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Abstract

Contractual flexibility seems to become more important, as organizations want to stay competitive or try to survive in a rapidly changing environment: every organization must be able to deal with increasing or decreasing demand. The presented pilot study responds to this trend towards contractual flexibility by focusing on two critical variables: job insecurity and type of contract (temporary versus permanent). We analyze the impact of these two variables and their possible interaction on outcome variables such as job satisfaction, organizational commitment, performance and turnover intention. Analyses are performed by use of (cross sectional) survey data, gathered in six Belgian plants (N=639). 

As the two central variables (job insecurity and temporary work) are both job stressors, we hypothesize that both will be associated with lower job satisfaction, lower organizational commitment, a lower level of performance and a higher turnover intention. The results confirm these main effects. We then analyze the interaction between job insecurity and type of contract. Two possible interaction effects are discussed. According to work stress literature, a cumulation of stressors is hypothesized: the combination of temporary work and a high level of job insecurity results in a more negative outcome score on the different variables (‘intensification hypothesis’). According to psychological contract theory, however, it is possible that permanent workers experience job insecurity as more stressful than temporary workers do, resulting in lower job satisfaction and organizational commitment for this specific category (‘violation hypothesis’). Results mostly confirm the violation hypothesis, stating that job insecurity is more problematic for permanent workers than for temporary workers. However, there are differences according to the specific variable under consideration, distinguishing between more attitude- and behavior-oriented variables. 
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Introduction

Today, organizations face different challenges, due to among other things new technologies, increased worldwide competition and an unpredictable economic climate, sometimes resulting in massive restructuring. Both public and private firms respond to this changing environment by installing different forms of flexibility in order to cope with fluctuating demand. This is particularly noticeable in the job and labor market (Brewster, Mayne & Tregaskis, 1997).

Within organizations, different HR practices try to strengthen flexibility. So-called ‘atypical’ or ‘contingent’ employment gained in significance over the past decades. Within this broad area, we concentrate on contractual flexibility, thereby focusing temporary workers. Different reports (e.g. OECD, 2002; Goudswaard & Andries, 2002; Benach, Gimeno & Benavides, 2002; Paoli & Merllié, 2002) estimate the share of temporary relative to total employment on 11 to 14% and relative to paid (i.e. dependent) employment on 13% to 15%, pointing to the fact that this mode of installing flexibility can not be underestimated. This does not come as surprise, since several advantages are related to the use of short term contracts: for example, the hiring cost may be reduced, recruitment strategies can be implemented, offering only the best temporary workers a permanent contract and of course, flexibility is maximized by using temporary workers when needed (Rigotti & Mohr, 2003).

It can be argued that temporary work in itself is an objective and direct measure of the traditionally psychological - and thus subjective - concept of job insecurity, thereby relating two critical variables of the flexibility debate. However, both concepts are highly but not perfectly correlated. After all, when facing restructuring, acquisitions or mergers - whether or not accompanied with dismissal -, not only temporary employees are confronted with feelings of job insecurity. These economy-based trends in combination with other trends such as the increase of temporary workers, result in a large amount of employees feeling job insecure (OECD, 1997).

This paper focus on the two variables introduced above: job insecurity and type of employment contract (permanent versus temporary), building on the work of De Witte et al. (2002). We will investigate the main and interaction effects of both variables on two types of outcome variables: job satisfaction and organizational commitment represent variables that are attitude-oriented, performance and turnover intention are variables measuring actual or intentional behavior. 
Situating the concept of temporary work

Articles and data concerning temporary employment are often if not mostly framed within the broader flexibility debate, implying more than solely contractual flexibility. For example, when talking about typical work as opposed to contingent, precarious or atypical work, one compares full-time, permanent employment with one employer to work that differs on one or more of these characteristics (e.g. Vander Steene et al., 2002; Benach, Gimeno & Benavides, 2002; Brewster, Mayne & Tregaskis, 1997; De Grip, Hoevenberg & Willems, 1997; De Jonge & Geurts, 1997; Kaiser, 2002; Martens, Nijhuis, Van Boxtel & Knottnerus, 1997, Raghuram, London & Larsen, 2001). 

Based on the work of Atkinson, one often distinguishes between internal and external flexibility, thereby trying to put dimensions into the flexibility debate (e.g. De Jonge & Geurts, 1997).  Internal flexibility refers to measures applying to the internal workforce, i.e. the workforce employed by the organization. External flexibility has to do with employees from outside the organization. However, taking the example of the temporary workers, this distinction raises serious difficulties: workers with a fixed term contract are traditionally classified as external, even though they are part of the organization’s workforce. And what about the temporary agency workers, who are formally external to the organization (their contract is within the temporary agency), but for whom the user organization is responsible? Another suggestion to clarify the concept of temporary workers is therefore the distinction between contractual flexibility (installing contractual forms meeting the flexibility need) and temporal flexibility (influencing the working times of the employees; e.g. Vander Steene et al., 2002). Both should be considered as numerical flexibility as opposed to functional flexibility (e.g. job rotation schedules). In case of contractual flexibility, the manpower of the organization meets the need of flexibility by a range of contractual forms, among which fixed term contracts and temporary agency work are well known and well presented in almost all countries. 

Contractual flexibility, although highly related, is not a synonym for temporary work as defined in most articles. An example of contractual flexibility but not of temporary employment is the system of early retirement, frequently used in Belgium. Another example can be found when making international comparisons: whereas temporary agency work is typically seen as temporary employment (workers have a limited duration contract with the agency), this is not the case in all countries. In Sweden for example, most temporary agency workers have a permanent contract with the agency. In order to sharpen the research focus, a clear definition of temporary employment is needed.

Vander Steene et al. (2002) define temporary employment as ‘each mode of employment for which objective conditions for terminating the contract exists’. This definition shows considerable overlap with the definition applied by the OECD (2002): ‘A job may be regarded as temporary if it is understood by both employer and employee that the termination of the job is determined by objective conditions such as reaching a certain date, completion of an assignment or return of another employee who has been temporarily replaced.’ Simplifying, this means that temporary work is considered as dependent employment of limited duration (OECD, 2002), differentiating between jobs offering workers the prospect of a long lasting employment relationship and those not doing so. Accordingly, the temporary or permanent quality of a job is a characteristic of the employment contract. 

As was stated in the introduction, temporary employment may have several advantages for the employer. For employees, however, the advantages may be less clear: a higher degree of flexibility may facilitate a well-balanced work-life situation (Rigotti & Mohr, 2003), but generally, temporary work is thought of as having worse health related effects when compared to permanent employment (e.g. Benach, Gimeno & Benavides, 2002). This can be theoretically framed using different logics (De Witte et al., 2002). A first perspective, building on the work of Atkinson, states that temporary workers are generally considered to be peripheral workers, characterized by less favorable working conditions, which in turn influence different health related and other outcome variables. The psychological contract theory offers a second explanation. Beard and Edwards (1995) suggest that the psychological contract of temporary workers is transactional and asymmetrical. The employer does not offer any prospects on a long-lasting employment relationship, while at the same time the employer is by far the most influential party within the employment relationship.  Finally, work stress literature comes to the same conclusion, based on worse job characteristics of temporary workers. It can be expected that temporary work thus results in more negative scores on different outcome variables. We will briefly summarize the findings important for the variables used in this study, thereby paying specific attention to Belgian research findings.

a. Job satisfaction

One generally finds a lower level of job satisfaction among temporary workers when compared to permanent workers (e.g. Letourneux, 1998, Zant et al., 2000). However, this general finding is not always replicated. For example, Vander Steene et al. (2002) in their Belgian study conclude that temporary workers can not be considered as a homogeneous group, since employees with fixed term contracts are significantly more satisfied than permanent workers are, however, permanent workers are more satisfied in comparison to temporary agency workers. Percentage distribution mentioned in the OECD (2002) report shows the same tendency. Results from the Second European Survey on Working Conditions 1996 (Benavides & Benach, 1999) and from the Third European Survey on Working Conditions 2000 (Benach, Gimeno & Benavides, 2002) and results reported in the OECD (2002) did not find any significant difference between Belgian temporary and permanent employees. Note, however, that this does not count for all European countries. The study of Quinlan et al. (2000), reviewing 24 studies, perfectly illustrates these mixed results: in 14 studies negative studies are found, 8 studies did not find a clear relationship whereas only two studies found temporary work positively related to job satisfaction. Even though these mixed results cannot be denied, our first hypothesis (1A) states that ‘after controlling for relevant background variables, temporary work as compared to permanent work is related to lower job satisfaction’.

b. Organizational commitment

Once again, the general finding is that temporary workers have lower levels of organizational commitment in comparison to permanent workers (e.g. Sverke et al., 2000). This statement is confirmed by the Belgian research of Vander Steene et al. (2002): permanent workers show the highest commitment scores towards the company, regardless of whether the emotional bound or the internalization of company problems is considered. Other research however, does not fully supports these findings. For example, Goudswaard et al. (2000), using a sample of 11.351 Dutch employees, found a significant higher commitment among temporary workers with a chance on a permanent contract when compared to permanent workers.  Temporary workers without an outlook on a permanent contract scored only slightly lower. Results from other Dutch research support this finding (e.g. Torka, 2000), putting the general finding of lower organizational commitment among temporary workers into perspective. Nevertheless, our second hypothesis (1B) states that ‘after controlling for relevant background variables, temporary work as compared to permanent work is related to lower organizational commitment’.

c. Performance

Data relating temporary work and performance are rather scarce. A Dutch study (Van Breukelen & Allegro, 2000) questioned temporary (N=96) and permanent (N=102) workers, asking them to make an estimation of their own performance. This resulted in almost equal scores. However, in line with the previous hypotheses and the three theoretical perspectives mentioned above, we expect that  ‘after controlling for relevant background variables, temporary work as compared to permanent work is related to lower levels of performance (H1C).’

d. Turnover intention

There is overwhelming evidence pointing to the fact that temporary workers show higher turnover intention than permanent workers do. This is supported by the research of Vander Steene et al. (2002): after controlling for relevant background variables, there is a significant effect of contract type on turnover intention, with temporary workers showing higher scores than permanent workers do. However, Goudswaard et al. (2000) point to the fact that a distinction should be made between temporary workers with and without a chance on a permanent contract. Those without a perspective on a permanent contract showed higher levels of turnover intention in comparison to permanent workers, but temporary workers having a outlook on a permanent contract less intended to leave the current company.  In general, we hypothesize that ‘after controlling for relevant background variables, temporary workers show higher levels of turnover intention than permanent workers do (H1D)’.

e. Job insecurity

Since temporary work is sometimes considered as an objective and direct measure of job insecurity, different researchers find higher job insecurity levels among temporary workers as compared to permanent workers (e.g. Klandermans & Van Vuuren, 1999, Van Breukelen & Allegro, 2000). Also Belgian research findings point to an unambiguous consensus, stating that temporary workers are more job insecure as compared to permanent workers. Recent research (De Witte et al., 2002) questioning 1120 Belgian employees, confirms this general finding, even after controlling for important background variables. Vander Steene et al. (2002) come to the same conclusion. This leads to the fifth hypothesis (H2): ‘After controlling for relevant background variables, temporary workers experience higher levels of job insecurity as compared to permanent workers.’

Situating the concept of job insecurity.

As said before, job insecurity closely relates to the current economic climate and the rapidly changing organizational environment, often resulting in organizational changes if not restructurings. This has an impact on the perceived job insecurity, which may have negative consequences on different important outcome variables, both relevant for the individual employee and the organization.

All definitions of job insecurity clearly distinguish the concept from actual job loss. When talking about job insecurity, uncertainty and a lack of control are stressed. Job loss on the contrary is a clearly defined situation with clear outcomes, not open for misinterpretation, even though the detrimental effect of job loss and unemployment are well documented. Job insecurity is a highly subjective perception (e.g. De Witte, 1999; Sverke & Hellgren, 2002), thereby distinguishing the concept from objective definitions of job insecurity, as for example temporary work. In this paper, job insecurity is operationalized as ‘the potential threat of loosing his or her current job’ or as ‘a concern for future job loss’, closely related to the definitions of van Vuuren and Klandermans (1990) and De Witte (1999). This means job insecurity in this contribution is not thought of as being multidimensional. 

Defined as above, job insecurity can be expected to have a serious impact on different outcome variables. We will briefly discuss research findings relating job insecurity to the variables under consideration, thereby drawing heavily on the work of Sverke, Hellgren and Näswall (2002). 

a. Job satisfaction

In their review of job insecurity, Sverke et al. (2002) state that several studies have documented the lower job satisfaction of insecure as compared to secure employees, even though the strength of the relations vary substantially between the different studies. 

b. Organizational commitment

Most studies relating job insecurity to organizational commitment find moderate to strongly negative scores, even though there are some studies not finding a significant relationship (Sverke et al., 2002).

c. Performance

A high level of job insecurity generally results in impaired performance, using self-rate measures of performance, even though not all studies support this general statement (Sverke et al., 2002).

d. Turnover intention

Job insecurity is positively related to turnover intention in most studies, even though differences exist when it comes to the strength of the relationship (Sverke et al., 2002).

The meta-analysis conducted by Sverke et al. (2002) indicates that job insecurity is negatively related to job satisfaction, organizational commitment and performance, while it is positively related to turnover intention.

Following hypotheses are in line with these findings: ‘After controlling for relevant background variables and for the type of contract, job insecurity will be….

H3A. Negatively related to job satisfaction;

H3B. Negatively related to organizational commitment;

H3C. Negatively related to performance;

H3D. Positively related to turnover intention.

Note that we will control not only for important background variables, but also for the employment contract, in order to investigate the autonomous effect of job insecurity (or job insecurity is considered to be a mediating variable). 

Relating type of contract and job insecurity

As was stated in the introduction, temporary work and job insecurity are generally highly though not perfectly correlated. The concepts are frequently linked (e.g. Beard & Edwards, 1995). We already documented this one-to-one relationship, when talking about the consequences of temporary work.

However, in trying to clarify and explain their effect on the different outcome variables, it is interesting to examine the precise relationship between the two variables. When considering job insecurity as an intervening variable, different possible hypothesis arise. The first relates to the autonomous effect of this variable. This leads to hypothesis described under the previous point (H3): ‘after controlling for relevant background variables and for the type of contract, job insecurity will negatively influence 1) job satisfaction, 2) organizational commitment and 3) performance and will positively correlate with 4) turnover intention.

Moreover, an interaction effect might occur, pointing to the fact that job insecurity has differential effects for temporary and permanent workers, after relevant background variables are controlled for. This is hypothesis 4. We do not include the direction of the interaction into the hypothesis, but instead we try to explore the issue elaborating the two alternatives proposed by De Witte et al. (2002). The first alternative stems from work stress literature: since both variables, temporary work and job insecurity, are stressors, it can be expected that the combined effect will result in more negative scores (i.e. lower job satisfaction, organizational commitment and performance and higher turnover intention). This alternative is referred to as ‘the intensification hypothesis’. The second alternative is based on psychological contract theory. There might be a difference in the expectations of permanent versus temporary workers when it comes to job security. Moreover, permanent workers may experience the non-fulfillment of these expectations as more stressful. This means that permanent workers experiencing a high level of job insecurity will be less satisfied with their jobs, will show lower commitment towards the organization and lower performance levels, while their turnover intention will rise (‘violation hypothesis’). Contrasting the two alternatives, the intensification hypothesis expects the worst results for temporary insecure employees, while the violation hypothesis focus on permanent insecure employees.

Method

Data collection

The cross-sectional survey data are part of a larger European research project, Psycones (Psychological Contracting across Employment Situations), in which seven countries participate. In this paper only the Belgian data were used. Data were collected in the spring of 2002, involving six different organizations. There were large variations in the sample of the different organizations, totaling 639 respondents. In the first organization mainly blue-collar workers participated (N= 144, response = 80%), whereas the respondents of the second organization (N=56; response = 51%) were highly educated professionals, among which a majority is employed as engineer. The retail sector (N=38), a research institute (N=46; response=76%) and temporary agency offices (N=39) were three other organizations, covering other than industrial sectors. Finally, a public hospital participated in the study (N=316; response=76%). As can be seen, the response rates are rather high, except for the temporary agency offices, of which the response rates are unknown.

Respondents

We will briefly discuss the characteristics of the respondents participating in this study. Table 1 summarizes the main indicators. 

30% of the sample is constituted by temporary workers, defined as those not having a permanent contract, including temporary agency workers, fixed term contracts, day laborers and apprenticeships. One out of four respondents is a blue collar worker, either skilled or unskilled. White collar workers are represented to the same extent. 40% of the respondents are professionals. The others occupy a management position. Given this distribution across occupational positions, the educational level can be expected to be rather high: almost two out of three respondents went to college (higher education or university). The mean age at completion of fulltime education was 20 years. The mean age is 36. More women than men participated (60% versus 40%), mainly due to the large sample within the hospital, typically employing a lot of female workers. 

Table 1. The sample.

	Type of contract
	permanent
	70%

	 
	temporary
	30%

	Organisational position
	blue collar 
	25%

	
	white collar 
	25%

	 
	professional
	40%

	 
	management
	10%

	Gender
	female
	60%

	 
	male
	40%

	Age
	<30 
	31%

	
	30-40
	36,50%

	 
	>40
	32,60%

	 
	mean
	36

	Completion full time education
	mean
	20




Measures

Control variables: 

These refer to important background variables, possibly influencing the different relationships as discussed above. In all analyses, these variables are controlled for in order to rule out alternative explanations. Age is questioned in years. Gender is a dummy-variable (0=female; 1=male). Educational level is measured by asking the respondents to indicate how old they were when completing fulltime education.

Independent variable: 

The type of contract is analyzed as a dummy variable (0=permanent contract; 1=temporary contract).

Intervening variable: 

The variable job insecurity was measured, using four items (De Witte, 2000). Responses varied from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5). ‘Chances are, I will soon loose my job’ and ‘I feel insecure about the future of my job’ can be considered as examples. The reliability of the scale is good, with alpha equals .89.

Dependent variables

(1) Job satisfaction was measured using the items of Price (1997), e.g. I find enjoyment in my job. On a scale ranging from 0 to 5, respondents indicate the extent to which they are satisfied with their job (alpha = .87).

(2) Organizational commitment was measured on a scale from 1 to 7, using the items of Cook and Wall (1980). The alpha is .81. Examples are  ‘I am quite proud to be able to tell people who it is I work for’ and ‘I feel myself to be part of the organization’.

(3) Performance is measured on a scale from 1 to 5, relying on the items Abramis (1994) provided. Respondents have to indicate how well they have performed on different job related aspects during the last working week. The alpha is .79.

(4) Turnover intention was measured using the 5 items Price (1997) constructed, of which the item ‘I would be reluctant to leave this job’ acts as an example. Reliabilities are lower (alpha = .66). It must be kept in mind that the turnover intention scale is reversed, i.e. a lower score reflects a higher turnover intention. This is done in order to interpret and compare the different scores: a higher score always reflects a more positive outcome score.

It must be noted that we converted all scales to a range from 0 to 10, again facilitating interpretation and comparison.

Analyses

Hypotheses are tested using  (Pearson) correlation and regression analyses. Respondents having one or more missing values on variables are eliminated (list wise deletion), resulting in smaller samples. In step one, the control variables were entered (age, gender, age when fulltime education is completed). In the second step, the dummy variable type of contract was entered. The third step incorporated the level of job insecurity. In the final step, the interaction term was entered. In order to do so, we followed the procedure recommended by Aiken and West (1991). First the variables are standardized, where after they were multiplied. Regressions are performed separately for the four outcome variables. When interaction terms proved significant, job insecurity levels are distinguished by using a median-split, resulting in either ‘low’ or ‘high’ job insecurity. Thereafter, means for the different outcome variables were computed on the raw data. 

Results

The figure below summarizes the research design, thereby pointing to the different hypotheses as they were listed above. 

Figure 1. The research design and the different hypotheses.
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(1) Type of contract and the different outcome variables.

The first important set of hypothesis states that the type of contract influences the different outcome variables, after different background variables are controlled for. More specifically, having a temporary contract leads to lower job satisfaction (1A), lower organizational commitment (1B), a lower level of performance (1C) and a higher turnover intention (1D). 

Looking at the correlation matrix (annex 1), our expectation is mainly confirmed: having a temporary contract negatively relates to the level of job satisfaction (r=-.095, p<0.05), performance (r=-.14, p<0.01) and intention to keep on working in the current company (r=-.41, p<0.01). No significant correlation was found for organizational commitment (r=-.052, p>0.05). 

When regression analyses are used, thereby controlling for important background variables, the relation between type of contract and job satisfaction is no longer significant. The relation between type of contract and performance/turnover intention however proves to be significant (performance: bêta=-.102, p<.05; turnover intention: bêta=-.373, p<0.01, see also annex 2). We thus can conclude that our first set of hypotheses finds no support for the attitude-oriented outcome variables. However, when it comes to behavior as reported by the respondents, there is a clear relationship between type of employment contract and the two variables, in which temporary work results in more negative outcomes.

(2) Type of contract and job insecurity

The second hypothesis states that contract type is related to the subjective experience of job insecurity. Looking at the correlation matrix (annex 1), this is fully supported (r=.581, p<.01). Further analysis supports this expectation (bêta=.51, p<0.01). The mean score on a range from 0 to 10 for temporary workers is 5.63, for permanent workers 2.76, clearly illustrating the fact that temporary workers experience higher levels of job insecurity than permanent workers do. Hypothesis 2 cannot be falsified. 

(3) Job insecurity and the different outcome variables

Our third global hypothesis relates job insecurity to the different output variables. The initial correlations between job insecurity and the output variables are significantly negative (job satisfaction:-.211, p<0.01; organizational commitment: r=-.127, p<0.01; performance: r=-.140, p<0.01; turnover intention: r=-.497, p<0.01; see annex 1). The same can be seen in the regression analyses (annex 2), where job insecurity has an autonomous negative impact on the different outcome variables, after the background variables and the type of contract are controlled for. For job satisfaction, the value of bêta is -.252 (p<0.01), for organizational commitment, bêta equals -.220 (p<0.01). The bêta value for performance is -.140 (p<0.01), for turnover intention -.441 (p<0.01). This set of hypotheses is fully supported by the data under consideration.  

(4) The relation between type of contract and job insecurity. 

As stated above, job insecurity has an autonomous effect on the four variables (see (3) above), thereby giving a first indication of the relationship between the two crucial variables. Our fourth hypothesis however has to do with the interaction term. As can be seen in annex 2, this interaction term is significant for only two variables, performance (bêta=.115, p<0.05) and turnover intention (bêta=.140, p<0.01). The fourth set of hypotheses is thus only supported when it comes to the behavioral (intention) outcome variables.

A next step is to investigate the direction of the interaction effect, supporting either the intensification hypothesis or the violation hypothesis. Figure 1 and 2 give a first indication. 

As can be seen, the results tend to support the violation hypothesis, stating that permanent workers perform less well in an insecure situation (mean: 7.62) as compared to a secure situation (mean: 7.92), whereas this is not the case for temporary workers (insecure: 7.53; secure: 7.55) (permanent workers: t=2.40, df=420, p<0.05; temporary workers: t=-.09, df=166, p>0.05). 

For turnover intention, this effect is even stronger, supporting the same violation hypothesis: permanent workers in an insecure situation are significantly more willing to leave the organization (mean: 6.47) than those in a secure situation (mean: 7.43) (t=6.23, df=420, p<0.01). This is not the case for temporary workers: the mean of those in a secure situation is 5.83, in an insecure situation is 5.53 (t=1.06, df=166, p>0.05).

Summarizing, we can conclude that results are in line with the violation hypothesis for both performance and turnover intention: it is only among the permanent workers that a clear distinction can be made between secure and insecure employees.  The insecure permanent employees significantly score lower on performance levels and are more willing to leave the organization as compared to secure employees on a permanent contract. Note however, that for job satisfaction and organizational commitment, no significant interaction effect was found. This might have been the case, even though temporary work did not yield significant effects on these two variables.
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Discussion

This paper focused on two crucial variables within the flexibility debate, type of contract and job insecurity and their main and interaction effects on two types of variables: attitude-oriented variables (job satisfaction and organizational commitment) and self rated behavioral variables (performance and intention to quit). Belgian research data of 639 respondents were used to test four sets of hypotheses, based on previous research findings with special attention  paid to the Belgian research, since the specific national context may influence some of the results.

Our first hypothesis related temporary work to the set of outcome variables. It became apparent that temporary work has an effect on the behavior-oriented variables, performance and turnover intention. However, the significant correlation with job satisfaction did not hold when controlled for different background variables. Organizational commitment did not show any significant effects. 

This finding is of crucial importance for future research. No significant differences occurred when attitudinal variables are considered. This may mean that temporary work in itself is not problematic. However, when concentrating on those variables having direct organizational relevance, as is the case for performance and turnover intention, negative effects do occur. Since organizational psychology often tends to focus on job satisfaction and other more attitude-oriented measures, having an indirect organizational relevance by coupling them to performance, the question must be raised whether or not these variables are the right or the most interesting ones to concentrate on. Future research might incorporate other variables closely related to this distinction to check whether or not this is a universal finding. As a final remark relating to this first set of hypotheses, we would like to point to the importance of distinguishing between different types of temporary workers, since this might be relevant for understanding or finding differences, as was the case in the research of Vander Steene et al. (2002), who explicitly stated that temporary workers can not be considered as a homogeneous group. 

A second hypothesis questioned the bound between type of contract and job insecurity. As was expected, temporary workers experience higher levels of job insecurity than permanent workers do, after diverse background variables are controlled for. Even though the two concepts are highly correlated, their relation is far from perfect, leading to a third set of hypothesis, in which we investigated the influence of job insecurity on the different outcome variables, after controlling for both type of contract and the background variables. Results are clear here: job insecurity has an autonomous impact on all outcome variables, regardless whether attitudinal or behavioral measures were used.  These results suggest that job insecurity might be of more importance when trying to explain the differences in the outcome variables than type of contract is.

A last set of hypotheses is centered on the interaction term, which proved to be significant for the variables performance and turnover intention. For explorative purposes, two alternatives were contrasted. When results were supportive for the intensification hypothesis, the combination of both stressors should produce the most negative effects. Concretely put, temporary workers experiencing a high level of job insecurity would show lower performance levels and a higher turnover intention. In contrast, the violation hypothesis predicts that permanent workers having high levels of job insecurity would perform less well and show a higher turnover intention, whereas this is not or to a lesser extent the case for temporary workers. This alternative can be derived from the psychological contract theory. Violation of the psychological contract is more stressful to permanent workers, at least when it comes to job security levels, since this item can be thought of as inherent to a permanent contract.  Results point into the direction of this last hypothesis. In future research, it might be interesting to incorporate a measure of psychological contract and contract violation.

As a last remark, we want to point to the importance of job insecurity when trying to understand the differences between temporary and permanent workers. Not only job insecurity displays an autonomous effect for all variables, but it also significantly interacts with type of contract for some, in this case behavioral oriented, variables. This does not mean however, that other intervening variables cannot play a substantial role: volition for example, may be an important variable when trying to understand the often negative results of temporary work in literature. 
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	Mean
	SD
	Age
	Gender
	Education
	Type of contract
	Job insecurity
	Job satisfaction
	Organisational commitment
	Performance
	Turnover intention

	Age
	35.84
	9.99
	1
	.014
	-.078*
	-.414**
	-.290**
	.070
	.086*
	.130**
	.285**

	Gender1
	0.40
	0.50
	
	1
	.049
	.070
	.076*
	-.153**
	-.060
	-.101**
	-.040

	Education
	20.79
	2.90
	
	
	1
	-.042
	-.263**
	-.023
	-.163**
	-.108**
	-.063

	Type of contract1
	0.27
	0.45
	
	
	
	1
	.581**
	-.095*
	-.052
	-.140**
	-412**
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	3.58
	2.31
	
	
	
	
	1
	-.211**
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	Job satisfaction2 
	7.59
	1.76
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	.652**
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	.484**

	Organisational commitment2
	7.18
	1.70
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	.365**
	.573**

	Performance
	7.71
	1.06
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	.348**

	Turnover intention
	6.71
	1.62
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Annex 2. Regression Analyses for  the different outcome variables.

	Job Satisfaction

	
	Step 1
	Step 2
	Step 3
	Step 4

	Control

· education

· gender

· age
	-.016

-.172**

.061
	-.021

-.165**

.027
	-.083

-.150**

.005
	-.079

-.144**

.004

	Type of contract
	
	-.080
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	.024

	Job Insecurity
	
	
	-.252**
	-.276**

	Interaction
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Figure 1. Interaction between type of contract and job insecurity for performance.





Figure 2. Interaction between type of contract and job insecurity for turnover intention.
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Annex 1. Mean, Standard Deviations and Correlations between variables (N=535).





1 Dummy-variable:


Type of contract: 0 = permanent contract; 1= temporary contract


Gender: 0 = female; 1 = male


2 Scale ranging from 0 to 10
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