 
the employer to achieve their goals. Being dependent on another party 
implies a level of vulnerability that could be consciously or unconsciously 
misused. However, due to the goal-oriented motivation and dependency of 
the temporary employee who scores high on the stepping-stone motive, 
unfair treatment is not likely to be reciprocated by higher intention to quit 
or lower organizational commitment. Future research should further 
explore the impact of relationship and goal dependency on the importance 
and effects of fair treatment.  

The importance of these two conditions – goal attainment and goal 
dependency – is further underpinned by the absence of structural effects of 
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the other two motives. No buffering effects were found among the workers 
who reported the autonomous or the controlled motive. On the contrary: 
according to autonomously motivated workers, self-reported performance 
behaviour is related to fairness. This can be explained by the specific need 
fulfilment of these workers, which is not dependent on their performance 
in the temporary job. For workers who use a temporary job to obtain 
permanent employment, performance is important for sending messages 
about their competence. For autonomously motivated workers, being 
treated fairly may be perceived as a bonus, which they reciprocate with 
higher performance. Finally, the controlled motive has only a small 
moderating effect, as it moderates only between fairness and intention to 
quit. This supports the main conclusion that for these workers, a temporary 
job is not valued as a means to achieve the goal and workers are more 
inclined to find other employment that may enable them to achieve their 
goals.  
  In summary, this study provides some support for the researchers 
who suggest that motives may override automatic responses to fairness 
(e.g., Bargh, 1984; Latack et al., 1995). Evidence was found for some 
restrictions on the importance of fairness as a determinant to work-related 
attitudes and behavioural intentions: perceptions of goal attainment 
combined with goal dependency may be two motivational conditions that 
decrease the effects of fairness on work-related attitudes and behavioural 
intentions. However, when goal attainment and goal dependency are 
absent, fairness does not necessarily imply a stronger effect of fairness on 
outcomes. Research should therefore further explore the boundaries of the 
motivational conditions depicted in this study, and also look for other 
moderators stemming from motivation that may confound responses to 
fairness. Intrinsic motivation, for example, could also affect responses to 
fairness: preferences for specific tasks may potentially override unfair 
employment conditions. In addition, the effects of other extrinsic motives 
for entering temporary employment, including educational possibilities and 
better pay (Peel & Boxall, 2005), could also be assessed. 

With respect to the practical implications of the findings, for 
example with respect to recruitment activities and fair treatment policies, it 
should be noted that these conclusions do not legitimate unfair treatment, 
nor do they suggest that only stepping-stone workers should be recruited. 
This study did not compare performance indicators of differently 
motivated temporary workers and did not provide evidence for better 
performance of stepping-stone workers. Moreover, both legislation and 
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ethical codes prohibit both unfair treatment and discriminative selection 
procedures. The results support the use of fair treatment and fair selection 
procedures because in basically all motivational conditions low perceptions 
of fairness are accompanied by lower work-related attitudes and 
behavioural intentions. HR officers and practitioners should keep 
emphasizing fair treatment procedures, and pay special attention to those 
employees who have a vulnerable position with respect to unfair practices 
because of a stepping-stone motive for having a temporary job.   

4.6.1 Limitations 
This study was conducted in multiple organizational settings, which adds 
to the external validity of the findings. External validity is limited, on the 
other hand, by using a single country sample. For example, specific laws 
that under certain conditions guarantee permanent employment protect 
Dutch temporary agency workers and fixed-term workers (De Jong & 
Schalk, 2005). This potentially influences the effects found in this study 
and fuels the need for comparative studies in other contexts.  

In addition, the cross-sectional design of the study does not allow 
us to make distinctions between ex ante and ex post considerations of 
fairness responses by employees in temporary jobs. Moreover, this design 
enables us to make a division between ignoring and rationalizing 
mechanisms to only a limited extent. Ex post considerations or 
rationalizations occur when people find themselves in unexpected 
situations and consequently modify their preferences, beliefs and motives 
in order to justify the current situation (Bonifacio, Bouquet, Ferrario, & 
Ponte, 2003). Ex ante considerations occur when the decision maker is 
already informed, or partially informed, about the course of action after the 
decision (Cohen, March, & Olsen, 1972). This information, whether it is 
complete or incomplete, predefines the sets of preferences, beliefs and 
motives of employees, which could lead to ignoring fairness in the 
employment situation. A longitudinal study that includes a comparison 
between the ex ante (e.g. during intake at a temporary employment agency) 
and ex post expectations, preferences, beliefs and motives would allow for 
more elaborated conclusions on this important issue. 

Furthermore, some limitations with respect to the measures should 
be taken into account. A general measure was used to assess fairness. 
Fairness has three main types: distributive, procedural and interactional 
(Greenberg, 1987; Roth & Shanock, 2006). Future studies could take these 
types into account and better specify the coping effects that were found in 
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this study. Thibaut and Walker (1975), for example, state that the process 
towards beneficial outcomes is especially important: people may cope with 
past or present unfairness when fair procedures in the future are expected 
to lead to beneficial outcomes. In addition, the single-item measures used 
to assess motives are vulnerable to over- or underestimation, which may 
influence reliability (Oshagbemi, 1999). The main focus of this research, 
however, was on responses to fairness, and theoretical arguments and the 
limited overlap supported the use of single-item measures (Wanous, 
Reichers, & Hudy, 1997). Future research, however, could assess the 
influence of using multiple-item measures for temporary worker motives, 
for example using the measure developed by Tan and Tan (2002).  

Finally, when measuring attitudes both as predictor and as 
dependent variables, common method bias can occur (Podsakoff, 
MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003). By using another source of data – 
for example, the supervisor’s assessment of the workers’ performance – 
common method bias can be limited in future research. 
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5 The role of trust in secure and 
insecure employment situations: A 
multiple-group analysis10 
 

 

Abstract 
In this chapter, the impact of job insecurity on the mediating role of trust in 
the relationship between breach of the psychological contract and affective 
commitment is assessed. It is argued that both objective and subjective job 
insecurity influence the relation between breach and trust, as well as the 
relation between breach and affective commitment. Hypotheses for 
different configurations of subjective and objective job insecurity were 
tested in a sample of 834 Dutch workers employed in 48 organisations 
situated in four different sectors. In a multiple group analysis, the 
relationships between breach, trust, and affective commitment in four 
groups of employees in different configurations of job security were 
analysed. The results show that objective job insecurity moderates the 
relationship between breach and trust. However, contrary to the 
expectations, trust only partially mediates between breach and commitment 
in all employment situations. Job insecurity might act as a weak cue with 
respect to trust in employment relations.    

                                                 
10 A slightly different version of this chapter has been submitted (revise and resubmit) to Economic 
and Industrial Democracy as De Jong, J.P., R. Schalk, and M.A. Croon, The role of trust in secure 
and insecure employment situations: A multiple-group analysis.  
 An earlier version has been published in Dutch as De Jong, J.P., R. Schalk, and M.A. 
Croon (2007) De rol van vertrouwen in zekere en onzekere arbeidssituaties. In S. Prins, S. Schruijer, 
J. Verboven and K. De Witte (Eds.), Diversiteit en vertrouwen in sociale systemen. Leuven, Lannoo 
 Earlier versions of chapter were presented at the HRM-network conference 2005 at 
Twente University, the Netherlands, and at the Symposium on Social capital and trust 2006 in 
Madrid, Spain.  
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5.1 Introduction 
The central question of this chapter is whether the role of trust differs 
depending on the job security inherent in the employment relationship. 
More specifically, this chapter aims to explore whether trust mediates the 
relationship between perceived breach of the psychological contract and 
affective commitment (AC) in different situations of job insecurity. It will 
be argued that job insecurity, both ‘objective’ insecurity as reflected in the 
formal type of employment relationship as well as the ‘subjective’ 
experience of job insecurity, are important conditions with respect to the 
mediating role of trust. Different configurations of insecurity are expected 
to have differential effects on the role of trust.  

The psychological contract and trust are central issues in 
organisational policies and organisational behaviour research. There is a 
wide body of research evidence on the impact of psychological contract 
breach on organisational performance and employee attitudes and 
behaviour (Conway & Briner, 2005). Moreover, trust is regarded as an 
important mediator between psychological contract breach and 
organisational and individual outcomes (Guest, 2004b; Robinson, 1996). 
Psychological contract breach is thought to provide for indications and 
expectations regarding future returns, which in turn affect employee 
commitment and behaviour. These indications and expectations regarding 
future returns are based on an employee trusting the organisation to fairly 
fulfil its obligations over the long run (Coyle-Shapiro & Conway, 2005). In 
this sense, according to Robinson (1996, p. 578): “trust is cognitively 
established, in that one builds probabilistic beliefs about another’s future 
actions based on rational reasons, such as the past behavior of or 
experience with that other party”. It is therefore argued that psychological 
contract breach results in loss of trust which in turn affects employee 
attitudes and behaviour (Robinson, 1996). 

Social exchange has been the dominant framework used to explain 
this role of trust in the relation between psychological contract breach and 
affective outcomes. According to social exchange theory (Blau, 1964), 
trust obtained through positive experiences in exchanges with the other 
party triggers the intention to reciprocate with positive contributions. 
However, the mediating role of trust proposed in previous studies (e.g., 
Guest, 2004b; Robinson, 1996) is based on the assumption that an 
employee is able to have expectations regarding the stability of the 
relationship with the employing organisation. In recent decades, however, 
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the traditional stable and ongoing trust relations upon which theoretical and 
empirical trust-research is based have changed (Bijlsma-Frankema & Klein 
Wolthuis, 2005). Increasingly, trust relations have become less stable and 
more limited-duration trust relations have entered the labour market. 
Consequently, employment security in general has declined (Doogan, 
2001). Perceptions of job insecurity have increased due to globalisation, 
organisational restructuring, and the implementation of new technologies. 
This has led organisations to be more inclined to reorganise, increasing the 
risk of job loss for employees. Moreover, the percentage of workers on 
short-term arrangements has been increasing for several years, and has 
only recently started to stabilise. Nowadays, between five to fifteen percent 
of the total workforce in Western European countries is employed in short-
term jobs (OECD, 2002).  

These societal developments tend to affect the extent to which 
employees have long-term expectations with respect to the employment 
relationship. More specifically, this may affect the relations between 
breach, trust and AC, since psychological processes underlying work-
related attitudes and behaviour is likely to depend on job status (McLean-
Parks & Kidder, 1994) and perceptions of job insecurity (Lee & Peccei, 
2007). In addition, Dirks and Ferrin (2001) suggest that trust will operate 
in different ways depending on the work setting. Therefore, this study 
focuses on the role of trust in the relationship between perceived 
psychological contract breach and work-related attitudes in different 
situations of job security. The following question guides this research: 
What is the association between various configurations of subjective and 
objective job insecurity with the mediating role of trust in the relationship 
between breach perceptions and AC?  

This research adds to the literature in two ways. First, it elaborates 
on the different roles of trust in four employment situations. Although the 
mediating role of trust between past treatment and employee attitudes and 
behaviour has received considerable attention (e.g., Dirks & Ferrin, 2001; 
Robinson, 1996), little is known about its role in different settings. 
Furthermore, some have proposed that the situation in which a person is 
involved may influence the extent and the role of trust in employment 
relations (Dirks & Ferrin, 2001; Sheppard & Sherman, 1998). However, 
until now the mediating role of trust has been researched using rather 
homogeneous samples, including permanent workers in stable employment 
situations (De Gilder, 2005). This study aims to contribute by testing the 
role of trust across different types of employees and in various situations of 



Chapter 5: Trust and job insecurity 

   104

job insecurity. Second, this research adds to the literature on job insecurity 
(e.g., Ashford, Lee, & Bobko, 1989; De Witte & Näswall, 2003) by 
examining the different roles of trust depending on two types of job 
insecurity: subjective and objective. It aims to go beyond the assessment of 
the association between each combination of job insecurity and outcomes 
by focusing on how these outcomes are related to breach and trust in 
different situations of job insecurity.  

The outline of this chapter is as follows. First, job security and its 
subjective and objective dimensions are discussed, and four employment 
situations based on different combinations of job security are defined. 
Next, it elaborates on the concepts of psychological contract breach and 
trust and their reciprocal relationship. After that, it focuses on the 
association between job insecurity and the relationships between breach, 
trust and AC, and formulates three exploratory hypotheses reflecting 
theoretical assumptions regarding the interrelations. These hypotheses are 
then tested using a sample of temporary and permanent workers. In the 
discussion the implications for theory, practice, and future research are 
highlighted. 

 

5.2 Literature review 

5.2.1 Various situations of job insecurity 
Over the last decades, increased globalisation, lower production costs, 
economic regressions and industrial restructuring have led to an increase in 
downsizing and replacement of personnel (e.g. Sverke & Hellgren, 2002). 
Organisations have reacted to these developments by trying to increase 
their numerical and functional flexibility to be able to adapt the workforce 
to the changing environment. As a result, employees perceive declining job 
stability and a greater risk of becoming involuntarily employed on a 
temporary employment arrangement. These perceptions regarding future 
job loss are reflected in the definition of job insecurity, described by Davy, 
Kinicki and Scheck (1997, p. 323) as “expectations about continuity in a 
job situation”, and as “overall concern about the future existence of the 
job” by Rosenblatt and Ruvio (1986, p. 587).  

In the literature it is emphasised that job insecurity is a 
multidimensional concept. In general, two constructs of job insecurity are 
distinguished. The first construct, ‘subjective’ job insecurity, refers to 
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perceptions or experiences regarding the threat of job loss (De Witte & 
Näswall, 2003). Typical for these perceptions is that they can occur 
without a formal job threat. The second construct, ‘objective’ job 
insecurity, refers to the risk of job loss due to the limited duration of the 
employment arrangement (De Witte & Näswall, 2003). Employment of 
limited duration, or short term, temporary, non-standard employment, is 
commonly defined as any job with an implicit or explicit end date 
(Polivka, 1996). Once the employment contract expires, the employee will 
have to find another job or face unemployment.  

Although objective and subjective job insecurity are two distinct 
constructs, they are related. Several studies (e.g. De Witte & Näswall, 
2003) confirm a strong relationship between objective and subjective job 
insecurity: short-term employees report higher levels of subjective job 
insecurity. However, subjective job insecurity is not necessarily the same 
as objective job insecurity. Permanent workers can perceive their job to be 
insecure (see for example Greenhalgh & Rosenblatt, 1986), although their 
employment contract does not have an implicit or explicit formal end-date. 
In this study, the relation between the two dimensions of job insecurity is 
taken into account by distinguishing four employment situations based on 
job insecurity: permanent workers with high subjective job insecurity, 
permanent/low job insecurity, temporary/high job insecurity, and 
temporary/low job insecurity.  

5.2.2 Trust as a mediator between breach and affective commitment 
The psychological contract is a frequently used concept in researching the 
employment relationship between an employee and his or her employer, 
and is considered a form of social exchange. The psychological contract is 
generally defined as “an individual’s beliefs regarding the terms and 
conditions of a reciprocal exchange agreement between the focal person 
and another party” (Rousseau, 1989, p. 23). The extent to which the 
individual’s beliefs are fulfilled can be viewed as an indication of the 
employee’s perceptions regarding the treatment he or she has received. 
Psychological contract breach, on the other hand, refers to subjective 
experiences reflecting the employee’s perception that the organisation has 
failed to fulfil the promised obligations underlying the psychological 
contract (Rousseau, 1989). Research has shown that these perceptions of 
obligation fulfilment influence a wide range of employee attitudes and 
behaviour, such as organisational commitment, job satisfaction, intention 
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to quit, and organisational citizenship behaviour (see for an overview Topa 
& Morales, 2007). 

Where psychological contract breach refers to the failure to fulfil 
past promises and obligations, trust refers to the perception whether the 
organisation can be expected to fulfil their promises and obligations in the 
future (Guest & Conway, 1998). In this paper, the definition of Rousseau 
et al. (1998, p. 395) is followed, who define trust as a “psychological state 
comprising the intention to accept vulnerability based upon positive 
expectations of the intentions or behavior of the other”. The intention to 
accept vulnerability implies that the employee or ‘trustor’ is willing to take 
a risk. Risk perceived by the trustor can be defined as “the probability of 
unfavorable outcomes (Das & Teng, 2004, p. 98)”. Risk, on the one hand, 
is determined by uncertainty with respect to the expectations of the others’ 
appropriate intentions (Rousseau et al., 1998). On the other hand, the 
positive expectations regarding others’ behaviour are based on perceptions 
of trustworthiness of the trustee. According to Mayer, Davis and 
Schoorman (1995), perceptions of trustworthiness are comprised of 
perceptions regarding the characteristics of the organisation, or ‘trustee’, in 
terms of ability, benevolence and integrity. Ability refers to the set of 
skills, competencies and characteristics of the trustee that enable the trustee 
to have influence over the trustor. Benevolence refers to the extent to 
which a trustee is believed to have positive intentions regarding the trustor 
in the future, while integrity concerns the perception that the trustee 
complies with the principles that the trustor finds acceptable in 
employment relations, including fairness and the fulfilment of promises 
(Mayer et al., 1995). In short, trust refers to the trade-off between 
perceived risk and the trustworthiness of the trustee. 

Robinson (1996) argues that trust is a crucial ingredient in the 
relationship between psychological contract breach and employee attitudes. 
Many have supported the importance of this mediating effect of trust (e.g., 
Dirks & Ferrin, 2001; Guest, 2004b). Trust is thought to mediate because 
breach provides negative signals for two conditions of trustworthiness – 
perceptions of integrity (including fairness and fulfilled promises) and 
benevolence – that in turn reduce employees’ attitudes. There is ample 
empirical research confirming the mediating role of trust in the relationship 
between psychological contract breach and employee attitudes (Topa & 
Morales, 2007).  
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The basic mediation model in this study is based on these findings 
and is in line with social exchange theory (Blau, 1964) and the models 
proposed by Dirks and Ferrin (2002) and Guest (2004b). The model 
includes a mediating role of trust in the relationship between perceptions of 
psychological contract breach (antecedent) and AC (criterion). AC is 
included since it has been shown to consistently predict factors such as job 
performance and employee turnover (Becker, Billings, Eveleth, & Gilbert, 
1996; Mathieu & Zajac, 1990). Moreover, AC is related to the nature and 
quality of the exchange between an employee and an organisation (Steers, 
1977). From a social exchange perspective, psychological contract breach 
would be reciprocated with lower AC.  

 

5.3 Hypotheses 
In this study it is argued that the role of trust in mediating the relationship 
between psychological contract breach and AC may vary according to 
different configurations of job insecurity. Sheppard and Sherman (1998) 
have proposed that the role of trust depends on the nature of the 
dependence inherent in a given (employment) situation. Dependency refers 
to the extent to which the goals of one party cannot be achieved without 
reliance on the other (Rousseau et al., 1998). In interdependent 
relationships, both the trustor and trustee are dependent on each other. 
According to Sheppard and Sherman (1998), trust matters a great deal in 
deep relationships, and less in shallow relationships. In shallow 
dependence, the trustee provides services (e.g., employment, salary, etc.), 
which the trustor reciprocates with unbalanced compensation. In deep 
dependent relationships, the trustor is deeply dependent on the trustee, and 
creates an environment in which the trustee controls the fate of the trustor 
(Sheppard & Sherman, 1998). The interdependence is shallow when 
information about the trustee is incomplete, and the relationship needs 
intensive coordination. Deep interdependence, however, implies that the 
trustor has extensive information about the trustee, and has adopted the 
trustor’s preferences and beliefs (Sheppard & Sherman, 1998).  

These types of employment relations can be matched with the four 
situations of job insecurity described earlier. Employment relationships of 
temporary workers with low contractual job insecurity are best 
characterised by deep dependence. The employee is dependent on the 
employer to prolong the existing employment relationship. In other words, 
these employees expect to have a stable employment relationship in the 
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future. For temporary workers with the expectation of prolonged future 
employment, trust is may be important because the organisation performs 
one particular action important to the employee (Mayer et al., 1995). 
Breach of past promised obligations would send strong negative signals 
with respect to this particular action, enhancing the risk of not getting the 
permanent position. This could indicate that breach is related to a loss of 
perceptions of benevolence and ability, since the employee gets an 
impression of the trustworthiness of the employer with respect to future 
promises and obligations. Furthermore, breach is strongly related to 
decreased perceptions of integrity, since breach of past promises conflicts 
with the employee’s principles of fairness and promise fulfilment. 

Permanent workers, on the other hand, are more likely to have a 
long-term, relational exchange relationship with the employing 
organisation (Coyle-Shapiro & Kessler, 2002). Consequently, this 
relationship between the permanent worker and the employing organisation 
is characterised by deep interdependence and stability. Deep 
interdependence can only evolve over time, allowing the trustee to adopt 
the trustor’s preferences and beliefs (Sheppard & Sherman, 1998). 
Contemporary research on the mediating role of trust in the relationship 
between psychological contract breach or justice and AC has primarily 
concentrated on this type of employee in a stable setting (Aryee et al., 
2002; Robinson, 1996). The findings indicate that trust plays an important 
role and fully mediates between these variables because breach sends 
negative signals regarding both integrity and benevolence. In turn, trust is 
negatively related to AC, having a mediating role between breach and the 
reciprocating negative relationship with commitment. In conclusion, it can 
be expected that trust fully mediates in employment situations that are 
perceived to be secure. Taking these considerations into account, the first 
hypothesis that emerges from the analysis is formulated: 
H1: Trust will fully mediate the relationship between psychological 
contract breach and affective commitment among employees with low job 
insecurity. 

For temporary workers with high job insecurity, the insecure 
character of the job reflects the instable nature of the exchange. Following 
social exchange theory, the employment exchange of temporary workers 
with high job insecurity will primarily include economic or transactional 
resources due to the short time frame. They are only dependent on their 
employer to receive their part of the bargain, and are less dependent on 
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their employer with respect to future exchanges. This shallow employment 
relationship is not likely to be extended, implying that they have a short 
time horizon with respect to the employment relationship. Due to this short 
time horizon, there are few expectations regarding future interactions. 
Consequently, the willingness to take risk and be vulnerable is generally 
low, as is the need for trust (Meyerson, Weick, & Kramer, 1996). 
Therefore, it can be assumed that psychological contract breach only sends 
negative signals with respect to the trustor’s discretion and integrity for the 
remainder of the employment relationship, causing trust to be only of 
limited importance in mediating the relationship between breach and AC. 

The relation between tenured, permanent workers and the employer 
is traditionally characterised by stability, deep interdependence, and 
therefore trust plays an important role. The perceptions of job insecurity, 
however, will primarily be associated with the direct relationship between 
breach and AC, rather than with perceptions of trust. As mentioned above, 
an uncertain time horizon relates to a decreased importance of 
benevolence, or expectations regarding future treatment. In addition, 
although it is suggested that trust may build up over time and may 
eventually cope better with uncertainty (Lewicki & Bunker, 1996), job 
insecurity is more likely to decrease the importance of trust in the 
employment relationship between the permanent worker with high job 
insecurity and the trustee. Because the future is already uncertain, 
psychological contract breach will not necessarily be related to 
expectations of future treatment, but rather to perceptions of integrity. 
Therefore, it can be expected that for permanent workers with high job 
insecurity, trust will only mitigate the risks associated with psychological 
contract breach to a limited extent. In conclusion, trust will partially 
mediate the relation between psychological contract breach and 
organisational behaviour among workers perceiving high job insecurity.  
H2: Trust will partially mediate the relationship between psychological 
contract breach and affective commitment among employees with high job 
insecurity. 

In summary, trust is expected to fully mediate in relations between 
psychological contract breach and AC when subjective job insecurity is 
low. When subjective job insecurity is high, partial mediation of trust can 
be expected. This would imply that objective job insecurity, or job status, 
does not relate to the role of trust. However, thanks to their long-term 
relationship with the organisation, permanent workers are able to acquire a 
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well-developed view of the organisation’s trustworthiness. Breach of past 
promises will add uncertainty to this type of relationship, and will be 
strongly related to their trust in the organisation, irrespective of the partial 
or full mediating role of trust. This implies that a stronger relation can be 
expected between breach and trust for permanent workers experiencing 
high job insecurity compared to temporary workers experiencing low job 
insecurity. These expectations are based on studies that have found 
stronger relations between job insecurity and work-related attitudes among 
permanent as compared to temporary workers (De Cuyper & De Witte, 
2007; De Witte & Näswall, 2003). It can therefore be hypothesized that the 
relation between breach and trust is stronger among permanent workers 
than among temporary workers.  
H3: The relationship between psychological contract breach and trust will 
be stronger among permanent workers than among temporary workers. 
 

5.4 Method 

5.4.1 Procedure 
Data for the study was collected in the Netherlands during 2004 as 

part of the PSYCONES-project. Both temporary and permanent workers 
were surveyed. The sample included 836 respondents employed in four 
sectors: retail (N = 267), manufacturing (N = 243), healthcare (N = 45) and 
education (N = 281). In total, 48 organisations participated in the study, 
including 17 retail organisations, 16 manufacturing organisations, 13 
educational organisations, and 2 healthcare organisations. These sectors 
were selected to maximise variance across the types of short-term workers. 
Organisations in the manufacturing sector were primarily producers of 
food products, but also bicycle manufacturers and producers of heavy 
machinery. The manufacturing sample was expected to primarily include 
respondents employed through temporary agencies. The educational 
sample included high schools, professional education, and universities. The 
educational sector was selected to sample short-term workers employed on 
fixed-term contracts. For the retail sector, organisations such as shops and 
insurance companies were contacted. Retail and healthcare organisations 
were used to acquire a mixed sample with varying short-term 
arrangements.  
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After contacting organisations, the manager responsible for HR 
policies was asked to cooperate. These managers included HR-managers 
for larger companies, and for example shop managers responsible for HR 
policies in smaller (retail) organisations. The participating organisations 
were asked to randomly select both temporary workers (including types 
such as fixed-term workers, temporary agency workers, and seasonal 
workers) and permanent workers from their workforce. Equal populations 
were requested, but not always possible due to the low number of 
temporary workers in some of the participating organisations. When 
sampling was not possible, all temporary workers were included. These 
employees were given a written questionnaire to complete at home. 
Responses per organisation varied between 2 and 60. Response rates varied 
between organisations, ranging from 10 percent to 87 percent. In total, the 
response rate was 35.5%. 

5.4.2 Participants 
The total sample consisted of 408 female and 428 male employees. 

The average age of the total sample was 36.84 years. About 22% of the 
sample enjoyed lower education, 35% enjoyed medium level education, 
and 43% enjoyed higher education. In total, 313 temporary workers and 
523 permanent workers returned the questionnaire. The average tenure for 
both groups, one of the main conceptual differences between temporary 
and permanent workers, was 1.1 and 10.4 years respectively. The average 
duration of the temporary arrangements was 11.97 months, and the average 
time left on these arrangements was 6.13 months. The sample of temporary 
workers included several forms of employment on limited duration 
arrangements such as fixed-term workers (63 per cent) and temporary 
agency workers (26%), but also trainees (6%).  

5.4.3 Measures 
Objective job insecurity. Contract type was used to measure objective job 
insecurity. This type of insecurity is dependent on the risk of job loss due 
to the limited duration of the employment arrangement (De Witte & 
Näswall, 2003). To assess whether the employee had a contract of limited 
or unlimited duration, a single item was used, asking workers whether they 
had an ongoing contract with the organisation that employed them (0 = no, 
1 = yes). 
Subjective job insecurity. Subjective job insecurity was measured with a 
scale of  4 items developed by De Witte (2001). The following items were used: 



Chapter 5: Trust and job insecurity 

   112

“Chances are, I will soon lose my job”, “I am sure I will keep my job (R)”, 
“I feel insecure about the future of my job”, and “I think I might lose my job 
in the near future”. Answering categories ranged from “Strongly disagree” to 
“Strongly agree” (Cronbach’s alpha: permanent = .83, temporary = .85). 
Psychological contract breach. The independent variable was measured 
using a scale developed by the PSYCONES-research team. This measure 
contains 15 promises or commitments that organisations can make towards the 
employee, including interesting work, good pay, a career, a challenging job, and 
a safe working environment. Employees were asked to respond to the following 
question: “Has your organisation promised or committed itself to … “. If the 
promise or commitment was not made, the respondent could answer by 
ticking ‘no’. If the promise or commitment was made, the respondent had 
to indicate to what extent the promise was kept. Answering categories 
ranged from “Yes, but promise not kept at all” to “Yes, and promise fully 
kept”. Psychological contract breach was calculated by taking the average 
of the extent to which the promises and commitments were kept 
(Cronbach’s alpha: permanent = .93, temporary = .96). 
Trust.  A multi-dimensional approach to trust was used because it 
corresponds with the multi-foci orientation of the psychological contract 
(Marks, 2001). In the psychological contract literature, it is suggested that 
employees use multiple agents when referring to the organisation (Turnley 
& Feldman, 1999). They perceive to have exchanges of promises and 
obligations with their direct supervisor, senior management, and the 
organisation as a whole. Therefore, trust was measured using three items 
from Guest and Conway (2002), which includes references to trust in 
multiple organisational agents. The measure included the following items: 
“To what extent do you trust your immediate line manager to look after 
your best interests?”, “To what extent do you trust senior management to 
look after your best interests?”, and “In general, how much do you trust 
your organisation to keep its promises or commitments to you and other 
employees?”. The trust-scale used five answering categories ranging from 
‘Not at all’ to ‘totally’ (Cronbach’s alpha: permanent = .84, temporary = 
.74). 
Affective commitment. The affective commitment scale by Cook & Wall 
(1980) was used, which measures employees’ feelings of commitment 
towards the organisation. We asked respondents to respond to statements 
such as “I feel myself to be part of the organisation” on a 5-point scale 
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ranging from ‘strongly agree’ to ‘strongly disagree’ (Cronbach’s alpha: 
permanent = .70, temporary = .70).   

5.4.4 Control variables 
Several demographic and work-related variables have been found to be 
related to the main variables in this research, including psychological 
contract breach (Van den Brande, 2002), trust (Colquitt, Scott, & LePine, 
2007), and AC (Iverson & Buttigieg, 1999). Age, for example, was found 
to be related to the relations between psychological contract breach and 
employee attitudes (Bal, De Lange, Jansen, & Van der Velde, 
Forthcoming). In this study, several demographic and work-related 
variables are included as controls, including gender, age, educational level, 
position, and volition. Gender (female = 0, male = 1) was dummy coded. 
Age was measured using a continuous variable. Educational level was 
assessed using ISCED-levels (OECD, 1999), ranging from 0 (pre-primary 
education) to 6 (second stage tertiary education). Position was measured 
by six occupational levels, ranging from 0 (unskilled blue collar worker) to 
5 (manager or director).  

In addition, volition is controlled for both permanent and temporary 
workers. In general, temporary workers prefer to have a secure, permanent 
position (DiNatale, 2001; Silla et al., 2005). The concept of volition refers 
to whether workers are employed in their jobs voluntarily or involuntarily. 
Research has indicated that this differentiation has implications for several 
work-related outcomes, as involuntary temporary employment has a 
negative influence on aspects such as performance (Ellingson et al., 1998), 
job satisfaction, organisational commitment (Krausz, 2000) and health 
(Isaksson & Bellagh, 2002). Furthermore, volition was found to have a 
significant moderating role with respect to the relation between job 
insecurity and commitment among temporary workers by De Cuyper and 
De Witte (2007). Volition could therefore be an important confounding 
factor in the analysis. To measure volition, a 4-item scale was used developed 
by the PSYCONES-team. One of the items was: “I prefer another employment 
contract to the one I have at the moment”. Answering categories ranged from 
“Strongly disagree” to “Strongly agree” (Cronbach’s alpha: permanent = 
.80, temporary = .80). 

5.4.5 Sample subdivision and comparison 
Theoretical arguments given in the previous sections have singled out type 
of contract (permanent versus temporary) and job insecurity (high versus 
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low job insecurity) as potential moderator variables that affect the 
relationships between the core variables. In order to study whether these 
two variables moderate the relationships between breach, trust, and 
affective commitment, four different groups of subjects were defined by 
crossing the objective job insecurity variable (permanent/temporary) with 
the subjective job insecurity variable; permanent low job insecurity (1, N = 
322) with permanent high job insecurity (2, N = 201), and temporary low 
job insecurity (3, N = 79) with and temporary high job insecurity (4, N = 
234). A median split of the scores on the subjective job insecurity scale 
obtained the latter binary variable. Very few subjects (7 out of 836) had 
missing scores on any of the variables involved in the analyses reported 
below. These subjects were deleted from the sample, thereby reducing the 
sample size to N = 829.  Table 5-1 identifies each group with its sample 
size and shows the group means, standard deviations, and the probability 
level of the ANOVA F-test for the mean differences.  
 

Table 5-1 Sample sizes and means of the subgroups 

 Perm 
low 

insec 

Perm 
High 
insec 

Temp 
Low 
insec 

Temp 
High 
insec 

Sig 

 N = 321 N = 199 N = 79 N = 230  
Job insecurity 1.47 2.89 1.58 3.33 .000 
Breach 3.82 3.48 3.97 3.78 .000 
Trust 3.49 3.18 3.83 3.38 .000 
Commitment 4.06 3.79 4.04 3.83 .000 
Gender (0=f,1=m) .55 .48 .46 .53 .300 
Age 38.7 41.0 31.4 32.3 .000 
Educational level  
(0=l,6=h) 

4.56 4.43 5.09 4.59 .003 

Position  
(1=l,6=h) 

3.57 3.39 3.48 3.18 .017 

Volition 4.38 4.20 2.23 2.01 .000 
 
 

5.4.6 Analyses 
According to the core model, breach is related to trust and AC and trust is 
related to AC. Hence, breach may be directly related to AC, but (part of) 
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the relationship between these two variables may also be mediated by trust. 
Furthermore, to estimate the strengths of the relations between these three 
variables, the associations of several control variables (gender, age, 
educational level, position, and volition) on each of the three core variables 
should be taken into account. The fact that control variables have to be 
included in the analyses implies that the procedures proposed by Baron and 
Kenny (1986) to investigate mediational effects have to be extended to 
accommodate for them.  In this paper the mediational model is tested as a 
path model that consists of a system of hierarchical regression equations. 
This approach, which was originally proposed by James and Brett (1984), 
was recently discussed by James, Mulaik, and Brett (2006). 

The results of two regression analyses are reported below. The path 
model that corresponds to the core model comprises two regression 
equations. The first regression equation relates breach to trust and the 
control variables; in the second equation AC is regressed on breach, trust, 
and the control variables. Only linear regression models will be considered. 
Although the parameters of these regression equations can be estimated by 
carrying out separate standard linear regression analyses, in the present 
study they will be estimated simultaneously by means of a (multiple-
group) structural equations analysis that was carried out by AMOS 6.0 
(Arbuckle, 2005). One advantage of this approach is that it yields both a 
global statistical goodness-of-fit test and several descriptive goodness-of-
fit indices by means of which the appropriateness of non-saturated path 
models can be assessed. Moreover, in a multiple group or multiple sample 
structural equation analysis, the data from different groups are analysed 
simultaneously. By imposing equality constraints on the model parameters 
for the different groups, one can test whether the same model applies in all 
groups. If the values of a particular path coefficient are significantly 
different among the groups, the group variable acts as a moderator variable 
for the partial effect represented by the path coefficient. If the values are 
not significantly different, the moderating effect is absent. 

A large number of statistical significance tests are performed in the 
analyses reported in the next section. In order to control for the overall 
Type I error rate, one could apply the Bonferroni correction to obtain a 
more acceptable overall significance level. In the present application, 
however, this would lead to such a small α value that the statistical power 
of the analyses would be jeopardized. As a compromise between 
warranting an acceptable Type I error rate and avoiding a drastic reduction 
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of statistical power, it was decided to interpret a result substantively only if 
it reached the α=.01 level. 

 

Table 5-2 Correlations between core variables in the four groups 

Group Breach-Trust Breach-AC Trust-AC 
Permanent low insecurity -.580** -.323** .393** 
Permanent high insecurity -.538** -.362** .413** 
Temporary low insecurity -.368** -.188   .447** 
Temporary high insecurity -.407** -.347** .356** 

** p < .01 
 

5.5 Results 
Table 5-2 contains the basic correlations between psychological contract 
breach, trust and AC. Furthermore, multiple group factor analyses were 
conducted on trust and AC to check for method invariance, and no 
differences were found across the groups. In a first multiple-group 
analysis, all regression coefficients (including the constant coefficients) 
were allowed to differ among the four groups, so that three constant and 18 
regression coefficients were estimated for each group. This represents the 
model in which both job type and perceived job insecurity were treated as 
potential moderator variables for all effects. This saturated model for three 
dependent variables fits the data perfectly and cannot be rejected. This 
model will serve as a baseline model against which more restrictive path 
models can be tested. In a subsequent series of analyses, the four 
regression coefficients of a particular explanatory variable in one of the 
three equations were set equal to each other for all groups. In this way 18 
different multiple-group regression analyses were carried out and for each 
of these analyses it was tested whether the simplified model provided a 
significantly worse fit to the data than the saturated model. In 17 of these 
18 analyses, the simplified model could not be rejected. The single case in 
which the model with equal regression coefficients for one independent 
variable had to be rejected was the model with equal regression 
coefficients of breach in the equation for trust. This model, in which only 
the relations of breach and trust were allowed to differ among the groups, 
provided a good fit to the data with CMIN = 62.372 (df = 51; p=.132), TLI 
= .976, RMSEA = .016.  Hence, type of contract and subjective job 
insecurity only act as moderator variables for the relations between breach 
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and trust. They do not moderate the relations between breach and AC, nor 
do they moderate the associations of any of the control variables.  

The results of the final regression analyses are reported in Table 5-
3. The tables present the values of the unstandardised regression 
coefficients, their standard errors and the ensuing critical ratio values for 
testing the significance of individual regression parameters. Given the 
large overall sample size in this study, these critical values can be treated 
as z-tests. The regression coefficients that are not invariant over groups and 
the constant coefficients are reported separately for each group.  

 

Table 5-3 Results of the regression analysis with Trust and 
Organisational Commitment as dependent variables 

 Trust Organisational 
Commitment 

 B SE T B SE T 
Constant       
Permanent Low 0.36 .25 1.43 2.35 .15 16.21** 
Permanent High 0.38 .29 1.31 2.21 .14 15.60** 
Temporary Low 1.99 .51 3.91** 2.33 .16 14.82** 
Temporary High 1.74 .23 7.57** 2.23 .14 15.68** 
       
Breach    -.16 .03 -5.16* 
Permanent Low -.71 .06 -12.51**    
Permanent High -.69 .08 -9.12**    
Temporary Low -.41 .13 -3.28*    
Temporary High -.38 .06 -6.62**    
       
Trust    .21 .03 8.29** 
       
Gender 0‡ - - .12 .04 3.01* 
Age 0‡ - - .006 .002 3.27* 
Educational level 0‡ - - -.06 .02 -3.24* 
Position 0‡ - - .10 .02 5.55** 
Volition 0‡ - - 0‡ - - 

‡: fixed to zero, *: p < .01, **:  p < .001 
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In all four groups breach was strongly related to AC, but was also 
indirectly related to AC through trust in all groups. The statistical 
significance of this indirect relation was determined by means of the test 
proposed by Sobel (1982). Table 4 summarises the results of these Sobel-
tests. The last column of this table contains the standardised indirect 
relations. Trust seems to partially mediate the relation between breach and 
AC for all groups after controlling for several control variables. This 
rejects hypothesis 1, which predicted a full mediating role of trust in the 
groups with low job insecurity, but confirms hypothesis 2, predicting that 
trust partially mediates among workers with high job insecurity.  

 
Table 5-4 Indirect effects of Breach on Commitment as mediated by 
Trust 

Group B1 B2 B1 B2 SE Z β1 β2 
1 -.713 .212 -.151 .022 -6.83** -.174 
2 -.693 .212 -.147 .024 -6.08** -.167 
3 -.412 .212 -.087 .029 -3.03** -.097 
4 -.384 .212 -.081 .016 -5.14** -.103 

** p<.001 
 
Finally, hypothesis 3 focused on the relation between breach and 

trust. As mentioned above, only the model in which the relationship 
between breach and trust was allowed to differ among groups showed a 
good fit to the data. Table 5-4 shows that the differences between the 
regression coefficients for breach mainly occur between permanent 
workers on the one hand, and temporary workers on the other. The model 
with the additional constraints BPermanent low job insecurity = BPermanent high job 
insecurity and BTemporary low job insecurity = BTemporary high job insecurity for breach 
yielded CMIN = 68.575 with df = 59 (p=.184). The conditional log 
likelihood test of this more restricted model against the original one was 
equal to .088 with df = 2 and p =.957, indicating that imposing the equality 
constraints does not result in a significantly worse fit. The estimates of the 
unstandardised regression coefficients were BPermanent low job insecurity = 
BPermanent high job insecurity =-.706, and BTemporary low job insecurity = BTemporary high job 
insecurity = -.389. These results confirm hypothesis 3, which predicted that 
the relation between breach and trust would be stronger among permanent 
workers in comparison to temporary workers.  
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5.6 Discussion 
This study used a model that incorporates the mediating role of trust 
between psychological contract breach and affective commitment to assess 
the role of trust in four different employment situations (permanent 
workers with low and high job insecurity and temporary workers with low 
and high job insecurity). By assessing this role, this research aimed to 
contribute to the literature by exploring the influence of different 
employment situations on the role of trust in the relationship between 
breach and AC. The four groups all varied with respect to subjective and 
objective job insecurity. Using multiple group structural equation 
modeling, few differences were found between the four groups with 
respect to the mediating role of trust. Only one relation in the mediating 
model was found to vary across groups: the relation between breach and 
trust. This relation was found to be stronger for permanent workers in 
comparison to temporary workers. The relations between breach and AC 
and trust and AC were found to be invariant among the groups. In 
conclusion, trust partially mediates the relationship between breach and 
AC in all four employment situations.  

The primary contribution made by this study is that it reveals the 
limited influence of both objective and subjective job insecurity on the role 
of trust in mediating the relationship between psychological contract 
breach and AC. With respect to objective job insecurity or, more 
specifically, the influence of type of contract, this study did find one 
implication: the relation between psychological contract breach and trust is 
stronger among permanent workers in comparison to temporary workers. 
This stronger relation can be explained by the strength of the relationship 
between the employee and the employer. Due to the length of their 
relationship, permanent employees have a well-developed view of the 
employer’s trustworthiness (Sheppard & Sherman, 1998). Breach of 
obligations inherent in this employment relationship has a strong adverse 
impact on the view of the trustworthiness of the employer. Therefore, 
psychological contract breach is strongly related to trust in these well-
developed or secure relationships, in contrast to less developed 
relationships. This indicates that objective job insecurity, or contract type, 
moderates the relationship between psychological contract breach and 
trust. 

Secondly, the results indicate that subjective job insecurity, or 
perceived concerns about the future of the job (Greenhalgh & Rosenblatt, 
1986), has little influence on the role of trust in employment relationships. 
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In other words, positive expectations with respect to the job do not 
influence the role of trust in mediating the relationship between breach and 
AC. The absence of a moderating effect of perceived job insecurity shows 
that perceived risks with respect to the job are not directly related to the 
role of trust in employment relations. Loss of trust always plays a role, but 
in contrast to theoretical assumptions and prior research findings (e.g., 
Guest, 2004b; Robinson, 1996), trust does not fully mediate the relation 
between breach and AC for secure employment relations. Among 
employees with high perceived job insecurity this study did find support 
for the assumptions. 

Two approaches can be taken to explaining this structural partial 
mediating effect. A theoretical explanation is provided by a combination of 
social exchange theory (Blau, 1964) and uncertainty management theory 
(Lind & Van den Bos, 2002; Van den Bos & Lind, 2002). According to 
social exchange theory, breach of the psychological contract weakens the 
stability of the relationship itself, decreasing trust and eventually affecting 
the willingness of the employee to affectively commit to the organisation. 
Following uncertainty management theory, the extent to which the 
employee has information about the organisation’s trustworthiness 
determines the importance of trust in employment relationships. In their 
theory, Van den Bos and Lind (2002) state that trust is important in 
relationships between past treatment and outcomes when employees are 
certain about the trustworthiness of their organisation. When employees 
are uncertain about the trustworthiness of their organisation, trust is less 
salient, and employees rely on past and present treatment to evaluate the 
relationship.  

However, breach of past promises itself will create a risk that 
increases the uncertainty about the organisation’s trustworthiness. 
Perceived breach is related to doubts about benevolence and integrity 
(Robinson, 1996), which prompts the employee to rely on evaluations of 
past treatment. Therefore, uncertainty is basically related to two 
mechanisms at the same time: it relates to a loss of expectations of good 
intentions and integrity, but it also relates to the salience of past treatment 
perceptions, irrespective of the stability or security inherent to the 
employment relationship. This dual mechanism may theoretically explain 
the partial mediating role of trust in the relationship between psychological 
contract breach and AC. Basically, the employee loses trust in the 
organisation, but also gives the organisation’s trustworthiness ‘the benefit 
of the doubt’. Testing the mediating role of trust in relationships 
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characterised by highly fulfilled psychological contracts could offer 
support for this suggestion. In these employment relations, perceptions of 
fulfilment would add to the certainty about the organisation’s 
trustworthiness, giving salience to trust rather than fulfilment. 

A second explanation derives from the sample used in this study, as 
compared to other studies. Comparable research that finds a full mediating 
role of trust in the relation between fair treatment perceptions and 
employee attitudes is based on samples consisting primarily of highly 
educated employees. Robinson (1996) used graduate school alumni, while 
81% of the sample used by Aryee et al. (2002) enjoyed university 
education. In the sample, only 39% of the permanent workers and 61% of 
the temporary workers with relatively secure employment relations 
enjoyed higher education. The rest of the sample consisted of medium and 
low educated employees. Other studies that use samples of a more varied 
composition regarding educational levels also found mixed results with 
respect to the mediating role of trust (Hopkins & Weathington, 2006; Ten 
Brink, Den Hartog, Koopman, & Van Muijen, 2001).  

The influence of educational level could be related to occupational 
status. Research has indicated that educational level is highly related to 
occupational status (Lichtenstein, Pedersen, & McClearn, 1992), which is 
expressed in the degree to which employees react to situations of unfair 
treatment. Employees with lower status tend to regard unequal allocation 
of rewards as less unfair in comparison to high status employees (Molm, 
Quist, & Wiseley, 1994; Simpson, 1976), as they have lower expectations 
with respect to the organisation’s benevolence and integrity. This suggests 
that high status employees have higher expectations regarding benevolence 
and principles of integrity, which are more sensitive to violation. 
Furthermore, employees with high status are more likely to have firmly 
interdependent relations with their employer, characterised by a strong 
need for trust. Trust may therefore play a more prominent role among 
highly educated employees having interdependent relations with their 
employer. Future research should focus more explicitly on educational 
level and status as moderators to further explore the role of trust in the 
relation between psychological contract breach and AC in different 
employment situations. 

5.6.1 Limitations 
Several limitations of this study need to be taken into account. This study 
uses a general measure of trust. Theorists have identified several forms of 
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trust, such as organisational trust and leadership trust (Clark & Payne, 
1997). This study used a single measure to assess trust because 
interpretations were already complex. Although this study aimed to address 
multiple organisational agents, the general measure limits the explanatory 
power regarding specific forms of trust and trustworthiness. Additional 
research is needed to address the effects of these specific forms of trust and 
trustworthiness, to further explore the relationship between treatment 
perceptions and outcomes and the mediating effect of trust.  
 Furthermore, it should be noticed that this research was conducted 
in a context involving highly protected workers. Both temporary and 
permanent workers are protected in the Netherlands by an extensive 
framework of labour laws and regulations (Heerma van Voss, 1999), 
including layoff protection, minimum wages and participation. This will 
have had a significant impact on the findings. Due to the extensive 
protection and rights, workers are less dependent on the trustworthiness of 
the employer to address their perceived obligations, which are either 
secured by laws and regulations or can be secured through consultation 
with employers or employee representatives. This salience of obligation 
fulfilment has also been found by a Dutch study using a similar design 
(Ten Brink et al., 2001). This prompts the need to replicate this design in 
other contexts.  

With respect to the methodology, common method variance needs 
to be pointed out, as the data obtained in this study was all gathered using a 
single questionnaire. On the other hand, some have stated that concerns 
regarding common method bias are overstated (Spector, 2006). Second, 
since this study focuses on time-specific treatment perceptions by 
assessing past and present experiences and future expectations, this 
limitation calls for an improvement of the research design, as the cross-
sectional design limits the strength of this research with respect to 
causality. A longitudinal study would address this problem, as the causal 
sequence of psychological contract breach, trust, and outcomes could then 
be researched.  

Fourthly, a median split was used to dichotomise the perceived job 
insecurity measure and to create two groups for which this study 
performed specific analyses. The primary argument for dichotomising this 
variable is to reduce analytical and statistical complexity. Including a 
continuous moderating variable would imply having to include a relatively 
high number of interaction terms, which complicates the interpretations of 



Chapter 5: Trust and job insecurity 

   123

the hypotheses. Furthermore, the inclusion of these interaction terms would 
have increased statistical complications due to multicollinearity. On the 
other hand, a variable-splitting procedure has been criticised for loss of 
power, increasing Type II error, and bias when dichotomising dependent 
and independent variables (e.g., Irwin & McClelland, 2003). These issues 
were addressed by increasing the significance level to 99%.  

5.6.2 Conclusion 
The primary conclusion of this study is the limited importance of job 
insecurity, both objective and subjective. Only objective job insecurity 
appears to moderate the relation between breach and trust. This implies 
that the risk of job loss does not attenuate the risk associated with 
psychological contract breach, while job stability does not complement or 
intensify the risk associated with breach. Instead, these findings seem to 
support a combination of theories: breach is related to loss of trust, but 
breach also creates uncertainty with respect to trust, resulting in a salience 
of breach in evaluating the employment relationship. Furthermore, sample 
characteristics such as the average educational level and status tend to 
complicate the mediating effect of trust between psychological contract 
breach and affective commitment. Focusing on conditions of high promise 
and obligation fulfilment on the one hand, and including status as a 
moderating variable on the other, could further extend the analysis of the 
breach-trust-affective commitment relationship.  
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6 Conclusion and discussion 
 

 

 

6.1 Introduction  
Two observations concerning the literature on temporary employment and 
perceptions of fair treatment inspired this research. First, a discrepancy can 
be observed in findings from studies on employment benefits of temporary 
workers and their perceptions of fair treatment. One group of studies 
consistently shows that temporary workers in a job of implicit or explicit 
limited duration (OECD, 2002; Polivka, 1996) have a second-class 
position compared to permanent workers with respect to primary 
employment benefits (De Vries & Wolbers, 2005; Munoz de Bustillo 
Llorente & De Pedraza, 2007), secondary employment benefits (Erdem et 
al., 2006), and training and career opportunities (e.g., Forrier & Sels, 
2003). These differences are consistently found, even after correcting for 
objective factors such as age, tenure, position and educational level (Erdem 
et al., 2006). Studies on perceptions of fair treatment, however, found 
favourable levels of perceived fairness among temporary and permanent 
workers (Ang & Slaughter, 2001; De Gilder, 2003), while Claes and 
colleagues (Claes et al., 2002) and De Cuyper and De Witte (2007) found 
more favourable perceptions of psychological contract fulfilment.  

The second observation concerns the discrepancy between these 
studies of fair treatment perceptions on the one hand, and studies that 
present inconsistent results with respect to temporary employee work-
related attitudes and behaviours (e.g., Connelly & Gallagher, 2004; De 
Cuyper et al., In press) on the other. Theory suggests that favourable 
perceptions of fair treatment are positively related to work-related attitudes 
and behaviour (Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001; Topa & Morales, 2007). 
Although some studies indeed find more favourable attitudes and 
behaviours among temporary employees compared to permanent workers, 
a larger number of studies find comparable or unfavourable attitudes and 
behaviours among temporary workers (e.g., Bernhard-Oettel, Sverke, & 
Witte, 2005; Chambel & Castanheira, 2006). This discrepancy forms the 
second inspiration for this research. 
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Furthermore, theories on work experience and organisational 
behaviour, and more specifically on perceptions of fair treatment, have 
primarily been researched from the perspective of permanent employment, 
without taking into account that employment of limited duration may 
confound the determinants and consequences of fair treatment perceptions. 
Therefore, this thesis aims to provide more insight into the mechanisms 
underlying this discrepancy, starting from the following research question:  
What are the psychological mechanisms (a) behind fair treatment 
perceptions among temporary workers in the Netherlands, and (b) that 
determine how these fair treatment perceptions relate to temporary 
employee work-related attitudes and behaviour? 

Answering this research question adds to the scientific literature, as 
the understanding of the dynamics involving fair treatment perceptions 
among temporary employees is still underdeveloped. Furthermore, the size 
of the temporary workforce in the Netherlands (16.2% of the Dutch 
workforce in 2006), in combination with recent developments regarding 
regulations of fair treatment among temporary workers, underlines the 
social significance of the subject. By studying the psychological 
mechanisms affecting the perception of fair treatment among temporary 
workers in combination with the societal and institutional contexts, the 
outcomes of this research are also relevant to policy makers and 
organisations. 
 Four studies were conducted to answer the research question. The 
first study, reported in Chapter 2, analysed the formal and informal 
institutional influences that shape the employment and labour-market 
conditions of temporary employment in the Netherlands. The analysis 
provided an overview of the social context in which temporary employees 
are embedded. The subsequent three empirical studies focused on the 
psychological mechanisms behind fair treatment perceptions of temporary 
workers. Social exchange theory (Blau, 1964) and new models on the 
psychology of temporary employment (such as Connelly & Gallagher, 
2004; De Cuyper et al., In press) were used as frameworks for analysing 
these mechanisms. Chapter 3 described the first empirical study, which 
investigated how transactional and relational exchange relate to fairness 
perceptions, job satisfaction and intention to quit, and compared these 
relations among temporary and permanent workers. This study provided 
insight into the mechanisms relating to the causes of fair treatment 
perceptions among temporary workers. Reporting the third study, Chapter 
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4 assessed the influence of extrinsic motives for having a temporary job on 
relations between perceived fairness and attitudinal and behavioural 
outcomes. The fourth study, described in Chapter 5, tested the mediating 
effect of trust in the relationship between perceptions of fair treatment and 
organisational commitment in different situations of job insecurity. The 
last two studies provided an understanding of the psychological 
mechanisms associated with relations of fair treatment perceptions to 
work-related attitudes among temporary workers. 
 In the following sections of this concluding chapter, the results of 
these studies will be integrated, discussed, and reflected on. In section 6.2, 
the four studies will be recapitulated, and implications for theory will be 
discussed. Furthermore, the four studies are integrated by relating the 
societal context to the psychological mechanisms of fair treatment 
perceptions in temporary employment. The practical contributions and 
implications of this research will be discussed in section 6.3. Section 6.4 
contains a critical reflection on the research project, and finally section 6.5 
indicates avenues for future research on fair treatment perceptions in 
temporary employment.  
 

6.2 Mechanisms behind fair treatment perceptions in temporary 
employment 

In the empirical studies, models were developed on how temporary 
workers’ attitudes and behaviours are mediated or moderated by 
motivations and expectations and by factors associated with the work-
context. Creating and testing these models helps to uncover the capability 
of theories on organisational attitudes and behaviour in temporary 
employment relations. By introducing mediators and moderators derived 
from the literature on temporary employment, this study aimed to test the 
boundaries of traditional conceptualisations of determinants and 
consequences of fair treatment perceptions. As described in Chapter 3 and 
contrary to theoretical assumptions, perceived balance in employee 
contributions and employer inducements are not necessarily related to 
favourable perceptions of fairness. Furthermore, Chapters 4 and 5 
described the constraints on the assumption that fair treatment perceptions 
are related to employee work-related attitudes and behaviour (Cohen-
Charash & Spector, 2001; Topa & Morales, 2007). The following 
subsections will discuss the mechanisms that emerged in more detail. 
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6.2.1 Mechanisms behind the origins of fair treatment perceptions 
In Chapter 3, the relationship between balance in transactional and 
relational exchange and fairness was studied. It was found that temporary 
workers were basically insensitive to balance in the exchange of 
transactional and relational resources, as fairness was not related to a 
balance in transactional and relational contributions and inducements. For 
permanent workers, on the other hand, balance in transactional exchange 
was more strongly related to fairness perceptions. Two arguments were 
used to explain this result with respect to transactional exchange.  

Power is central in the first argument. Power has been found to be 
an important factor in the study of fair treatment perceptions. According to 
Homans (1958), power is the “more primitive phenomenon” underlying 
fair treatment perceptions. As indicated in later chapters, temporary 
employment is a form of employment where the implicit assumption of 
equal power is under pressure (Shore et al., 2004). This became more 
evident in Chapter 2, where it was found that temporary workers are often 
in a position of compliance, since the limited duration of their employment 
relationship puts them in a weak bargaining position. Furthermore, the 
achievements of temporary workers are largely controlled by the hiring 
organisation, which has the authority to provide them with employment, a 
subsequent temporary contract, and possibly a permanent contract.  

This low-power position of temporary employees appears to be an 
important factor underlying fair treatment perceptions among temporary 
employees. Referring to exchange symmetry, a dimension of the 
psychological contract proposed by Sels and colleagues (2004), temporary 
employees may perceive the imbalance in transactional exchange as more 
acceptable due to the power imbalance inherent in their employment 
relationship. In support of this observation, Molm and colleagues (Molm et 
al., 1994) found that actors were perceived as more fair when perceived as 
having structural power. Because the employer is perceived to have the 
power of providing employment and subsequent contracts, the employee 
could perceive the unbalanced allocation of rewards as fair. Moreover, it 
has been suggested that lower status employees, which, according to some, 
include large contingents of temporary workers (Boyce et al., 2007; Von 
Hippel, 2006), are inclined to regard unequal allocation arrangements as 
not unjust because of their lower status (Simpson, 1976). The low power of 
temporary workers and the reactions to unbalanced exchanges is likely to 
be related to the number of alternative choices in the labour market 
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(Emerson, 1962). This is one of Siegrist’s (1996) circumstances under 
which a high cost/low gain condition is maintained. If the labour market 
offers few alternatives or opportunities that can be regarded as 
improvements over the current employment situation, the unbalanced 
exchange is more acceptable.  
 In addition to this power-explanation, Siegrist (1996) also proposes 
another condition under which an unbalanced exchange is maintained, 
namely when there are strategic reasons to do so, for example if an 
employee expects a future gain or if the temporary job fulfils other needs. 
The importance of the influence of long and short time horizons on 
employee work-related attitudes and behaviour is frequently found; 
Joireman and colleagues (Joireman, Daniels, George-Falvy, & Kamdar, 
2006), for example, found that a long time horizon was related to 
favourable organisational citizenship behaviours. For temporary workers, 
obtaining a permanent contract could be the gain they expect in the future, 
as the most frequently mentioned motive for accepting a temporary job is 
to get a permanent job (Tan & Tan, 2002). Furthermore, other motives 
have been found that address specific needs, including, for example, the 
need for time or money for travelling (Ellingson et al., 1998). The 
unimportance of balance in transactional exchange in relation to fairness 
could indicate that temporary employees hold specific principles of justice. 
Leventhal (1976) distinguishes three justice rules, that is, beliefs “that 
outcomes ought to be distributed in accordance with certain criteria” (p. 
212). The contribution or equity rule refers to balance in exchange, and 
involves the belief that workers who do better work receive higher pay. 
The equality rule favours equal reward for all workers in spite of their 
differences in accomplishments or needs. Finally, the needs rule implies a 
belief that workers should receive what they need. The unimportance of 
balance in transactional and relational exchange and the absence of 
structural behavioural reactions to unequal employment relations could 
indicate that temporary workers evaluate their exchange on the basis of the 
need-rule: they perceive the transactional exchange as fair as long as they 
receive the resources that they value, including, for example, security, time 
and flexibility. This also refers to the general preference among temporary 
employees to become permanently employed (De Jong et al., in Press; 
DiNatale, 2001), a preference that implicitly expresses a need for security 
and permanence.  

In conclusion, the factors affecting fair treatment perceptions are 
not necessarily the same as those assumed in theories on fair treatment 
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perceptions, such as the preference for the equity-principle, equal or nearly 
equal power, and needs related to unlimited time horizons. For temporary 
workers, the level of fairness perceived in the employment relationship 
may be influenced by the specific configuration of power within their 
relationship, and the specific needs they have when working in jobs of 
limited duration. These factors are likely to influence the traditional 
understanding of the power, justice rules and needs in exchanges that build 
up fairness perceptions. High power imbalance may increase the 
acceptance of imbalanced exchanges. Second, specific needs might be 
related to justice rules other than the rules of equity or equality. In short, 
temporary workers are likely to use different criteria to evaluate their 
exchange with the hiring organisation, which may explain why temporary 
employees have equal or even favourable perceptions of fairness. 

6.2.2 Mechanisms behind relations of fair treatment perceptions to 
outcomes 

In Chapter 4, the influence of motives on the relations between fairness 
perceptions and temporary employee attitudes and behaviour was 
examined. It was found that the motive of obtaining a permanent job (or 
the stepping stone motive) moderated the relationship between fairness 
perceptions and outcomes for temporary workers. This means that, 
whenever this motive was important, fairness perceptions were less related 
to outcomes such as affective commitment, job satisfaction, and intention 
to quit. Furthermore, for temporary workers who did not expect a 
permanent job (or the controlled motive), the intention to leave the 
organisation was more strongly related to fairness when they felt unfairly 
treated.  

This way of rationalising injustice by temporary workers can be 
linked to Festinger’s cognitive dissonance theory (1962). The acceptance 
of a temporary job could be considered dissonant with the negative aspects 
of that temporary job, such as job insecurity and secondary employment 
conditions. According to cognitive dissonance theory, temporary workers 
would try to reduce dissonance by changing cognitions to resolve the 
dissonance, for example by using justification or rationalisations related to 
the opportunity to obtain an alternative (permanent) position (Festinger & 
Aronson, 1997). However, this still fails to clarify which factors determine 
the choice of ways to reduce dissonance. According to Albert’s temporal 
comparison theory (Albert, 1977), people use internal references to 
historical experiences and forward-looking expectations to evaluate and 
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cope with situations that are negative in affective quality, such as injustice 
(see also coping theory; Latack et al., 1995). Furthermore, Olson-
Buchanan and Boswell (2008) suggest that employees make use of 
reframing accounts to make sense of the mistreatment. Such accounts 
(Bies, 1987) could serve as explanations for reactions to unfairness in 
which the unfair treatment is put into temporal perspective. Basically, 
temporary workers can make sense of the unfair treatment by explaining 
that ‘it’s only temporary’, and override behavioural impulses or action-
driven behaviours. It is also possible that, in power-differentiated relations, 
weaker parties are less likely to develop or sustain cognitions of injustice, 
and their motivation for action may be difficult to develop or sustain 
because of reframing accounts and their position of dependency (Bies, 
1987). Temporary workers do not want to reduce their chances of 
obtaining a new (permanent) contract, which leads to fewer action-driven 
behaviours such as absence (Bradley, Green, & Leeves, 2007). 

In Chapter 4, it was discussed how, among employees characterised 
by the stepping stone motive, fairness perceptions were strongly related to 
trust. Chapter 5 focused more explicitly on the relation between fair 
treatment perceptions and trust and, more specifically, on the mediating 
role of trust in the relation between fair treatment perceptions and affective 
commitment. The model of Sheppard and Sherman (1998) was used to 
predict the mediating role of trust in four different situations of job 
insecurity: permanent low job insecurity, permanent high job insecurity, 
temporary low job insecurity, and temporary high job insecurity. Trust 
mediated in all of these four groups, although fair treatment perceptions 
were more strongly related to trust among permanent workers in 
comparison to temporary workers. 

The outcomes suggest that temporary employees do not entirely 
lose trust in their employer due to their situation of dependency and 
uncertainty. Fair treatment perceptions are also related to affective 
commitment, giving the organisations’ trustworthiness the benefit of the 
doubt. For temporary employees with low job insecurity, this has a 
different goal compared to temporary workers with high job insecurity. On 
the one hand, temporary employees with high job insecurity will tend to 
feel that it is unlikely that they will be employed by the hiring organisation 
in the future. Their relation with the hiring organisation can be 
characterised as shallow dependent (Sheppard & Sherman, 1998), in which 
the employee trusts the employer to adhere to basic norms of fairness and 
promise fulfilment. However, temporary workers might have different 
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norms of fairness (see chapter 3). This might be related to the tendency to 
trust the employer to fulfil their specific needs rather than to adhere to 
principles of equity or equality. Moreover, these workers have little to lose, 
and therefore might take some risk regarding unfavourable treatment 
(Kahneman & Tversky, 1979). Temporary workers with low subjective job 
insecurity, on the other hand, are likely to expect a permanent job. Their 
employment relations are characterised by deep dependency, because the 
organisation ‘controls’ the fate of the employee (Sheppard & Sherman, 
1998) and because the employee is likely to trust the organisation to 
perform a specific action (Rousseau et al., 1998), namely to provide 
permanent employment. The employee trusts the employer to be 
benevolent and to provide favourable treatment in the future. In short, 
these temporary employees may be willing to partly accept the risk of 
unfavourable treatment because of their expectations regarding the 
organisation’s trustworthiness in the future.  

The results of Chapters 4 and 5 lead to the conclusion that the level 
of expectations for a better future and dependency towards the employer is 
related to cognitive rationalisations of injustice among temporary workers. 
If the temporary employee has expectations of future need fulfilment and is 
dependent upon the employer to fulfil these expectations, the employee is 
likely to regard the unfair situation as ‘only temporary’, expecting it will 
improve in the future. Temporary workers who do not have this prospect 
take a risk because the temporary job provides them with (permanent) 
employment, or because they have little to lose. This contradicts current 
assumptions with respect to fair treatment perceptions, which include the 
proposition that unfair treatment is strongly related to unfavourable 
attitudinal and behavioural outcomes. Based on the findings of Chapters 4 
and 5, some additional moderators should be included to capture the 
relations of fair treatment perceptions to work-related attitudes of 
temporary workers. These moderating factors include motives for 
accepting temporary employment, expectations of permanent employment, 
and level of dependency. Furthermore, trust appears to play a role in 
justifying the unfair situation. Trust in the employer’s benevolence and 
adherence to specific justice principles is related to the observation that 
temporary employees are willing to trust the employer despite situations of 
unfair treatment. 
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6.2.3 Fair treatment perceptions and temporary employment: 
Considering context 

In this last subsection, the social context and experiences of temporary 
workers are integrated, elaborating on inter-level relations based on the 
findings of the four studies reported earlier. In this research, fair treatment 
perceptions were defined as personal evaluations of the ethical and moral 
standing of management conduct (based on Cropanzano et al., 2007). 
Social exchange processes (Cropanzano et al., 2001b) are considered to be 
the basic psychological mechanisms underlying fair treatment perceptions 
among temporary workers. These psychological mechanisms are activated 
by the environment (Decker Pierce & White, 1999). In this study, the 
environment is considered by analysing the institutional context of the 
temporary employee in the Netherlands.  

The institutional context consists of norms, interests, and the power 
structure that characterises the temporary employment relations system. 
Based on the conclusions described in the previous sections, these factors 
theoretically shape the motives, needs, expectations and dependency in the 
employment relations of temporary workers. Being fairly treated is a 
fundamental human need (Kabanoff, 1991; Lerner, 1977), deeply rooted in 
the socio-historical context. However, mistreatment and the mechanisms 
underlying the origins of and reactions to these mistreatments, as found in 
this study, may also be deeply embedded in the context. Since norms, 
interests and power structures are institutionalised (Kabanoff, 1991), these 
factors may exert a structural influence on perceptions of fair treatment. 
Norms include justice principles and permanent employment associated 
with the acceptance of exchange asymmetry and motives for accepting 
temporary employment. Interests, primarily concerning permanent 
employment, freedom or escaping unemployment, shape the motives for 
accepting temporary employment and create the basis for perceptions of 
benevolence and integrity with respect to the hiring organisation. Finally, 
the power structure co-determines the acceptance of unbalanced exchanges 
and shapes the dependency characterising the relationship between the 
temporary employee and the organisation.  

These institutional conditions are related. Power structures, for 
example, can affect the formation of justice norms (Molm et al., 1994). 
Because of the power imbalance that generally characterises the temporary 
employment relationship, temporary workers have fewer instruments to 
negotiate equitable or equal employment conditions. Therefore, they are 
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likely to settle for rules that align with their needs in evaluating the level of 
fair treatment on the one hand, and reactions to unfair treatment 
perceptions on the other hand. Moreover, social norms attach certain 
values to employment. As mentioned in Chapter 2, the Dutch social system 
is primarily oriented towards permanent employment. Temporary 
employees have trouble applying for mortgages and social benefits (Klein 
Hesselink et al., 1998). Consequently, the interest or motive to be 
permanently employed does not only originate from the need to have better 
employment or working conditions, or from status. Permanent jobs are still 
the norm, and temporary employment deviates from that norm, given its 
explicit or implicit limited duration. Therefore, the mechanisms of fair 
treatment perceptions may be grounded in the social and institutional 
system, transcending organisational boundaries.  
 In conclusion, fair treatment perceptions among temporary 
employees are dependent on the context-specific aspects of temporary 
employment. The institutional context has created a structural justification 
for the disadvantaged position of the temporary employee in the Dutch 
labour market and within Dutch organisations. This justification is not 
solely attributable to the ‘harm-doers’ within the temporary employment 
relations system, however. The psychological mechanisms found in this 
study also indicates a conditional internal legitimacy among many 
temporary employees, which includes a sense of taken-for-grantedness 
(Suchman, 1995) with respect to their position. This rationalisation reflects 
how temporary employees make sense of their disadvantaged employment 
situation, and shapes the attitudes and behaviours that arise from this 
employment relation. In the end, the limited duration of their employment 
contract is the fundamental weakness when it comes to equal treatment. 
Rather than equality or equity, the chances and opportunities that 
temporary employment provide are what determine whether this treatment 
is perceived as fair, and how these perceptions relate to work-related 
attitudes and behaviours.  
 

6.3 Practical implications 
The main theoretical contribution of this research is that (reactions to) fair 
treatment perceptions among temporary workers can be affected by 
motives, needs, expectations and power. These factors can determine fair 
treatment perceptions as well as the relations of fair treatment perceptions 
to employee attitudes. Especially the findings described in Chapters 4 and 
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5 illustrate the practical implications of this study. It was shown how the 
role of dependency becomes more salient by the power of the employer to 
provide the temporary employee with subsequent contracts. If temporary 
employees prefer a permanent contract but their current job does not 
provide that possibility, they cope with that through more action-driven 
intentions such as to leave the organisation. However, if temporary 
employees expect to attain a permanent contract, unfair treatment 
perceptions are less related to behavioural responses but more to cognitive 
coping strategies to resolve the dissonance. Furthermore, this dependency 
implies that the employer has fate control (Simpson, 1976), which is to say 
that the employer is likely to have the power to affect the temporary 
employee’s future no matter what the employee does. This implies that 
temporary workers with the prospect of a permanent contract may be more 
vulnerable to exploitation and abuse because they use a future-oriented 
referential account to make sense of the injustice and feelings of 
resentment (Bies, 1987). This makes temporary employees who use such 
temporal accounts highly vulnerable to abuse and neglect by the employer.   

This vulnerability, and the limited effectiveness of regulations 
promoting equal employment conditions among temporary workers 
(Dekker, 2007; Erdem et al., 2006), highlights a need for policy by 
governmental institutions and unions. However, as reported in Chapter 2, 
institutional factors including conflicts between different justice rules used 
by the actors in the temporary employment relations system enhance the 
vulnerability of temporary workers while undermining the effectiveness of 
the new regulations. On the one hand, the government faces the dilemma 
between the equality rule of employment rights for temporary workers 
versus the benefits that ‘cheap’ temporary employment provides with 
respect to competitive advantage and labour market flexibility. On the 
other hand, greater governmental control is correlated with lower use of 
temporary workers (Biggs et al., 2006; Davis-Blake & Uzzi, 1993), 
implying that the unemployed have fewer opportunities to enter the labour 
market if regulation increases. Unions were found to struggle with 
representing temporary workers and negotiating equal employment 
conditions on the one hand, and the protection of their core members, 
which are primarily permanent workers, on the other. Moreover, low union 
membership among temporary workers affects the power of unions to 
negotiate equal employment conditions. Finally, hiring organisations must 
deliberate whether temporary employees are worth investing in, 
considering added value and level of uniqueness as criteria for investing in 
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their development and training. In short, governmental institutions and 
unions utilise the equality principle, while organisations and temporary 
employees were found to focus on the contribution and need rule. These 
opposing justice norms create difficulties in the enforcement of new laws 
and regulations. These differentiated norms as well as the imbalanced 
power structure and divergent norms complicate institutional change, 
which relies on the alignment of these factors (Nee, 2003). Given the weak 
position of temporary workers with respect to power and taking the needs 
and interests of temporary workers into account, trade unions, 
governmental institutions, and multipartite consultative bodies such as the 
Labour Foundation and the Social and Economic Council (SER) should 
take the responsibility to join forces to more effectively protect temporary 
employees from abuse and neglect. They should use initiatives such as the 
Labour Foundation’s advice to the parties involved in negotiating 
collective employment agreements to verify whether the agreements 
reached indeed include provisions that differentiate between temporary and 
permanent workers (Stichting van de Arbeid, 2007). Such initiatives 
stimulate consciousness among the actors in the system of industrial 
relations of temporary employment, which is a first step towards 
successfully protecting temporary workers against unfavourable working 
conditions. 

In the end, however, it all depends on organisations to refrain from 
abusing and neglecting temporary employees, and to structurally award 
temporary workers with equal employment conditions and opportunities. 
However, in accordance with traditional management theory (e.g., 
Atkinson, 1984; Lepak & Snell, 1999), organisations have few incentives 
to introduce equality-based allocation systems, while temporary employees 
are likely to use cognitive, covert coping strategies in situations of 
perceived unfairness if they are given the prospect of a permanent contract. 
If the employee is not given the prospect of a permanent job, more active 
means of protest can be expected, including reporting the organisation’s 
resource allocation practices. However, research by Kalleberg (2000) 
found that, if given more rewarding tasks and better employment 
conditions, temporary employees tend to perform better in comparison to 
permanent workers. In other words, providing temporary employees with 
better working and employment conditions can result in short-term 
benefits. The key to better performance, however, seems to be related to 
understanding what motivates temporary workers (McDonald & Makin, 
2000). Many organisations still emphasise the quid pro quo exchange of 
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resources with their employees (Cropanzano et al., 2007). However, this 
research shows that temporary employees are especially motivated by the 
fulfilment of specific needs, which can be different from traditional, 
permanent worker needs (Camerman et al., 2007); these include career 
opportunities, (permanent) employment, and the freedom to pursue 
personal needs. In line with the general trend of HR-bundles and 
idiosyncratic deals (Rousseau, 2005), organisations should learn more 
about the specific needs of their temporary personnel. If these needs are 
aligned with HR practices, this can lead to both short-term and long-term 
benefits. At the same time, the organisation should adhere to the basic 
principles of equal treatment to ensure a minimum of stability and equality 
in primary and secondary employment benefits. 
 

6.4 Research limitations 
In this section, the limitations of this research will be discussed, describing 
both the reasons underlying these limitations as well as their impact on the 
results of this study. Most of the limitations of this study are the result of 
choices that were made during the design of this research. As described in 
the empirical chapters, these include the cross-sectional design of the study 
as well as the use of a single level of observation.  
 Especially the cross-sectional design imposes some important 
limitations on the understanding of fair treatment perceptions among 
temporary workers. Firstly, this research did not take prior experiences into 
account. Theoretically, prior experiences have an important influence on 
perceptions of fair treatment. According to Olson-Buchanan and Boswell 
(2008), previous experiences will likely play a role in making sense of the 
unfair treatment. If temporary workers have experience with unfair 
treatment in other temporary jobs, it is more likely that they will rationalise 
a possible unfair situation compared to temporary workers who experience 
unfair treatment in a temporary job for the first time. Secondly, this study 
only took perceptions of future treatment and employment into account. 
This means that no information is available on how temporary employees 
react when, over time, the hiring organisation does not fulfil needs 
including (permanent) employment or freedom. Such failure to attend to 
these needs potentially serves as a trigger to considering the treatment as 
unfair, and reciprocating with action-based mechanisms. Future research 
should adopt a longitudinal design by addressing these shortcomings. 
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The second limitation concerns the representativeness of the 
sample. Although the multi-sector and multi-organisational design of the 
sample is a strength, the sample is not representative for the Dutch labour 
market and, more specifically, for the Dutch temporary workforce. The 
sampling procedure was designed to gather a wide variety of temporary 
workers, taking the heterogeneity of the temporary workforce into account. 
Nevertheless, the data primarily contained respondents from two main 
forms of temporary employment, namely temporary agency workers and 
fixed-term workers. However, rather general statements about temporary 
workers as a group are made, without considering specific features of, for 
example, fixed-term workers and temporary agency workers. It was not 
possible, however, to compare temporary workers and permanent workers 
by controlling for type of temporary arrangement (see for example 
Chapters 3 and 5). In Chapter 4 this issue is addressed by making a 
distinction between directly employed and indirectly employed temporary 
workers.  

Moreover, the temporary workforce is highly heterogeneous (De 
Cuyper et al., In press; Guest, 2004a), and some important forms and 
groups of temporary workers are underrepresented. The initial sample 
included only two high-level temporary workers, one consultant and one 
interim manager. These were excluded from the sample because of the 
focus on fixed-term contract workers and temporary agency workers. 
However, these high-level temporary workers, such as consultants, interim 
managers and contractors, but also posted workers are an important and 
under-researched group in fair treatment research. These workers are 
usually employed at the core of the organisation, which could imply that 
they receive the same or even better treatment in comparison to permanent 
workers. Although research has indicated that this assumption does not 
hold in every situation (McKeown, 2005), it would be interesting to further 
explore the mechanisms found in this research within this group of 
temporary workers.   

Another limitation with respect to the sample concerns the 
methodological problem in studying temporary workers: the dynamic 
process of movement in and out of temporary work (Ashford et al., 2007). 
The sample primarily includes temporary workers who have a fairly long 
tenure with the hiring organisation (on average one year). The temporary 
workforce as a whole, however, also includes groups that can be labelled 
‘underground workers’ (Braam, 1994): temporary workers that have very 
short tenures (e.g., day labourers, seasonal work) and/or are employed by 
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organisations that we did not seek access to, such as textile workshops or 
agricultural firms. Furthermore, research has indicated that a number of 
temporary workers are employed through so-called illegal temporary work 
agencies (Tijdens, Van Klaveren, Houwing, Van der Meer, & Van Essen, 
2006), that structurally employ workers on second-rate employment 
conditions and working conditions. Workers employed through these 
organisations were not sampled on account of accessibility reasons. 
However, workers employed in these organisations and employees on very 
short tenured jobs are probably the ones suffering the worst risks of 
employment condition penalties. Including these types of workers would 
probably have had an impact on the results. 
 Fourthly, the influence of the Dutch context, with its specific 
characteristics with respect to power structures, social norms and interests 
should be taken into account with respect to the generalisability of this 
study’s results. The Netherlands is highly egalitarian with respect to power 
(Freese & Schalk, 2000), and employment conditions are likely to be the 
result of negotiations throughout the employment relations system. 
Moreover, while there is a strong tendency to create equal rights with 
respect to social security and opportunities in the Netherlands (Freese & 
Schalk, 2000), Dutch culture can primarily be regarded as individualistic 
and economy-oriented by nature (Hofstede, 1991). Equity tends to be the 
dominant distributive value within an economy-directed relationship. 
Furthermore, the cognitive, motivational and moral orientations (Deutsch, 
1985) of the parties in the relationship are congruent with the emphasis on 
differentiating between each other in terms of inputs and outcomes 
(Kabanoff, 1991, p. 418). According to Deutsch (1985), more collectively 
oriented cultures will primarily focus on equality rules for allocating 
rewards, which could have implications for the mechanisms found in this 
research. 
 Finally, the focus in analysing the data was on the individual level. 
The organisation, however, is an important contextual factor influencing 
employee attitudes and behaviour (Johns, 2006). This implies that the 
influence of the primary ‘harm-doer’ is not directly included in this 
research. Nevertheless, the supervisors (Lester, Turnley, Bloodgood, & 
Bolino, 2002), hierarchical level (Begley, Lee, & Hui, 2006), and the 
organisational structure (Schminke, Cropanzano, & Rupp, 2002) have been 
found to be related to fair treatment perceptions of employees. Moreover, 
Bies (1987) has stated that supervisors can deliberately use social accounts 
to influence reactions of those who have been hurt. These accounts play an 
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important role in the sense-making among temporary employees with 
respect to the mistreatment (Olson-Buchanan & Boswell, 2008). However, 
due to the importance of the societal level with respect to the justice 
principles, norms of permanence and power structures, this research has 
focused on the societal level rather than on the organisational or sector 
level. Moreover, according to analyses of the PSYCONES-project (2005b), 
only about 6% of the variance of fairness can be explained by the 
organisational level. For psychological contract fulfilment, this percentage 
is also 6%. Finally, sector level has failed to explain any of the variance of 
both fairness perceptions and psychological contract fulfilment. 
Nevertheless, the organisation opens an important avenue for future 
research, as will be discussed in the next section. 
 

6.5 Avenues for future research 
The previous chapters and the integrative model have provided more 
insight into the mechanisms of fair treatment perceptions in temporary 
employment. The subsequent section discusses avenues for future research 
that may help to further unravel the mechanisms underlying fair treatment 
perceptions of temporary workers. Since this research has made general 
statements on the temporary workforce and on fixed-term workers and 
temporary agency work specifically, the question arises if the mechanisms 
found in this study are influenced by more specific characteristics of these 
temporary employment arrangements. Temporary agency workers, for 
example, have a dual commitment, to both the hiring organisation and the 
agency. Certain basic, economic resources including pay and, to some 
extent, educational opportunities are provided by the agency rather than the 
hiring organisation. A recent study by Camerman and colleagues (2007), 
for example, has found that Belgian temporary agency workers value 
fairness in distributive aspects of their relationship with the agency, but 
also that temporary agency workers have few expectations with respect to 
interpersonal fairness. Furthermore, a study by Liden, Wayne, Kraimer and 
Sparrowe (2003) showed that fair treatment by the agency does not imply 
that temporary agency workers reciprocate with favourable attitudes and 
behaviours towards the hiring organisation. Future research could build 
upon these studies to further analyse the role of fair treatment perceptions 
in the dual commitment between temporary agency workers on the one 
hand, and the temporary agency and the hiring organisation on the other 
hand. Moreover, to further explore the mechanisms found in this study, 
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future studies should also include other groups of temporary workers such 
as consultants. Another challenging group are the ‘underground’ temporary 
workers, such as extremely short-tenured workers and employees working 
in less accessible organisations. Future research designs should aim to 
include these groups, in order to gain a more encompassing insight in the 
current employment situations and fair treatment perceptions of temporary 
workers.  

As mentioned above, the level of the organisation also presents an 
interesting avenue for future research. With respect to the allocation of 
resources and fairness of procedures, organisations are the most important 
‘harm-doers’ in situations of unfairness. Organisations have the power and, 
to some extent, the responsibility to reward and invest in employees. With 
respect to employee fair treatment perceptions, systematic differences can 
exist between organisations. The culture of the organisation can include 
justice norms that differ from the social norms. Moreover, organisations 
can have specific motives for hiring temporary workers (Houseman, 2001; 
Uzzi & Barsness, 1998), such as buffering for peaks in production, hiring 
specialised knowledge, and temporary replacement of permanent staff. On 
the basis of Lepak and Snell’s HR architecture (1999), some of these 
motives for hiring temporary workers should be accompanied by 
investments, since temporary employees hired for these tasks provide for 
unique value. It would be interesting to study these assumptions in more 
detail. Lastly, equal treatment and development of temporary workers 
could be part of organisational policy (Looise et al., 1998). Specific 
sampling of organisations and a multi-level design could relate 
organisational policy, culture, and motives for hiring temporary workers to 
perceptions of fair treatment. 

Finally, some remarks about our measurement of fair treatment 
perceptions. This research has mainly focused on the distributive aspects of 
fairness due to the recent social changes and precautions in the allocation 
rules. Future studies could further investigate other forms of justice, 
including procedural justice and interactional justice. It is frequently found 
in studies on temporary employment that these workers are referred to as 
“the temp” (Liden et al., 2003). Studies have furthermore reported on the 
isolation felt by temporary workers (Henson, 1996; Rogers, 1995). Also, 
there have been studies that focus on the interaction between temporary 
and permanent workers (Pearce, 1993; Anthony R. Wheeler & Buckley, 
2004), as well as between temporary workers and their supervisors 
(Lamude, Scudder, & Simmons, 2000). The mechanisms found in this 
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research could also be applied to those forms of fair treatment perceptions 
to obtain a more comprehensive view of the mechanisms behind fair 
treatment perceptions among temporary workers. 
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Inleiding 
De laatste decennia zijn nieuwe vormen van arbeidsrelaties opgekomen die 
traditionele elementen van de arbeidsrelatie veranderen. Een van deze 
elementen is de duur van de arbeidsrelatie. Steeds meer werknemers 
worden tewerkgesteld op basis van arbeidsovereenkomsten met een 
impliciete of expliciete einddatum. In 2006 had ongeveer 16,2 procent van 
de Nederlandse beroepsbevolking een dergelijke baan, bijvoorbeeld een 
contract voor bepaalde tijd of uitzendwerk. De laatste jaren is meer bekend 
geworden over de nadelen van het hebben van een tijdelijke baan. 
Onderzoek heeft aangetoond dat in veel Westerse landen, waaronder 
Nederland, tijdelijke werknemers vaak gezien worden als tweederangs 
werknemers die, vergeleken met vaste werknemers minder salaris, minder 
extra’s in het werk en minder mogelijkheden krijgen om zich verder te 
ontwikkelen. Naar aanleiding hiervan hebben beleidsmakers op 
internationaal en nationaal niveau de positie van tijdelijke werknemers 
nader onder de loep genomen. Dit heeft in 1999 geresulteerd in de 
invoering van een Europese richtlijn, die gelijke behandeling van 
werknemers met contracten voor bepaalde tijd en vaste werknemers 
voorschrijft op het gebied van primaire en secundaire arbeidsvoorwaarden 
en ontwikkelingsmogelijkheden. In Nederland werd deze richtlijn in 2002 
omgezet in een wet, de “Wet Gelijke Behandeling Tijdelijke en Vaste 
Medewerkers”.  

Ondanks deze maatregelen vinden vele studies nog steeds grote 
verschillen tussen tijdelijke en vaste werknemers op het gebied van 
arbeidsvoorwaarden. In deze literatuur over tijdelijke werknemers is echter 
een tweetal tegenstrijdigheden waar te nemen. Allereerst is er een 
tegenstelling met resultaten van studies naar percepties van eerlijke 
behandeling bij tijdelijke werknemers. Aan de ene kant laat onderzoek zien 
dat veel tijdelijke werknemers minder loon en trainingsmogelijkheden 
ontvangen in vergelijking met vaste werknemers, ook wanneer 
gecontroleerd wordt op objectieve verschillen in bijvoorbeeld leeftijd, 
arbeidsduur, hiërarchische positie, en opleidingsniveau. Maar ander 
onderzoek laat zien dat tijdelijke werknemers hun arbeidsrelatie vaak als 
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eerlijker beoordelen dan bij vaste werknemers het geval is. Daarnaast 
beoordelen tijdelijke werknemers hun psychologisch contract als meer 
vervuld in vergelijking met vaste werknemers. Dit geeft aan de perceptie 
van eerlijke behandeling bij tijdelijke werknemers een andere grondslag 
kan hebben dan bij van vaste werknemers. De tweede tegenstelling betreft 
de resultaten van studies naar percepties van gelijke behandeling bij 
tijdelijke werknemers aan de ene kant, en studies naar andere 
werkgerelateerde attitudes en gedrag van tijdelijke werknemers aan de 
andere kant. Volgens de organizational justice-theorie zou een perceptie 
van eerlijke behandeld worden sterk moeten samenhangen met positieve 
opvattingen over het werk en werkgedrag (zie bijvoorbeeld Colquitt, 
Conlon, Wesson, Porter, & Ng, 2001). Hoewel sommige studies deze 
theoretische relatie bevestigen, vindt het grootste aantal studies 
vergelijkbare of zelfs lagere scores op opvattingen en gedrag bij tijdelijke 
werknemers in vergelijking tot vaste werknemers (zie bijvoorbeeld De 
Cuyper et al., 2008). Dit terwijl tijdelijke werknemers hun arbeidsrelatie 
vaak als eerlijker beoordelen dan vaste werknemers. De relatie tussen 
eerlijk behandeld worden en werkgerelateerde attitudes en gedragingen is 
bij tijdelijke werknemers dus complex. 

Theorieën over werkervaringen en gedrag in organisaties, 
waaronder theorie over percepties van eerlijke behandeling, zijn echter 
slechts in beperkte mate in staat deze tegenstellingen te verklaren. Dit komt 
waarschijnlijk doordat eerlijke behandeling voornamelijk onderzocht is 
vanuit het perspectief van traditionele, vaste arbeidsrelaties, zonder daarbij 
rekening te houden met specifieke aspecten die kenmerkend zijn voor 
tijdelijke arbeidsrelaties. Vandaar dat dit onderzoek als doel heeft inzicht te 
bieden in de mechanismen achter de tegenstellingen rond percepties van 
eerlijke behandeling van tijdelijke werknemers. Het onderzoek gaat op 
zoek naar een antwoord op de volgende onderzoeksvraag: 
Wat zijn de psychologische mechanismen a) achter percepties van eerlijke 
behandeling van Nederlandse tijdelijke werknemers, en b) die bepalen hoe 
deze percepties van eerlijke behandeling gerelateerd zijn aan 
werkgerelateerde attitudes en gedragingen van deze Nederlandse tijdelijke 
werknemers? 

Omdat we nog weinig weten van de dynamiek achter percepties van 
eerlijke behandeling bij tijdelijke werknemers, is het beantwoorden van 
deze onderzoeksvraag relevant voor de wetenschap. Daarnaast is deze 
onderzoeksvraag maatschappelijk relevant, aangezien een groot deel van 
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de Nederlandse beroepsbevolking een tijdelijke baan heeft, en er de laatste 
jaren veel ontwikkelingen waarneembaar zijn op het gebied van gelijke 
behandeling van tijdelijke werknemers. Door de psychologische 
mechanismen achter percepties van eerlijke behandeling bij tijdelijke 
werknemers te bestuderen in combinatie met de maatschappelijke en 
institutionele context zijn de uitkomsten van dit onderzoek ook relevant 
voor beleidsmakers en organisaties. 
 
Het onderzoek  
De onderzoeksvraag wordt beantwoord door het uitvoeren van vier studies: 
een literatuuranalyse en drie empirische studies. De nadruk in dit 
onderzoek ligt vooral op de psychologie achter percepties van eerlijke 
behandeling van tijdelijke werknemers, en van werknemers met een 
contract voor bepaalde tijd en uitzendkrachten in het bijzonder. Sociale 
uitwisselingstheorie (social exchange theory, (Blau, 1964) wordt gebruikt 
als basistheorie voor het analyseren van psychologische mechanismen 
achter percepties van eerlijke behandeling. Deze theorie stelt dat de 
wederkerige uitwisseling van verplichtingen van de werkgever en de 
werknemer leidt tot percepties van eerlijkheid en dat de werknemers deze 
eerlijkheid terugbetalen met bijvoorbeeld een sterke binding met de 
organisatie en/of door goed werk te leveren. Recente modellen over de 
psychologische impact van tijdelijk werk vormen een tweede bron voor het 
analyseren van de mechanismen achter de percepties van gelijke 
behandeling bij tijdelijke werknemers (zoals bijvoorbeeld Connelly & 
Gallagher, 2004; De Cuyper et al., 2008). Deze modellen zijn ontwikkeld 
op basis van systematische overzichten van de literatuur, en laten zien dat 
specifieke aspecten van tijdelijk werk invloed hebben op percepties van 
eerlijke behandeling en andere werkgerelateerde attitudes en gedrag. De 
verkenning van deze mechanismen is gegrond in een analyse van de 
institutionele context rondom de werk- en arbeidsmarktsituatie van 
Nederlandse tijdelijke werknemers. 

Hoofdstuk twee gaat over deze institutionele context. Met behulp 
van een analyse van de literatuur wordt de complexe positie van 
Nederlandse tijdelijke werknemers in organisaties en op de arbeidsmarkt 
ontrafeld. De afgelopen jaren hebben de Europese Unie en de Nederlandse 
overheid getracht de institutionele positie van tijdelijke werknemers te 
verbeteren door het invoeren van een aantal richtlijnen en wetten. Tot op 
heden hebben deze maatregelen echter nog weinig effect gehad. Daarom 
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worden, op basis van institutionele theorie en Dunlop’s ‘industrial relations 
system model’ (1958), de institutionele funderingen en invloeden op de 
werk- en arbeidsmarktcondities van tijdelijke werknemers geanalyseerd. 
De dilemma’s van vier actoren in het systeem van arbeidsverhoudingen 
van tijdelijk werk (de overheid, vakbonden, werkgevers en werknemers) 
komen aan de orde. Bij de overheid speelt de afweging tussen rechten van 
werknemers en economische en arbeidsmarktflexibiliteit. Vakbonden 
hebben te maken met het dilemma tussen gelijke bescherming van arbeid 
en de bescherming van de leden, vaak werknemers met vaste contracten. 
Werkgevers hebben te maken met een afweging tussen investeringen in het 
personeel en arbeidskosten, terwijl (tijdelijke) werknemers te maken 
hebben met het dilemma tussen gelijke behandeling en mogelijkheden om 
een vaste baan te verkrijgen. 

Deze dilemma’s laten zien dat de knelpunten met betrekking tot de 
werk- en arbeidsmarktcondities van tijdelijke werknemers voornamelijk te 
maken hebben met conflicterende (legitieme) belangen, sociaal 
geconstrueerde normen die vaste werknemers bevoordelen, en een 
ongelijke verdeling van macht. Twee factoren in het bijzonder blijken 
conflicterende belangen tussen actoren te veroorzaken: a) maximalisatie 
van winst, macht en welvaart en b) de bescherming van de norm van vast 
werk. De analyse laat zien dat deze institutionele krachten een structurele 
rechtvaardiging voor een minder bevoorrechte positie van tijdelijke 
werknemers veroorzaken. Dit heeft op haar beurt tot gevolg dat veel 
tijdelijke werknemers vast blijven zitten in onzekere banen. Daarbij 
worden ze het slachtoffer van conflicterende belangen, gegrond in 
gevestigde normen, terwijl de tijdelijke werknemers niet de macht hebben 
om deze situatie te veranderen.  

Hoofdstuk 3 gaat in op de onderliggende mechanismen van de 
totstandkoming van percepties van eerlijke behandeling bij tijdelijke en 
vaste werknemers. Het bevat een studie die zich richt op de relatie tussen 
de norm van wederkerigheid in de uitwisseling van verplichtingen van de 
werkgever en de werknemer aan de ene kant en attitudes van vaste en 
tijdelijke werknemers aan de andere kant. Wederkerigheid of balans in de 
verplichtingen werd gemeten door de ratio te berekenen van de vervulde 
verplichtingen van de werkgever en de werknemer. Voor zowel 
transactionele (zoals een veilige werkomgeving en het voldoen aan 
prestatiecriteria) als relationele verplichtingen (zoals opleidingen en 
binding) van de uitwisseling zijn ratio’s berekend. Er konden vier 
verschillende typen uitwisselingen onderscheiden worden: transactionele 
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ondercompensatie, transactionele overcompensatie, relationele 
ondercompensatie, en relationele overcompensatie. In een steekproef van 
290 tijdelijke en 487 vaste werknemers uit Nederland werden de 
hypothesen getoetst. Hoewel relationele uitwisseling niet samenhing met 
de attitudes was er wel een verband van relationele overcompensatie met 
percepties van eerlijkheid. Transactionele overcompensatie hing samen 
met een grotere baantevredenheid en een lagere intentie om de organisatie 
te verlaten, onafhankelijk van het type contract. Transactionele 
ondercompensatie bleek positief samen te hangen met percepties van 
eerlijkheid, maar alleen bij vaste werknemers.  

Deze resultaten laten zien dat de norm van wederkerigheid of 
balans in de uitwisseling vervulde verplichtingen slechts een beperkte 
invloed heeft op attitudes van werknemers. Daarnaast blijkt de balans in 
transactionele aspecten van de uitwisseling weinig invloed te hebben op 
percepties van eerlijkheid onder tijdelijke werknemers. Voor dit resultaat 
kunnen twee verklaringen gegeven worden. Ten eerste zouden tijdelijke 
werknemers minder gevoelig kunnen zijn voor wederkerigheid in 
transactionele uitwisseling omdat ze een afhankelijke positie hebben. De 
werkgever beslist immers of de tijdelijke werknemer in aanmerking komt 
voor een contractverlenging of een vast contract. Tijdelijke werknemers 
kunnen daardoor een ongelijke uitwisseling als meer acceptabel 
beschouwen. Ten tweede zou het hebben van een tijdelijke baan voor 
tijdelijke werknemers op zich al een bepaalde behoefte kunnen vervullen. 
Dit zou betekenen dat tijdelijke werknemers de eerlijkheid van de 
transactionele uitwisseling niet zozeer beoordelen op basis van de mate van 
balans, maar op basis van het vervullen van andere behoeften. 

Met een tweede empirische studie (gerapporteerd in hoofdstuk 4) 
werd onderzocht of verschillende motieven voor het hebben van een 
tijdelijke baan de relatie tussen percepties van eerlijkheid en 
werkgerelateerde attitudes beïnvloeden. Motieven om een tijdelijke 
arbeidsrelatie aan te gaan worden gezien als een belangrijke factor die 
attitudes van tijdelijke werknemers beïnvloedt (De Cuyper et al., 2008). 
Ook kunnen motieven een belangrijke moderator zijn van de relatie tussen 
percepties van eerlijke behandeling en attitudes van tijdelijke werknemers 
(Connelly en Gallagher, (2004). Toch is de rol van motieven in de relatie 
tussen percepties van eerlijkheid en attitudes van tijdelijke werknemers 
nog niet empirisch onderzocht. Vandaar dat in hoofdstuk 4 de 
onderzoeksvraag centraal staat wat de modererende rol van motieven voor 
het hebben van een tijdelijke baan is in de relatie tussen percepties van 
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eerlijkheid en werkgerelateerde attitudes? De onderzoeksvraag wordt 
beantwoord door de modererende rol van drie motieven te bekijken: het 
autonome of vrijwillige motief, het opstapmotief, en het gecontroleerde of 
onvrijwillige motief. 

Op basis van gegevens van 299 Nederlandse tijdelijke werknemers 
laten hiërarchische multipele regressies zien dat percepties van eerlijkheid 
minder sterk samenhangen met attitudes wanneer tijdelijk werknemers het 
opstapmotief hanteren, oftewel wanneer ze een vaste baan zoeken en ook 
verwachten die te krijgen. Maar wanneer tijdelijke werknemers een vaste 
baan zoeken maar deze niet verwachten te krijgen door middel van de 
tijdelijke baan en dus het onvrijwillige motief hebben, zijn percepties van 
eerlijkheid sterker gerelateerd aan intenties om de organisatie te verlaten. 
Met deze resultaten levert deze studie empirisch bewijs voor de stelling dat 
motieven de reacties op percepties van eerlijkheid kunnen beïnvloeden. 
Daarnaast laten de resultaten zien dat motieven van belang zijn bij het 
bepalen van werkgerelateerde attitudes van tijdelijke werknemers. Ook 
heeft deze studie implicaties voor de theorievorming rond percepties van 
eerlijkheid. De resultaten tonen namelijk aan dat tijdelijk werk enkele 
beperkingen met zich meebrengt die van belang zijn voor percepties van 
eerlijkheid en werkgerelateerde attitudes. De verwachtingen dat doelen 
behaald zullen worden, gecombineerd met het verkeren in een afhankelijke 
positie om deze doelen te halen, zijn twee belangrijke condities waaronder 
de relatie tussen percepties van eerlijkheid en attitudes van tijdelijke 
werknemers zwakker wordt. Dit ondersteunt de suggestie dat de 
mechanismen rond percepties van eerlijkheid anders kunnen zijn voor 
tijdelijke werknemers in vergelijking met vaste werknemers (zie 
bijvoorbeeld Camerman, Cropanzano en Vandenberghe, 2007).  

De aspecten macht en afhankelijkheid in verband met percepties 
van eerlijke behandeling van tijdelijke werknemers komen ook aan bod in 
de laatste empirische studie. Hoofdstuk 5 gaat in op de invloed van 
baanonzekerheid op de mediërende rol van vertrouwen in de relatie tussen 
breuk van het psychologisch contract en affectieve betrokkenheid bij de 
organisatie. Een breuk van het psychologisch contract geeft namelijk een 
idee over de toekomstige vervulling van verplichtingen door de werkgever, 
wat van invloed is op de binding van werknemers aan de organisatie. De 
verwachtingen over toekomstige vervulling van verplichtingen door de 
werkgever zijn gebaseerd op het vertrouwen dat de werknemer heeft in de 
eerlijke vervulling van de verplichtingen door de organisatie. De laatste 
jaren is de stabiliteit van arbeidsrelaties echter afgenomen en onzekerheid 
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over de baan toegenomen, onder andere door de toename van tijdelijke 
arbeidscontracten (ook wel objectieve baanonzekerheid genoemd) en door 
de toename van internationale concurrentie. Wanneer vertrouwen gezien 
wordt als verwachtingen met betrekking tot de toekomst zou dit betekenen 
dat tijdelijk werk en de toename van subjectieve baanonzekerheid de 
relaties tussen psychologisch contractbreuk, vertrouwen, en affectieve 
binding kan beïnvloeden. Vandaar dat in dit hoofdstuk de volgende 
onderzoeksvraag centraal staat: wat is de invloed van verschillende 
configuraties van baanonzekerheid op de mediërende rol van vertrouwen in 
de relatie tussen psychologisch contract breuk en affectieve binding?  

Drie hypothesen werden getoetst in een steekproef van 834 
Nederlandse werknemers. Met een multipele groep analyse werd de 
mediërende rol van vertrouwen in vier verschillende groepen getoetst. 
Deze vier groepen hadden alle een andere configuratie van 
baanonzekerheid, namelijk 1) tijdelijk met een hoge baanonzekerheid, 2) 
tijdelijk met een lage baanonzekerheid, 3) vast met een hoge 
baanonzekerheid en 4) vast met een lage baanonzekerheid. De resultaten 
laten echter zien dat de rol van vertrouwen in deze vier groepen hetzelfde 
is. Vertrouwen bleek in alle groepen slechts gedeeltelijk de relatie tussen 
psychologisch contract breuk en affectieve binding te mediëren. Wel bleek 
het type contract een modererende rol te hebben op de relatie tussen 
psychologisch contractbreuk en vertrouwen; de relatie blijkt sterker te zijn 
voor vaste werknemers dan voor tijdelijke. De voornaamste conclusie op 
basis van deze resultaten is dat zowel objectieve als subjectieve 
baanonzekerheid slechts een beperkte invloed hebben op de rol van 
vertrouwen in de arbeidsrelatie. In andere woorden, negatieve 
verwachtingen met betrekking tot de voortzetting van de baan hebben geen 
negatieve of positieve invloed op de rol van vertrouwen in de 
arbeidsrelatie. Dit kan verklaard worden vanuit een mechanisme dat 
betrekking heeft op vertrouwen in het algemeen. Wanneer werknemers 
onzeker zijn over de betrouwbaarheid van de werkgever is vertrouwen 
minder belangrijk en baseren werknemers hun evaluatie van de 
arbeidsrelatie op basis van de eerlijkheid van de behandeling in het 
verleden. 
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Conclusie en discussie  
Op basis van de analyse van de institutionele positie van de tijdelijke 
werknemer uit hoofdstuk 2 en de empirische studies gerapporteerd in 
hoofdstuk 3, 4, en 5 kunnen een aantal algemene conclusies getrokken 
worden. Zo lijken tijdelijke werknemers andere criteria te gebruiken om de 
uitwisseling met de werkgever te evalueren, wat kan verklaren dat 
tijdelijke werknemers hun arbeidsrelatie over het algemeen als eerlijker 
beoordelen dan vaste werknemers. Daarnaast kan uit de resultaten van 
hoofdstuk 4 en 5 geconcludeerd worden dat de verwachtingen met 
betrekking tot de toekomst en de afhankelijkheid van de werkgever 
gerelateerd zijn aan cognitieve rationaliseringsprocessen van oneerlijke 
behandeling. Percepties van gelijke behandeling bij tijdelijke werknemers 
blijken in het bijzonder samen te hangen met bepaalde aspecten van 
tijdelijk werk, zoals motieven, behoeften, verwachtingen, en macht. Deze 
factoren zorgen voor mechanismen die zowel de vorming van percepties 
van eerlijke behandeling als de relaties van deze percepties met 
werkgerelateerde attitudes bepalen. Hoofdstuk 2 toont aan dat deze 
factoren zijn ingebed in de institutionele context van tijdelijke arbeid. Deze 
context omvat een structurele rechtvaardiging van de nadelige positie van 
tijdelijke werknemers binnen Nederlandse organisaties en op de 
arbeidsmarkt. Maar deze rechtvaardiging is niet alleen te wijten aan de 
machthebbers (zoals de werkgever) binnen het systeem van tijdelijke 
arbeidsrelaties. De psychologische mechanismen die gevonden zijn in 
hoofdstuk 3, 4 en 5 laten ook een cognitieve rechtvaardiging bij veel 
tijdelijke werknemers zien, wat ervoor zorgt dat ze hun positie accepteren. 
Uiteindelijk is de beperkte duur van het arbeidscontract van tijdelijke 
werknemers de zwakke plek wat betreft eerlijke behandeling. Deze 
beperkte duur zorgt ervoor dat niet gelijkheid en billijkheid bepalen of 
tijdelijke werknemers hun arbeidsrelatie als eerlijk ervaren en hoe ze op 
eerlijkheid reageren, maar dat de kansen en mogelijkheden die tijdelijk 
werk biedt het belangrijkste zijn. 
 Bij de interpretatie van deze conclusies dient wel rekening 
gehouden te worden met een aantal beperkingen, die daarnaast ook de 
richting voor vervolgonderzoek aangeven. Zo brengt vooral het cross-
sectionele design van het onderzoek beperkingen met zich mee. Doordat er 
slechts op één moment gemeten wordt is het niet mogelijk de tijdelijkheid 
van de arbeidsrelatie over tijd te bekijken. Toekomstig onderzoek zou 
daarom een longitudinaal ontwerp moeten hebben, waarbij zowel de 
periode voor het aannemen van de tijdelijke baan als de periode gedurende 
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de tijdelijke baan als meetmoment kan dienen. De tweede beperking heeft 
te maken met de representativiteit van de steekproef. De gebruikte 
steekproef is niet representatief voor de Nederlandse beroepsbevolking, 
waaronder de beroepsbevolking werkzaam in tijdelijke banen. Deze 
beroepsbevolking is namelijk zeer divers en belangrijke vormen van 
tijdelijk werk zijn nauwelijks of niet vertegenwoordigd in de steekproef. 
Vooral tijdelijke werknemers op hoge posities in organisaties, zoals 
consultants, interim managers en aannemers, zijn belangrijke groepen die 
ondervertegenwoordigd zijn in deze steekproef. Daarnaast bevat de 
steekproef vooral veel tijdelijke werknemers die langer bij de organisaties 
werkzaam zijn (gemiddeld één jaar). Maar de tijdelijke beroepsbevolking 
omvat veel werknemers die onder de noemer van ‘onzichtbare 
werknemers’ vallen (Braam, 1994). Dit zijn tijdelijke werknemers die 
slechts voor een zeer korte periode bij een organisatie werkzaam zijn 
(bijvoorbeeld dagloners en seizoensarbeiders) en/of werkzaam zijn bij 
organisaties waar geen toegang tot verkregen is, zoals textielateliers, 
boerderijen en zogenaamde illegale uitzendbureaus. Toch zijn juist deze 
werknemers het kwetsbaarst wat betreft ongelijke behandeling. Het 
opnemen van deze groepen werknemers in de steekproef zou daarom 
waarschijnlijk een grote impact hebben gehad op de resultaten en zal 
daarom in toekomstig onderzoek zeker meegenomen moeten worden. Ten 
vierde moet bij de interpretatie en generalisatie van de resultaten van dit 
onderzoek rekening gehouden worden met specifieke aspecten van de 
Nederlandse institutionele context, waaronder de machtsstructuren, sociale 
normen en belangen. Ook lag de focus van het onderzoek voornamelijk op 
het niveau van het individu. De werkgever is echter een belangrijke 
contextuele factor bij de vorming en effecten van percepties van eerlijke 
behandeling. Als laatste moet rekening gehouden worden met de wijze 
waarop in dit onderzoek de percepties van eerlijke behandeling gemeten 
zijn. Dit onderzoek heeft zich voornamelijk gericht op distributieve 
aspecten van de arbeidsrelatie, aangezien de recente sociale en wettelijke 
maatregelen vooral daarop gericht zijn. Toekomstig onderzoek zal echter 
ook andere vormen van eerlijkheid zoals procedurele en interactieve 
eerlijkheid mee moeten nemen. Wanneer de mechanismen die gevonden 
zijn in dit onderzoek ook voor deze vormen van eerlijke behandeling 
getoetst worden, kan dit zeker bijdragen aan het inzicht in de percepties 
van eerlijke behandeling bij tijdelijke werknemers. 

Tenslotte hebben de conclusies van dit onderzoek een aantal 
implicaties voor de praktijk. Zo lopen tijdelijke werknemers met het 
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vooruitzicht op een vaste baan een groter risico op uitbuiting doordat ze 
percepties van oneerlijkheid kunnen rationaliseren. Samen met de beperkte 
effectiviteit van de recente maatregelen voor het promoten van gelijke 
arbeidsvoorwaarden voor tijdelijke werknemers zorgt deze kwetsbaarheid 
voor een behoefte aan beleid van de verantwoordelijke organen. Door de 
zwakke machtspositie en de specifieke belangen en behoeften van 
tijdelijke werknemers zouden de overheid en vakbonden de 
verantwoordelijkheid moeten nemen om tijdelijke werknemers te 
beschermen tegen uitbuiting en verwaarlozing op de werkvloer. Maar 
uiteindelijk hangt de behandeling van tijdelijke werknemers af van de 
werkgevers. Zij kunnen tijdelijke werkgevers structureel belonen met 
gelijke arbeidscondities en kansen. In lijn met recente ontwikkelingen op 
het gebied van HRM, zoals cafetaria-modellen en zogeheten ‘idiosyncratic 
deals’ (Rousseau, 2005) zouden werkgevers meer werk moeten maken van 
het inventariseren van de specifieke behoeften, verwachtingen en motieven 
van het tijdelijke personeel. Wanneer deze aspecten afgestemd worden met 
HRM instrumenten kan dit leiden tot voordelen op zowel de korte als de 
lange termijn.  
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Dankwoord (in Dutch) 

 
 
Het volbrengen van dit proefschrift was niet gelukt zonder de 
ondersteuning van velen en ik wil de belangrijksten daarvoor bedanken. 
Allereerst ben ik veel dank verschuldigd aan mijn promotor René Schalk. 
René, je losse, relaxte manier van begeleiden past perfect bij mijn 
chaotische manier van werken. Je gaf me daarmee de ruimte om zelf een 
weg te vinden in het onderzoek en mezelf te ontwikkelen. Met verbazing 
heb ik bij tijden je onvoorwaardelijke vertrouwen in een goede afloop 
aangehoord, wat me elke keer opnieuw nieuwe energie gaf en me dichter 
bij mijn doel bracht. Ik waardeer het daarnaast enorm dat je me meer als 
een collega hebt gezien dan een promovendus en bewaar zeer goede 
herinneringen aan de tijd dat we samen Europa doorreisden in het kader 
van het Psycones-project. Ik hoop nog lang met je samen te werken. 
 Vervolgens wil ik de personen bedanken die verantwoordelijk zijn 
voor het creëren van de randvoorwaarden die het mogelijk maakten dat ik 
mijn proefschrift kon afmaken. Patrick Kenis, bedankt voor het vertrouwen 
in mijn capaciteiten als docent en onderzoeker door het bieden van de 
mogelijkheid om bij het departement Organisatiewetenschappen te blijven 
werken als docent en later voor de dag onderzoekstijd. En ten tweede Rob 
Jansen. Rob, ik wil je bedanken voor je collegialiteit en je vriendschap en 
voor je gave om met humor en een rondvliegend stiekie stiltes te 
doorbreken. Ik heb zo het vermoeden dat je achter de schermen veel werk 
voor me hebt opgeknapt, wat mij vervolgens meer ruimte gaf om aan mijn 
proefschrift te werken.  
 Een vijftal personen heeft een grote bijdrage geleverd aan het 
proefschrift. Nele de Cuyper (inderdaad, België – Nederland, een 
uitstekend team!), Tobias Goessling, Marcel Croon en Leon Oerlemans, 
bedankt voor jullie input voor bepaalde hoofdstukken. Jullie kennis en 
know how heeft een grote bijdrage geleverd aan de theoretische en 
methodologische funderingen van het onderzoek. Ook wil ik alle leden van 
het Psycones-project bedanken voor de mogelijkheid om mee te werken 
aan zo’n grootschalig onderzoek. Ik wil Jan Warndorff van Beter Engels 
ook bedanken voor het corrigeren van de verschillende hoofdstukken. Ik 
stel je flexibiliteit en grondigheid zeer op prijs. Wanneer ik het heb over 
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input in hoofdstukken heb ik ook veel te danken aan mijn student-
assistenten. Maarten, Leonique, en Sanne, jullie hebben alledrie op jullie 
eigen manier een bijdrage geleverd; Maarten, bedankt voor je hulp bij de 
dataverzameling (oftewel callcenterwerk) en Leonique en Sanne bedankt 
voor het helpen bij zowel onderzoeks- als onderwijsgerelateerde zaken.  
 Minstens zo belangrijk waren mijn collega’s van het departement 
Organisatiewetenschappen. Martijn, Joris, Tim (Timmay!!), Tobias, Roel, 
Bart, Rik, en Maryse, ik zal de Amsterdamse en Leuvense nachten, het 
winnen van jullie geld en de discussies over voetbal en wielrennen niet 
snel vergeten. Ik mag natuurlijk ook Bennie Linde niet onvermeld laten, 
die een fantastische gids was bij onze reis naar Zuid-Afrika en het ultieme 
voorbeeld is van de Zuid Afrikaanse gastvrijheid. Bennie, Baie dankie! 
Daarnaast had en heb ik het geluk door vele gezellige collega’s omringd te 
zijn op gang 3, wat natuurlijk de gezelligste gang van gebouw P is. Denise, 
Marius, René, Inge, Martyna, Jos, Sander, Jac, Smaranda, Victor en Anna-
Katherin, bedankt voor het creëren van een relaxte sfeer en een prettig 
werkklimaat. Ook wil ik de andere collega’s van OW bedanken en dan in 
het bijzonder John en Petru, waarvan ik de kunst van het doceren probeer 
af te kijken. Of dat enigszins lukt is de vraag, al ben ik de studenten van 
OW erg dankbaar dat ze tenminste de schijn op lijken te houden!  
  Aangezien het schrijven van dit proefschrift (vooral het laatste jaar) 
voornamelijk buiten werktijden geschiedde, ben ik ook vrienden en familie 
veel dank verschuldigd. Jos, Sanne, Bernard, Kim, Gertjan, Arnoldine, 
Jorg en Marinka en alle anderen, jullie zijn bewust of onbewust heel 
belangrijk geweest tijdens het schrijven en afronden van het proefschrift. 
Jullie waren daarbij altijd geïnteresseerd in de voortgang en hebben vaak 
mijn frustraties aangehoord over die vervelende reviewers en bergen werk. 
Maar nog belangrijker is nog dat jullie er waren voor al die andere zaken 
die toch (stiekem) ook belangrijk zijn: voor de ontspanning, de feestjes, het 
bier, of gewoon geouwehoer (dat wil ik jullie toch even teruggeven). Voor 
die laatste twee onontbeerlijke ingrediënten van een proefschrift (vind ik) 
wil ik ook de heren van drank bedanken: Frank, Tom en Richard, ik hoop 
dat we nog vele bieravondjes samen mogen beleven. Mede dankzij jullie 
kan ik nu zeggen: I’ve got a golden ticket… I've got a golden twinkle in 
my eye! 

Pa en Ma, mijn ‘sponsoren’, ik wil jullie bedanken voor jullie 
onbeperkte vertrouwen. Jullie zijn er altijd wanneer ik jullie nodig heb en 
jullie hebben me altijd een gevoel van onbegrensde mogelijkheden 
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gegeven, wat betreft school, werk en privé. Hetzelfde geldt voor Arno, 
kleine broertje van me (en dat zal altijd zo blijven), bedankt. Egbert en Ria, 
mijn schoonouders, ook jullie wil ik bedanken voor jullie medeleven en 
niet aflatende interesse in mijn onderzoek.  

En bovenal wil ik jou bedanken, Ilonka. Ik kan me alleen maar 
voorstellen hoe het was om met iemand samen te wonen die zo vaak ‘de 
denker’ van Rodin probeerde na te bootsen. Maar naast dat je wist hoe 
belangrijk het schrijven van dit proefschrift voor me was, heb je iets 
gedaan wat nog veel belangrijker is: je hebt me meerdere malen laten zien 
dat er meer is dan het schrijven van een proefschrift alleen. Je zet me met 
beide benen op de grond en gaf me telkens nieuwe energie om verder te 
komen, zonder volledig verstrikt te raken in de soms donkere wouden van 
het proefschrift.  
 
Rosmalen, April 2008 
Jeroen de Jong 
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VRAGENLIJST 

 
OVER DE BELEVING VAN WERK 

FACULTEIT SOCIALE WETENSCHAPPEN 
DEPARTEMENT ORGANISATIEWETENSCHAPPEN 
PROF.DR. RENÉ SCHALK 
DRS. JEROEN DE JONG 
POSTBUS 90153  5000 LE  TILBURG 
TEL. 013 - 4668179 
E-MAIL J.P.DEJONG@UVT.NL 
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Beste deelnemer/deelneemster, 

 

We willen u vragen deze vragenlijst in te vullen. Het beantwoorden van de vragen neemt niet 

meer dan een half uur in beslag.  De vragenlijst maakt deel uit van een Europees onderzoek 

dat de arbeidsrelaties van vandaag en de beleving ervan bestudeert. U, als werknemer, bent 

onze belangrijkste informatiebron en alleen u kunt van dit onderzoek een gefundeerde studie 

maken. 

 
Uw deelname aan dit onderzoek is uitermate belangrijk! 

 
Let wel: de vragenlijst is zowel aan de voorzijde als aan de achterzijde bedrukt. Alle vragen 

hebben betrekking op uw baan in DEZE organisatie (de organisatie die de vragenlijsten 

uitdeelde). Er zijn geen ’goede’ of ’foute’ antwoorden: het is uw mening die telt. U kruist het 

passende antwoord aan op volgende wijze:  

 
Voorbeelden: 
 
1.   Bent u....? 

 vrouw 
 Man 

 
2. In welke mate bent u het eens met 
de onderstaande uitspraak? 

Helemaal 
niet mee 

eens 

Eerder    
niet mee 

eens 

Deels 
eens, 
deels 

oneens 

Eerder 
mee eens

Helemaal 
mee eens 

Ik ben gelukkig met mijn werk.  1 2 3 4 5 
 

We willen benadrukken dat deelname aan dit onderzoek anoniem is: alle gegevens worden 

vertrouwelijk behandeld en informatie over individuele antwoorden wordt niet verspreid. 

Indien u vragen of opmerkingen heeft bij deze vragenlijst of indien u meer informatie wenst 

over de studie, aarzel niet om contact op te nemen met: 

 
Prof. Dr. René Schalk 

Drs. Jeroen de Jong 

Departement Organisatiewetenschappen  

Warandelaan 2 

500 LE  Tilburg 

Tel. 013 – 466 81 79 

j.p.dejong@uvt.nl 

 

Alvast bedankt voor uw medewerking! 
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I. Huidige baan en arbeidscontract 
  
1. Wat is uw baan of functie bij deze organisatie?  

(Bijvoorbeeld leerkracht, schoolhoofd, verkoper/verkoopster, secretaresse, boekhoud(st)er, machine operator):  
 

____________________________________ 
 
 
2. Welke categorie sluit het best aan bij uw huidige baan of functie?  

Hou alleen rekening met de taken en het werk die bij uw baan of functie horen (en niet met uw 
opleidingsniveau).  
 

  Ongeschoolde arbeid  
(bijvoorbeeld lopende band medewerker, machinebediende,...) 

  Geschoold uitvoerend arbeid of ploegleider/voorman 
(bijvoorbeeld elektricien, installateur, lasser,...) 

  Uitvoerend kantoorpersoneel 
(bijvoorbeeld typist(e), secretaresse, telefonist(e), receptionist(e), winkelbediende,...) 

  Middelbaar kantoorpersoneel 
(bijvoorbeeld computerprogrammeur, leraar/lerares op basis- of middelbare school, vertegenwoordiger,...) 

  Hoger kantoorpersoneel, midden management/staf  
(bijvoorbeeld winkel/verkoop manager, office manager, ingenieur, leraar/lerares op hogeschool/universiteit,...) 

  Hoger management of directie 
(bijvoorbeeld departement/sectie manager, senior manager, directeur, rector/rectrix,...) 

 
 
3. Hoeveel uren per week werkt u gewoonlijk in deze baan?  

 
_____ uren/week 

 
3a. Heeft u nachtdiensten? 
 

  Nee   Ja           

  
4. Hoe lang werkt u al voor deze organisatie? 
 

_____ jaar (indien minder dan een jaar: _____ maanden of _____  dagen) 
 
 

 
5. Geeft u leiding aan andere werknemers? 
 

  Nee   Ja 

 
6. Bent u lid van een vakbond? 
 

  Nee   Ja 

 
7. Hebt u, naast deze baan, één of meerdere 

andere betaalde banen? 
 

 
  Nee 
 
 
 

 
  Ja   Hoeveel uren per week 

werkt u gemiddeld in deze andere 
baan/banen? 

                                    _____   uren/week 
 
 

8. In welke mate bent u het eens met de 
onderstaande uitspraken? 

Helemaal  
niet mee 

eens 

Eerder  
niet mee 

eens 

Deels 
eens, 
deels 

oneens 

Eerder 
mee eens 

Helemaal 
mee eens 

a) Mijn huidige baan is de baan van mijn voorkeur. 1 2 3 4 5 
b) Mijn huidige beroep is het beroep van mijn 

voorkeur. 1 2 3 4 5  
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9. Hebt u een vast contract bij deze organisatie? 
 
Antwoord JA of NEE en volg daarna de instructies. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 JA, ik heb een vast contract bij 
deze organisatie.  

 
Beantwoord de onderstaande vraag. 

W  Welk type contract beschrijft uw huidige 
dienstverband het beste? 

 Vast oproepcontract 

 Vast contract 

 

Ga verder met vraag 12 op pagina 6. 

A. Welk type contract/aanstelling beschrijft 
uw huidige dienstverband het beste? 
(kruis indien nodig meer dan één vakje aan) 

 
 Contract met bepaalde duur     

(bijvoorbeeld ter vervanging, op project) 
 Vast contract bij een uitzendbureau 
 Tijdelijk contract bij een uitzendbureau 
 Tijdelijk oproepcontract/dagcontract 
 Proefcontract 
 Stage 
 Seizoenscontract 
 Banenpool 
 Uitbestedingscontract 

(bijv. onderaannemer) 
 Consultant/interim 
 Ander (aub specificeren):___________ 

 

B. Wat is de totale duur van uw huidige 
contract/aanstelling bij deze organisatie? 
 
_____Jaar( _____Maanden; _____Dagen) 
 

 Niet bekend/ ik weet het niet 

C. Hoe lang duurt uw contract/aanstelling  
bij deze organisatie nog? 
 
_____Jaar ( _____Maanden; _____Dagen) 
 

 Niet bekend/ ik weet het niet 

D. Hoe lang werkt u reeds op tijdelijke 
contracten/aanstellingen sinds u bent 
beginnen te werken (inclusief uw huidige 
contract/aanstelling)?  
 
_____Jaar ( _____Maanden; _____Dagen) 
 

 Ik weet het niet  
 
Ga verder met vraag 10 op de volgende 
pagina. 

 NEE, ik heb geen vast contract bij 
deze organisatie. 

 
Beantwoord de onderstaande vragen. 

 
 
 



Appendix: Survey (in Dutch) 

   188

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

10. In welke mate bent u het eens met  
de volgende uitspraken? 
 

Helemaal  
niet mee 

eens 

Eerder    
niet mee 

eens 

Deels eens, 
deels 

oneens 

Eerder mee 
eens 

Helemaal 
mee eens 

a) Ik denk dat ik hier langer zal werken 
dan is overeengekomen in mijn 
contract/aanstelling.  

1 2 3 4 5 

b) Ik verwacht dat ik hier moet vertrekken 
als mijn huidige contract/aanstelling bij 
deze organisatie afgelopen is. 

1 2 3 4 5 

c) Ik denk dat mijn huidige arbeidscontract 
/aanstelling vernieuwd wordt wanneer 
het afloopt. 

1 2 3 4 5 

d) Er werd mij een vast contract beloofd 
bij deze organisatie na afloop van mijn 
huidige contract/aanstelling. 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

11. Ik heb een tijdelijk contract/tijdelijke 
aanstelling omdat... 

Helemaal  
niet mee 

eens 

Eerder   
niet mee 

eens 

Deels 
eens, deels 

oneens 

Eerder 
mee eens 

Helemaal 
mee eens 

a) ik het moeilijk vind een vaste baan te 
vinden.  1 2 3 4 5 

b) het me momenteel beter uitkomt (bijv. 
familie, studie, vrije tijd…). 1 2 3 4 5 

c) het me een hoger loon biedt dan andere 
arbeidscontracten/aanstellingen. 1 2 3 4 5 

d) het me meer vrijheid geeft. 1 2 3 4 5 

e) ik zo een vast contract hoop te krijgen. 1 2 3 4 5 

f) het me een aanvullend inkomen biedt. 1 2 3 4 5 

g) ik ervaring en expertise kan opdoen met 
verschillende taken en banen. 1 2 3 4 5 

h) het contract/de aanstelling hoorde bij de 
baan die ik wou. 1 2 3 4 5 

i) dit het enige type contract/aanstelling was 
dat ik kon krijgen. 1 2 3 4 5 
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Alle onderstaande vragen moeten door iedereen worden ingevuld: 
 
12. In welke mate bent u het eens met 
de volgende uitspraken? 

Helemaal
niet mee 

eens 

Eerder  
niet mee 

eens 

Deels 
eens, 
deels 

oneens 

Eerder 
mee 
eens 

Helema
al mee 
eens 

a) Mijn huidige type arbeidscontract komt 
mij op dit ogenblik het beste uit. 1 2 3 4 5 

b) Mijn voorkeur gaat uit naar een ander 
type arbeidscontract dan dat ik nu heb. 1 2 3 4 5 

c) Mijn huidige arbeidscontract is het type 
arbeidscontract van mijn voorkeur. 1 2 3 4 5 

d) Mijn huidige arbeidscontract is van het 
type dat ik ook in de toekomst wil. 1 2 3 4 5 

 

II.     Kenmerken van uw baan en prestatie in uw huidige baan  
13. Hoe zou u uw huidige baan 
beschrijven? 

Zelden  
of nooit

Niet 
vaak 

Af en 
toe 

Best 
vaak 

Zeer 
vaak of 

altijd 

a) 
Ik weet niet wat mijn 
verantwoordelijkheden zijn bij het 
uitvoeren van mijn baan. 

1 2 3 4 5 

b) Ik kan mijn eigen werk plannen.  1 2 3 4 5 

c) Mijn baan vereist dat ik creatief ben. 1 2 3 4 5 

d) Ik weet precies wat van me verwacht 
wordt op het werk. 1 2 3 4 5 

e) Ik kan mijn werk doen op de manier die ik 
het best vind. 1 2 3 4 5 

f) Ik kan mijn opdrachten zelf kiezen. 1 2 3 4 5 

  

Zelden  
of nooit

Niet 
vaak 

Af en 
toe 

Best 
vaak 

Zeer 
vaak of 

altijd 

g) Ik heb op mijn werk de gelegenheid mij 
verder te bekwamen 1 2 3 4 5 

h) Ik weet hoe ik mijn werk moet uitvoeren. 1 2 3 4 5 

i) Ik kan mijn manier van werken variëren. 1 2 3 4 5 

j) Mijn werk vereist een hoge mate van 
vakkundigheid. 1 2 3 4 5 

k) Mijn werk vereist dat ik nieuwe dingen 
leer. 1 2 3 4 5 

l) Ik heb invloed op de wijze waarop mijn 
afdeling is georganiseerd. 1 2 3 4 5 
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14. Hieronder volgen een aantal vragen 
over uw huidige baan. 
Hoe vaak.... 

Zelden of
nooit 

Niet 
vaak 

Af en 
toe 

Best 
vaak 

Zeer 
vaak of 

altijd 

a) moet u werken onder tijdsdruk ? 1 2 3 4 5 

b) mist u de gehele of een deel van de 
(lunch)pauze omdat u te veel werk heeft? 1 2 3 4 5 

c) gaat u laat naar huis omdat u teveel werk 
heeft? 1 2 3 4 5 

d) is een hoog werktempo vereist? 1 2 3 4 5 

III. Houding ten opzichte van uw baan en de organisatie 

15. Hieronder volgen een aantal vragen 
over uw voorbije werkweek.  
Hoe goed heeft u, volgens uzelf, …  

Zeer   
slecht 

Eerder 
slecht 

Niet 
slecht, 

niet 
goed 

Eerder 
goed 

 

Zeer 
goed 

 

a) beslissingen genomen? 1 2 3 4 5 

b) gepresteerd zonder fouten? 1 2 3 4 5 

c) u zich ingezet voor uw werk? 1 2 3 4 5 

d) uw doelstellingen bereikt? 1 2 3 4 5 

e) initiatief genomen? 1 2 3 4 5 

f) verantwoordelijkheid genomen? 1 2 3 4 5  
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17. Verplichtingen van de werkgever:  
Hieronder volgt een lijst met een aantal beloften en toezeggingen die organisaties 
soms doen aan hun medewerkers. Geef voor elk van de beloften aan 1) of deze 
organisatie ze impliciet of expliciet heeft gedaan en 2) in welke mate deze belofte 
werd vervuld.  
 Heeft uw organisatie beloofd 

of toegezegd dat ze… 
 

Nee 
 

Ja, 
maar 
niet  

vervuld 

Ja, 
maar 

slechts 
beperkt 
vervuld 

Ja,  
half 

vervuld 

Ja, 
groten-  
deels 

vervuld 

Ja, 
helema

al 
vervuld 

a)   u interessant werk zal bieden? 0 1 2 3 4 5 

b)   u een redelijke werkzekerheid zal 
bieden? 0 1 2 3 4 5 

c)   u een goede beloning zal bieden 
voor het werk dat u doet? 0 1 2 3 4 5 

d)   u uitdagend werk zal bieden? 0 1 2 3 4 5 

e)   u inspraak zal geven bij de 
besluitvorming? 0 1 2 3 4 5 

  Nee 
 

Ja, 
maar 
niet  

vervuld 

Ja, 
maar 

slechts 
beperkt 
vervuld 

Ja,  
half 

vervuld 

Ja, 
groten-  
deels 

vervuld 

Ja, 
helema

al 
vervuld 

f)   u loopbaanmogelijkheden zal 
bieden? 0 1 2 3 4 5 

g)   u een goede werksfeer zal bieden? 0 1 2 3 4 5 

h)   
u een eerlijke behandeling door 
management en leidinggevenden 
zal garanderen?  

0 1 2 3 4 5 

i)   
u flexibiliteit zal garanderen bij het 
afstemmen van privé-leven en 
werk? 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

j)   u mogelijkheden zal bieden om 
plezierig samen te werken? 0 1 2 3 4 5 

  
 

Nee 
 

Ja, 
maar 
niet  

vervuld 

Ja, 
maar 

slechts 
beperkt 
vervuld 

Ja,  
half 

vervuld 

Ja, 
groten-  
deels 

vervuld 

Ja, 
helema

al 
vervuld 

k)   
u mogelijkheden zal bieden om 
vooruit te komen en uzelf te 
ontwikkelen? 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

l)   u voorziet van een veilige 
werkomgeving? 0 1 2 3 4 5 

m
)   

uw toekomstperspectieven met 
betrekking tot tewerkstelling (ander 
werk) zal verbeteren? 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

n)   voorziet van een omgeving vrij van 
elke vorm van geweld of pesterijen? 0 1 2 3 4 5 

o) hulp zal bieden bij problemen die 
zich buiten het werk voordoen? 0 1 2 3 4 5 
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18. Bedenk in hoeverre deze 
organisatie zich over het algemeen al 
dan niet aan haar beloftes heeft 
gehouden. In welke mate bent u het 
eens met de onderstaande 
uitspraken? Ik voel me… 

Helemaal 
niet mee 

eens 

Eerder 
niet mee 

eens 

Deels 
eens, 
deels 

oneens 

Eerder 
mee 
eens 

Helemaal 
mee eens 

a) gelukkig? 1 2 3 4 5 

b) kwaad? 1 2 3 4 5 

c) tevreden? 1 2 3 4 5 

d) geschonden in uw vertrouwen? 1 2 3 4 5 

e) Teleurgesteld? 1 2 3 4 5 

f) dankbaar? 1 2 3 4 5 
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19. Uw verplichtingen 
Hieronder volgt een lijst met een aantal beloften en toezeggingen die mensen soms 
doen aan hun organisatie. Geef voor elk van de beloften aan 1) of u deze impliciet of 
expliciet heeft gedaan en 2) in welke mate u deze belofte heeft vervuld. 
 Heeft u beloofd of 

toegezegd dat u… 
 

Nee 
 

Ja, 
maar 
niet  

vervuld 

Ja, maar 
slechts 
beperkt 
vervuld 

Ja,  
half 

vervuld 

Ja, 
groten-  
deels 

vervuld 

Ja, 
helemaal 
vervuld 

a)   zal gaan werken, ook als u zich 
niet echt goed voelt? 0 1 2 3 4 5 

b)   het imago van de organisatie 
hoog zal houden? 0 1 2 3 4 5 

c)   loyaal zal zijn aan de 
organisatie? 0 1 2 3 4 5 

d)   
overuren zal maken of extra 
uren zal werken als dat nodig 
zou zijn? 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

e)   

vriendelijk zal zijn tegen klanten 
of tegen iedereen die u ontmoet 
op het werk, ook als ze grof of 
vervelend tegen u zouden zijn? 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

f)   goed in teamverband zal 
werken? 0 1 2 3 4 5 

  Nee 
 

Ja, 
maar 
niet  

vervuld 

Ja, maar 
slechts 
beperkt 
vervuld 

Ja,  
half 

vervuld 

Ja, 
groten-  
deels 

vervuld 

Ja, 
helemaal 
vervuld 

g)   punctueel (op tijd) zal zijn? 0 1 2 3 4 5 

h)   anderen zal helpen bij hun 
werk? 0 1 2 3 4 5 

i)   
vrijwillig taken op u zal nemen, 
ook al staan ze niet in uw 
taakomschrijving? 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

j)   
uw vaardigheden zal 
ontwikkelen om goed te (blijven) 
presteren in deze baan? 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

k) aan de eisen van uw baan zal 
voldoen? 0 1 2 3 4 5 

l) een interne overplaatsing zal 
aanvaarden, als dat nodig is? 0 1 2 3 4 5 

  
 

Nee 
 

Ja, 
maar 
niet  

vervuld 

Ja, maar 
slechts 
beperkt 
vervuld 

Ja,  
half 

vervuld 

Ja, 
groten-  
deels 

vervuld 

Ja, 
helemaal 
vervuld 

m) 
innovatieve voorstellen ter 
verbetering zal doen aan de 
organisatie? 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

n) 
nieuwe vaardigheden zal 
ontwikkelen en bestaande 
vaardigheden zal verbeteren? 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

o) 
de regels en afspraken van 
deze organisatie zal 
respecteren? 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

p)  taken die u liever niet zou doen, 
enthousiast zal uitvoeren? 0 1 2 3 4 5 

q) verantwoordelijkheid opneemt 0 1 2 3 4 5  
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20. Beantwoord onderstaande vragen. Helemaal 
niet 

   Helemaal 
wel 

a) Voelt u zich, algemeen genomen, eerlijk beloond voor de 
inspanning die u in uw baan investeert? 1 2 3 4 5 

b) In welke mate vertrouwt u erop dat het hogere 
management uw belangen behartigt? 1 2 3 4 5 

c) Vindt u dat organisatieveranderingen rechtvaardig 
doorgevoerd worden in uw organisatie? 1 2 3 4 5 

d) 
In welke mate vertrouwt u erop, algemeen genomen, dat 
uw organisatie haar beloften of toezeggingen tegenover u 
en andere werknemers nakomt? 

1 2 3 4 5 

e) Vindt u dat u eerlijk betaald wordt voor het werk dat u 
doet? 1 2 3 4 5 

f) In welke mate vertrouwt u erop dat uw directe baas uw 
belangen behartigt? 1 2 3 4 5 

g) Voelt u zich rechtvaardig behandeld door managers en 
leidinggevenden? 1 2 3 4 5 

  
 

21. Geef aan in welke mate u het eens bent met 
de volgende uitspraken. 

Helemaal 
niet mee 
eens 

Eerder 
niet 
mee 
eens 

Deels 
eens, 
deels 

oneens 

Eerder
mee 
eens 

Helema
al mee 
eens 

a
) 

Weten dat mijn werk heeft bijgedragen tot het 
welzijn van de organisatie, zou me plezier doen. 1 2 3 4 5 

b
) 

Ik ben optimistisch dat ik ander werk zal vinden, 
als ik daarnaar zou zoeken. 1 2 3 4 5 

c
) 

Werk zou maar een klein deel van iemands 
leven moeten zijn. 1 2 3 4 5 

d
) 

De kans bestaat dat ik binnenkort mijn baan 
verlies. 1 2 3 4 5 

e
) Ik ben niet gelukkig met mijn werk. 1 2 3 4 5 

 
 

Helemaal 
niet mee 
eens 

Eerder 
niet 
mee 
eens 

Deels 
eens, 
deels 

oneens 

Eerder
mee 
eens 

Helema
al mee 
eens 

f) Ik vind gemakkelijk een andere baan als ik deze 
verlies. 1 2 3 4 5 

g
) 

Tegenwoordig heb ik vaak zin mijn baan op te 
geven. 1 2 3 4 5 

h
) Mijn werk verveelt me vaak.  1 2 3 4 5 

i) Ik beschouw mezelf als een deel van de 
organisatie. 1 2 3 4 5 

j) Mijn leidinggevende helpt me om mijn werk 
gedaan te krijgen 1 2 3 4 5 

k
) 

Wat er ook gebeurt op mijn werk, ik kan het 
gewoonlijk aan. 1 2 3 4 5  
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22. Geef aan in welke mate u het eens bent met de 
volgende uitspraken. 

Helemaal    
niet mee 
eens 

Eerder 
niet mee 

eens 

Deels eens, 
deels 

oneens 

Eerder 
mee 
eens 

Helemaal 
mee eens 

a) Mijn leidinggevende heeft aandacht voor wat ik zeg. 1 2 3 4 5 

b) 
Ik weet zeker dat ik deze baan kan behouden.  1 2 3 4 5 

c) Volgens mij moeten iemands persoonlijke levensdoelen 
werkgericht zijn. 1 2 3 4 5 

d) 
Deze organisatie geeft echt om mijn welzijn. 1 2 3 4 5 

e) Ik kan makkelijk van werkgever veranderen, als ik dat zou 
willen. 1 2 3 4 5 

 
 

Helemaal    
niet mee 
eens 

Eerder 
niet mee 

eens 

Deels eens, 
deels 

oneens 

Eerder 
mee 
eens 

Helemaal 
mee eens 

f) Mijn leidinggevende is bezorgd om het welzijn van 
zijn/haar medewerkers. 1 2 3 4 5 

g) Wanneer ik geconfronteerd word met een probleem in mijn 
werk, dan vind ik meestal verschillende oplossingen. 

1 2 3 4 5 

h) Ondanks de verplichtingen die ik heb tegenover deze 
organisatie, wil ik mijn baan zo snel mogelijk opzeggen. 1 2 3 4 5 

i) 
Mijn organisatie is weinig bezorgd om me. 1 2 3 4 5 

j) Zelfs als deze organisatie het niet goed zou doen, dan nog 
zou ik met tegenzin van werkgever veranderen. 1 2 3 4 5 

 
 

Helemaal    
niet mee 
eens 

Eerder 
niet mee 

eens 

Deels eens, 
deels 

oneens 

Eerder 
mee 
eens 

Helemaal 
mee eens 

k) 
Meestal ben ik enthousiast over mijn werk. 1 2 3 4 5 

l) Ik kan kalm blijven wanneer ik geconfronteerd word met 
moeilijkheden in mijn baan, omdat ik kan terugvallen op 
mijn vaardigheden. 

1 2 3 4 5 

m) Deze organisatie houdt sterk rekening met mijn 
doelstellingen en waarden. 1 2 3 4 5 

n) Ik hou ervan me in te spannen voor mijn werk, niet alleen 
voor mezelf, maar ook voor de organisatie. 1 2 3 4 5 

o) De meest belangrijke dingen in mijn leven hebben te 
maken met mijn werk. 1 2 3 4 5 

p) Ik zou zo lang mogelijk bij deze organisatie willen blijven. 1 2 3 4 5 
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23. Geef aan in welke mate u het eens bent 
met de volgende uitspraken. 

Helemaal   
niet mee 
eens 

Eerder 
niet 
mee 
eens 

Deels 
eens, 
deels 

oneens 

Eerder 
mee 
eens 

Helemaal 
mee eens 

a) Ik ben er trots op dat ik anderen kan 
vertellen voor wie ik werk. 1 2 3 4 5 

b) Ik voel mij door mijn leidinggevende 
gewaardeerd 

1 2 3 4 5 

c) Ik heb er vertrouwen in dat ik snel een 
andere, gelijkwaardige, baan zou kunnen 
vinden. 

1 2 3 4 5 

d) Ik voel me onzeker over de toekomst van 
mijn baan. 1 2 3 4 5 

 
 

Helemaal   
niet mee 
eens 

Eerder 
niet 
mee 
eens 

Deels 
eens, 
deels 

oneens 

Eerder 
mee 
eens 

Helemaal 
mee eens 

e) Werk zou centraal moeten staan in ieders 
leven. 1 2 3 4 5 

f) Deze organisatie geeft om mijn mening. 1 2 3 4 5 

g) Als ik kon, zou ik vandaag nog ontslag 
nemen. 1 2 3 4 5 

h) Ik denk  dat ik mijn baan zal verliezen in de 
nabije toekomst. 1 2 3 4 5 

i) Ik vind plezier in mijn baan. 1 2 3 4 5 
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24. Denk aan uw laatste werkweek. Hoe 
vaak voelde u zich… 

Zelden of 
nooit 

Niet 
vaak 

Af en 
toe 

Best 
vaak 

Zeer 
vaak of 

altijd 

a) gespannen? 1 2 3 4 5 

b) rustig? 1 2 3 4 5 

c) onbehaaglijk? 1 2 3 4 5 

d) opgewekt? 1 2 3 4 5 

e) bezorgd? 1 2 3 4 5 

f) enthousiast? 1 2 3 4 5 

  

Zelden of 
nooit 

Niet 
vaak 

Af en 
toe 

Best 
vaak 

Zeer 
vaak of 

altijd 

g) gedeprimeerd? 1 2 3 4 5 

h) voldaan?  1 2 3 4 5 

i) somber? 1 2 3 4 5 

j) ontspannen?  1 2 3 4 5 

k) ellendig? 1 2 3 4 5 

l) optimistisch? 1 2 3 4 5 
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IV. Gezondheid en welzijn 

 
25. Geef aan in welke mate u het eens bent 
met de volgende uitspraken.  
 

Helemaal 
niet mee 

eens 

Niet mee 
eens 

Eerder 
niet mee 

eens 

Deels 
eens, 

deels niet 
eens 

Eerder 
mee 
eens 

Mee 
eens 

Helemaal 
mee 
eens 

a)  Ik heb er moeite mee om me na het werk te 
ontspannen. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

b)  
 

Ik moet ook thuis aan problemen op het 
werk denken. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

c) Als anderen mij aanspreken, reageer ik wel 
eens geïrriteerd. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

d)  
 

Zelfs tijdens mijn vakantie moet ik soms aan 
problemen op het werk denken. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

e)  Ik voel me af en toe een zenuwpees. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

f) Ik ben snel geërgerd. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

g) Ik reageer geïrriteerd zonder dat ik het wil. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

h) Als ik moe van het werk thuis kom, kan 
niets me ontspannen. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 
 

 

26. Hoe vaak gebeurt het dat… Zelden of 
nooit 

Niet vaak Af en toe Best vaak Zeer vaak 
of altijd 

a) u na een succesvolle werkdag goedgehumeurd 
thuiskomt, waardoor de sfeer thuis positief 
beïnvloed wordt? 

1 2 3 4 5 

b) u thuis beter uw verantwoordelijkheden nakomt, 
omdat u dat op uw werk ook geleerd heeft? 

1 2 3 4 5 

c) u thuis efficiënter met uw tijd omgaat door de manier 
waarop u uw werk uitvoert? 1 2 3 4 5 

d) u thuis beter functioneert in de omgang met uw 
partner/familie/vrienden door dingen die u op het 
werk hebt meegemaakt? 

1 2 3 4 5 
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29. Hoe zou u, over het algemeen, uw gezondheid 
noemen? 

Slecht Matig Goed Zeer goed Uitstekend 

 a) 1 2 3 4 5 

  Helemaal 
onjuist 

Eerder 
onjuist 

Niet juist, 
niet onjuist

Eerder 
juist 

Helemaal 
juist 

b) Ik lijk wat gemakkelijker ziek te worden dan 
andere mensen. 1 2 3 4 5 

c) Ik ben even gezond als andere mensen die ik 
ken. 1 2 3 4 5 

d) Ik verwacht dat mijn gezondheid achteruit zal 
gaan in de nabije toekomst. 1 2 3 4 5 

e) Mijn gezondheid is uitstekend. 1 2 3 4 5 
 

27. Hoe tevreden bent u momenteel 
met... 
 

 

 
zeer 

ontevreden 

     
zeer 

tevreden 

a)  uw leven in het algemeen? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b)  uw gezinsleven? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
c)  uw vrijetijdsbesteding? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
d)  uw gezondheidstoestand en welzijn? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
e) uw balans werk-gezin? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

f) uw financiële gezinssituatie? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

28. Beantwoord de volgende vragen over het afgelopen jaar  
met betrekking tot deze organisatie (of de periode dat u bij 
deze organisatie werkt). 

Nooit
 
 

Eén 
keer 

2-3 
keer 

4-5 
keer 

Meer 
dan 5 
keer  

a) Hoe vaak bent u de laatste 12 maanden om 
gezondheidsredenen afwezig geweest van het werk? 1 2 3 4 5 

b) 
Hoe vaak bent u tijdens de laatste 12 maanden toch gaan 
werken, terwijl u eigenlijk om gezondheidsredenen thuis had 
moeten blijven? 

1 2 3 4 5 

c) 
Heeft u gedurende de laatste 12 maanden een ongeval gehad 
op uw arbeidsplaats? (Tel alle ongevallen, ook waarbij je nog 
verder werkte diezelfde dag). 

1 2 3 4 5 

d) 
Heeft u gedurende de laatste 12 maanden zelf te maken gehad 
met geweld of pesterijen op het werk? 1 2 3 4 5 
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V. Achtergrond informatie  
 
30. Wat is uw leeftijd?    ________ jaar 
 
 
31. U bent…    vrouw 

 man 
 
 
32. Woont u samen met een partner?  Ja 

 Nee, ik woon bij ouders/familie/vrienden 
 Nee, ik woon alleen 

 
 
33. Wat is uw bijdrage in het  
gezinsinkomen?   Ik ben alleenverdiener (100%) 
           Ruim meer dan de helft (meer dan 50%) 
         Ongeveer de helft (ongeveer 50%) 

 Minder dan de helft (minder dan 50%) 
34. Hoeveel personen (uzelf meegerekend) zijn hoofdzakelijk afhankelijk van het 
gezinsinkomen? 
 
       
_____ personen  
 
 
35. Bent u in uw huishouden de persoon die hoofdzakelijk verantwoordelijk is voor de inkopen 
en de huishoudelijke taken? 
 

   Ja 
   Ik deel die verantwoordelijkheid met een of meerdere anderen. 
   Nee, iemand anders draagt die verantwoordelijkheid grotendeels.        

 
 
36a. Wat is uw hoogst behaalde onderwijsdiploma? 
 

   Geen diploma 
 

   Basisschool 
 

   VMBO (VBO, MAVO) 
   Speciaal Voortgezet Onderwijs (Voortgezet speciaal onderwijs, WEB-assistentenopleiding) 

 
   HAVO, VWO (incl. gymnasium) 
   MBO 
   WEB Basisberoepsopleiding (Middenkaderopleiding, vakopleiding) 

 
   Verkort Hoger Beroepsonderwijs (WEB specialistenopleiding, Enkeljarig HBO) 

 
   HBO 
   Universiteit 
   Post-HBO 
   Post-Doctoraal (Business school etc.) 

 
   Gepromoveerd (Doctor, PhD) 

 
   Andere: nl…………………………  
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b) Hoeveel jaren voltijds onderwijs volgde u? 
 
 _____ jaar 
 

  Ik ben momenteel student(e) 
  

 
37. Wat is ongeveer uw bruto maandsalaris? € ………… 
 
 
38a. Waar bent u geboren?  Nederland 

 Elders, namelijk: …………………… 
 
b) Is een van uw ouders in het   Ja 
buitenland geboren?   Nee 
 
39. Vergeleken met collega’s met dezelfde functie 
maar met een andere aanstelling (tijdelijk/vast), 
voelt u zich dan beter of slechter af op de 
volgende punten?  

Veel 
slechter   

af 

Eerder 
slechter   

af 

Niet 
slechter, 
niet beter 

Eerder 
beter       

af 

Veel   
beter af 

a) Autonomie en vrijheid in het werk 1 2 3 4 5 

b) Interessant werk 1 2 3 4 5 

c) Inspraak bij de besluitvorming 1 2 3 4 5 

d) Goede beloning voor het werk (b.v. salaris of 
andere beloning) 1 2 3 4 5 

e) Bieden van loopbaanmogelijkheden 1 2 3 4 5 

f) Sociale aspecten (b.v. mogelijkheden voor 
vakantie en training) 1 2 3 4 5 

g) Sociale omgeving (b.v. contact met collega’s en 
leidinggevende) 1 2 3 4 5 

h) Controle (de manier waarop u zich behandelt voelt 
door leidinggevenden) 1 2 3 4 5 

i) Arbeidsomstandigheden (stank, geluid, tijdsdruk) 1 2 3 4 5 

 Geef aan in welke mate u het eens bent met de 
volgende uitspraken. 

Helemaal  
niet mee 
eens 

Eerder  
niet mee 

eens 

Deels 
eens, 
deels 

oneens 

Eerder 
mee eens 

Helemaal 
mee eens 

a) 
Ik ben tevreden met de behandeling van 
werknemers met mijn arbeidscontract/aanstelling 
door deze organisatie. 

1 2 3 4 5 

b) Ik vind dat organisaties onderscheid mogen 
maken tussen tijdelijke en vaste werknemers. 1 2 3 4 5 

c) 
Als ik merk dat ik ongelijk behandeld word door 
deze organisatie, neem ik actie om hier iets aan te 
doen. 

1 2 3 4 5 
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40. Waarom werkt u tijdelijk bij deze organisatie? (ALLEEN TIJDELIJKE WERKNEMERS, meerdere 
antwoorden mogelijk) 
 

 Ter vervanging van een (langdurig) afwezige (zwanger, ziek etc.). 
 Om uitbreidingen in de productie op te vangen (seizoen, fluctuaties in productie). 
 Door een reorganisatie, of door verplaatsing van de organisatie. 
 Voor een specifiek project (onderzoek, consultancy etc.). 
 Ik ben gespecialiseerd op een bepaald gebied. 
 De organisatie wilde me niet meteen een vast contract geven (proeftijd). 
 Anders, namelijk: …………………………………………………… 
 De organisatie heeft geen reden gegeven. 

 

Hartelijk bedankt voor het invullen van deze vragenlijst! 
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