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ABSTRACT
Research on the consequences of job insecurity among temporary workers has been largely exploratory. This study
investigates whether job insecurity either mediates or moderates the relationship between type of contract
(temporary versus permanent) and its outcomes. It extends previous research by including a wide range of outcomes
(job satisfaction, engagement, organisational commitment, trust, general health, irritation, turnover intention,
performance, and positive work life interference), most of which have not yet been considered in this context.
Results (N = 656) point to the moderating role of job insecurity, however only for outcomes reflecting immediate
reactions. Implications for future research are discussed.

OPSOMMING
Navorsing oor die gevolge van werksonsekerheid onder tydelike werknemers was tot dusver hoofsaaklik eksploratief.
Hierdie studie ondersoek of werksonsekerheid die verhouding tussen kontraktipe (tydelik teenoor permanent) en
uitkomste medieer of modereer. Dit bou op vorige navorsing deur ’n wye verskeidenheid uitkomste
(werkstevredenheid, begeestering, organisasieverbondenheid, vertroue, algemene gesondheid, irritasie,
arbeidsverloop intensie, prestasie en positiewe lewensuitkyk), die meeste waarvan nog nie tot op hede in hierdie
konteks inaggeneem is nie. Resultate (N = 656) dui op werksonsekerheid se modererende rol, alhoewel slegs vir
uitkomste wat onmiddelike reaksies tot gevolg hê. Implikasies vir toekomstige navorsing word bespreek.

Within the literature exploring its determinants, the formal
employment contract has been identified as perhaps one of
the most critical factors affecting job insecurity (Kinnunen &
Nätti, 1994; Näswall & De Witte, 2003; Sverke, Gallagher &
Hellgren, 2000). More specifically, job insecurit y is
exacerbated in temporary employment arrangements (Parker,
Griffin, Sprigg & Wall, 2002). This goes to the extent that job
insecurity has been suggested to reflect the subjective
counterpart of temporary employment (Büssing, 1999;
Klandermans & Van Vuuren, 1999). The many observations on
the harmful effects of job insecurity (De Witte, 1999; Sverke,
Hellgren & Näswall, 2002) have resulted in the suggestion of
impaired well-being, and less desirable attit udes and
behaviors among temporary as compared to permanent
workers (Beard & Edwards, 1995). That is, job insecurity is
assumed to mediate, i.e. to account for (Baron & Kenny,
1986), the relationship between temporary employment and
its outcomes: job insecurity is considered to be ‘hidden
beneath’ type of contract (De Witte & Näswall, 2003). Little
empirical effort has been made to validate this assumption.
There are however strong arguments to do so.

employment has not been extensively examined from the
perspective of psychological and physical health (Connelly &
Gallagher, 2004), with the notable exceptions of several
Scandinavian studies (for an overview, see De Cuyper,
Isaksson & De Witte, 2005) and the European Surveys on
Working Conditions (Benavides, Benach, Diez-Roux &
Roman, 2000). Results on health until now have been
contradictory. For example, Aronsson, Gustafsson and Dallner
(2002), as well as Sverke, Gallagher and Hellgren (2000)
found general indicators of well-being to produce little if any
contract-based differences, while permanents reported more
stress and more mental health problems than temporaries in
both the Second and Third European Survey on Working
Conditions (Paoli & Merllié, 2002). Finally, clear-cut
differences between permanents and temporaries are absent
when st udying behaviours, such as performance (Van
Breukelen & Allegro, 2000). In case of inconsistent
relationships between predictor and criterion variables, as is
the case for temporary employment and its psychological
outcomes, a moderator rather than mediator variable is
typically introduced (Baron & Kenny, 1986).

First, studies failed to establish a conclusive link between
type of contract and a diverse range of outcomes (Casey &
Allach, 2004; Connelly & Gallagher, 2004), which is however
conditional for mediation (Baron & Kenny, 1986). For
example, most studies found temporaries to be less satisfied
with their job as compared to permanents (Benach, Gimeno
& Benavides, 2002; OECD, 2002). Other studies did not
establish significant contract-based differences on job
satisfaction (De Witte & Näswall, 2003); still others found
temporaries to score higher on job satisfaction than
permanents (Galup, Saunders, Nelson & Cerveny, 1997; Guest
& Conway, 1997; McDonald & Makin, 2000). Similarly,
inconclusive results have been observed with regard to
organisational commitment (De Witte & Näswall, 2003;
Pearce, 1993; Van Breukelen & Allegro, 2000). Temporary

Second, predictions on how job insecurit y affects
temporaries have been made based on samples largely
dominated by permanents, or on samples that excluded
temporaries from the analyses (Virtanen, Vahtera, Kivimäki,
Pentii & Ferrie, 2002). However, anecdotic evidence suggests
that the harmful effects of job insecurity do not hold for
temporaries. That is, job insecurit y has been found
problematic for permanents but not for temporaries in terms
of job satisfaction and organisational commitment in the
studies by De Witte and Näswall (2003), and by Guest and
Conway (2000). Similarly, Virtanen, Vahtera, Kivimäki,
Pentii and Ferrie (2002) as well as Sverke, Gallagher and
Hellgren (2000) observed a stronger negative relationship
between high levels of job insecurity and health among
permanents as compared to temporaries. This suggests that
job insecurity might moderate rather than mediate the
relationship between type of contract and outcomes.
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supported by a grant from the EU, 5th framework programme (HPSE-CT-2002-00927).
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In response to these observations, this paper aims to assess the
position of job insecurity among employees differing in type
of contract. The study addresses the question whether job
insecurity either mediates or moderates the relationship
between type of contract and outcomes. More specifically, we
investigate whether job insecurity accounts for the relationship
between type of contract and a set of outcomes, or otherwise
changes this relationship in strength or direction. The study
extends previous research by broadening the range of
outcomes to include job satisfaction, engagement, positive
work-home interference, organisational commitment, trust,
general health, irritation (stress), performance, and turnover
intention. These outcomes cover the four major categories of
potential outcomes of job insecurity, as identified by Sverke,
Hellgren and Näswall (2002; Figure 1): the quadrants
distinguish immediate from long-term reactions, and
individual versus organisational outcomes.

Immediate

Long term

Individual

Organizational

Job attitudes
e.g., job satisfaction
e.g., engagement
e.g., positive work-home
interference

Organisational attitudes
e.g., organisational
commitment
e.g., trust

Health & Well-being
e.g., irritation
e.g., health

Work-related behaviour
e.g., performance
e.g., turnover intention

Figure 1: The outcomes of job insecurity (Sverke, Hellgren &
Näswall, 2002)

RESEARCH DESIGN
Data Collection
The survey data were collected during the first six months of
2004, totaling 656 respondents. Employees were sampled in
two target sectors, the industrial (N = 354) and the retail (N =
302) sector with 6 and 7 organisations respectively. Response
rates exceeded 50% in all industrial organisations, with the
exception of one organisation (13%). In the retail sector,
response rates fluctuated between 33% and 60%. One retail
organisation had a lower response (20%). The choice for these
organisations was made on the basis of expected variation in
employment contracts.
Respondents
Almost one out of three respondents (32,3%; N = 212)
was employed temporarily, the vast majority (94,3%) of
which had a fixed term contract. Fixed term contracts
are defined in line with the OECD (Organisation for
Economic Co-operation and Development, 2002) as
contracts that are brought to termination by objective
conditions, for example the completion of an assignment,
or the return of an employee who has been temporarily
replaced. The remainder of the temporary sample (5,7%)
was employed by an agency. These workers were asked to
fill out questions taking the organisation they performed
work at as a reference.
The sample was dominated by blue-collar workers (N = 388;
62,8%) rather than white-collar workers (N = 203; 37,2%),
and by women (N = 393; 61,0%) rather than men (N = 251;
39,0%). Fifteen percent of the respondents went to college
(higher education or university). On average, respondents
spent 12 years in fulltime education. The respondents
were rather young, with an average age of 35 years: 38,4%
of the sample was aged 30 or below, 29,6% was aged
between 31 and 40, and 24,2% was aged between 41 and 50.
The oldest group included 7,8% of the respondents.

Furthermore, most respondents did not work on night
shifts (N = 518; 79,8%), and did not work part-time, defined
as less than 33 hours per week (N = 397; 61,7%). Finally,
12,5% or 80 respondents were single or lived as a single,
while 85,4% (N = 560) were married or cohabiting, or lived
with their family or parents.
In line with population trends, the temporary sample
was younger (M = 30 years) than the permanent sample
(M = 37 years; t(653) = -9,55, p < 0,01), and more temporaries
(18%) than permanents (10%) reported to be single (c² (1, N =
640) = 8,08, p < 0,01). Also, temporaries reported less
working hours (M = 28 hours / week) as compared to
permanents (M = 34, t (641) = -7,43, p < 0,01). Furthermore,
28% of the temporary sample compared to 16% of the
permanent sample worked on night shifts (t (647) = 3,45,
p < 0,01). Finally, 70% of the temporary sample compared
to 57% of the permanent sample was female, c² (1, N = 644) =
9,36, p < 0,01. No contract-based differences were found
for occupational status (blue collar versus white collar,
c² (1, N = 618) = 0,03, n.s.) or years spent in fulltime education
(t (653) = 0,60, n.s.).
Measures
All scales reported in this section were found to have
single factor structures (PCA, Varimax). Response scales
ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree),
unless stated otherwise.
Control Variables
In order to rule out alternative explanations, important
individual and work-related factors were controlled for. Age,
average working hours per week, and years spent in fulltime
education were measured as continuous variables. Occupational
position (0 = blue collar worker; 1 = white collar worker),
working in night shifts (0 = no; 1 = yes), family status (0 = single;
1 = married/cohabiting/living with family or parents), and
gender (0 = female; 1 = male) were dummy-coded. Finally, the
sector in which the respondents were employed was added as
control variable, with 0 representing the industrial sector, and 1
the retail sector.
Independent Variable
Type of contract was dichotomised as permanent (0) versus
temporary (1) contracts.
Intervening Variable
Job insecurity was measured with four items constructed
by De Witte (2000). This scale had a reliability of 0,86,
and included both cognitive (e.g., ‘I am sure I can keep
my job’; reverse coded), and affective items (e.g., I feel
insecure about the future of my job’). This scale has been
used previously (see e.g., Sverke, Hellgren, Näswall,
Chirumbolo, De Witte & Goslinga, 2004), and proved useful
in explaining variance in, for example, organisational
commitment and job satisfaction.
Dependent Variables
Job satisfaction was measured with four items developed by
Price (1997). A sample item is ‘I am not happy with my job’
(reverse coded). Reliability was high (a = 0,82).
The dimensions ‘vigor’ and ‘dedication’ of the Utrecht Work
Engagement Scale (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2003) were used to tap
Engagement. This scale included ten items (e.g., ‘I am
enthusiastic about my job’), with responses varying from 1
(never) to 6 (always). Reliability was high (a = 0,95).
Positive work-home interference was measured using four
items of the Survey Work-home Interaction Nijmegen
(SWING) of Geurts (2000). Respondents had to indicate how
often (1 = rarely or never; 5 = very often or always) it
happened that they for example ‘come home cheerfully after
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a successful day at work, positively affecting the atmosphere
at home’ (a = 0,82).

Mediation Test
Figure 2 presents the mediation model. The hypothesis
that job insecurity mediates the relation between type of
contract (independent variable) and the outcomes
(dependent variables) was tested by regressing (1) job
insecurity on type of contract, (2) the outcomes on type
of contract, and (3) the outcomes on both t y pe of
contract and job insecurity. This follows the procedure for
mediation that is described by Baron & Kenny (1986).
Conditional for mediation is (1) that temporary employment
predicts job insecurity, (2) that type of contract predicts the
outcomes (temporary as compared to permanent
employment yields less desirable results), and (3) that
job insecurity affects the outcomes in the third regression
equation (job insecurity yields detrimental results). If these
conditions all hold in the predicted direction, then the third
regression equation should show type of contract to have a
smaller (partial mediation) or non-significant (full
mediation) effect on the outcomes than in the second
regression equation.

Four items were used to tap organisational commitment (Cook
& Wall, 1980). The item ‘I am quite proud to be able to tell
people who it is I work for’ acts as an example (a = 0,69).
Trust was a seven-item scale, adapted from the scale as reported
by Isaksson et al. (2002), and Rigotti et al. (2003). The scale
focused upon trust in the organisation, its managers, and
organisational practices. Sample items are ‘to what extent do you
trust your immediate line manager to look after your best
interests?’, or ‘Do you feel you are fairly treated by managers and
supervisors?’. Responses could vary from 1 (not at all) to 5
(totally). Reliability is high (a = 0,89).
Health was measured with the subscale ‘general health’ of the SF12 questionnaire (Ware, 1999). A sample item is ‘My health is excellent’. Respondents indicated the extent to which they agreed
with each of the five items, with responses varying from 1
(definitely false) to 5 (definitely true). Reliability equals 0,77.
Irritation was measured using four items developed by Mohr and
Rigotti (2003; Rigotti et al., 2003). The scale describes subjective
emotional and cognitive strain. It reflects an early stage of
psychological impairment with items as ‘I get irritated easily,
even when I don’t want to’ or ‘From time to time I feel like a
bundle of nerves’. Responses could vary from 1 (strongly
disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) (a = 0,85).

Type of contract

Outcomes

Turnover intention was measured using four items (e.g., ‘I
would be reluctant to leave this job’, reverse coded) of Price
(1997) (a = 0,79).

Job insecurity

Performance was measured on a scale from 1 (very badly) to 5
(very well), relying on the items of Abramis (1994). Respondents
rated their qualitative performance on nine work-related
aspects), for example with regard to making decisions, or taking
initiatives (a = 0,78).

Figure 2: The mediational model
Moderation Test
Figure 3 presents the moderation model. The hypothesis that
job insecurity moderates the relationship between type of
contract and outcomes was tested following the procedure
recommended by Aiken and West (1991): the control variables
were entered in the first step of the regression equation, type
of contract in the second, and job insecurity in the third. In the
final step, the interaction term was added, with this interaction
being a multiplication of the standardised variables. When

Information about means, standard deviations, and correlations
between scales is to be found in table 1.
Hypotheses were tested using regression analyses, applying
list wise deletion with slightly smaller samples as a
consequence. Regressions were performed separately for all
dependent variables.
TABLE 1
THE
Mean

SD

Type of contract1

0,32

0,47

1

Job insecurity

2,45

0,87

0,34**

Job satisfaction

3,99

0,67

0,15**

-0,22**

1

Engagement

3,76

1,09

0,12**

-0,20**

0,68**

1

Work-home interference

3,08

0,79

0,04

-0,12**

0,41**

0,44**

1

Org. commitment

3,79

0,59

0,09*

-0,32**

0,69**

0,67**

0,34**

1

Trust

3,32

0,85

0,18**

-0,16**

0,56**

0,48**

0,60**

0,27**

1

General health

3,82

0,69

0,07

-0,11**

0,27**

0,29**

0,22**

0,24**

0,27**

Irritation

2,84

1,18

-0,17**

0,14**

-0,36**

-0,29**

-0,28**

-0,36**

-0,36**

-0,14**

Turnover intention

1,75

0,68

-0,11**

0,17**

-0,71**

-0,54**

-0,60**

-0,48**

-0,48**

0,28**

-0,30**

1

Performance

4,09

0,44

-0,07

-0,19**

0,29**

0,42**

0,34**

0,16**

0,16**

-0,14**

-0,25**

0,23**

0 = permanent; 1 = temporary
* p < 0,05; ** p < 0,01

1

1

CORRELATION MATRIX

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

1

1
1
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interactions proved significant, regression analyses with job
insecurity predicting the outcomes after controlling for the
background variables were performed separately for
temporaries and permanents.
Type of contract

but at a 0,01 level among permanents. Finally, job insecurity
yielded highly significant effects among both temporaries
and permanents on organisational commitment. Still, the
mutually distinct confidence intervals suggested that the
job insecurit y effect is significantly stronger among
permanents.
TABLE 2

Outcomes

Job insecurity

MEANS,

STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND CONFIDENCE INTERVALS

M

SD

95% Confidence
Interval

Type of contract * Job insecurity
Lower Upper
bound bound

Figure 3: The moderation model

RESULTS
Mediation
Type of contract was highly predictive for job insecurity (ß =
0,36, p < 0,01): temporaries (M = 2,88) were higher on job
insecurity as compared to permanents (M = 2,25). This aligns
with the first condition for mediation.
Furthermore, job insecurity was negatively related to job
satisfaction (ß = -0,31, p < 0,01), engagement (ß = -0,30, p < 0.01),
positive work-home interference (ß = -.11, p < 0.05),
organisational commitment (ß = -0,40, p < 0,01), trust (ß = -0,29,
p < 0,01), health (ß = -0,20, p < 0,01), and performance (ß = -0,24,
p < 0,01). It was positively related to irritation (ß = 0,29, p < 0,01)
and turnover intention (ß = 0,27, p < 0,01).
However, the effects of type of contract were either nonsignificant or opposite to those expected, based on the effects
of job insecurity. More specifically, type of contract did not
add significantly in explaining variance in general health (ß =
0,07, n.s), performance (ß = -0,06, n.s.), and positive workhome interference (ß = 0,07, n.s.). Also, temporary
employment related positively to job satisfaction (ß = 0,16, p
< 0,01), engagement (ß = 0,20, p < 0,01), organisational
commitment (ß = 0,13, p < 0,01), and trust (ß = 0,18, p < 0,01).
It related negatively to irritation (ß = -0,17, p < 0,01), and
turnover intention (ß = -0,15, p < 0,01). This is illustrated in
Table 2, in which the mean scores for both groups are
presented. For general health, performance and positive
work-home interference, the highly overlapping confidence
intervals suggested that the null hypothesis of no contractbased differences might be likely. Altogether, evidence on job
insecurity as a mediator between type of contract and the
outcomes was lacking: the regression of outcomes on type of
contract yielded results that are incompatible with the
prediction of mediation by job insecurity.
The interaction term between type of contract and job
insecurity proved significant for all outcomes reflecting the
immediate consequences of job insecurity: job satisfaction,
engagement, positive work-home interference, organisational
commitment, and trust (Table 3). No such interaction was found
for outcomes reflecting long-term reactions (general health,
irritation, and performance), with the exception of turnover
intention (Table 4).
A next step was to investigate the direction of the interaction
effect. Table 5 suggests that job insecurity might be more
detrimental for permanents as compared to temporaries.
More specifically, job insecurity was highly predictive for
job satisfaction, turnover intention, and positive workhome interference among permanents; it was not
among temporaries. Furthermore, job insecurity predicted
engagement and trust at a 0,05 level among temporaries,

Job satisfaction

Permanent
Temporary

3,92
4,12

0,68
0,64

3,86
4,05

3,99
4,22

Engagement

Permanent
Temporary

3,67
3,93

1,08
1,12

3,57
3,81

3,77
4,10

Work-home interference

Permanent
Temporary

3,06
3,12

0,79
0,79

2,98
3,02

3,13
3,24

Org. Commitment

Permanent
Temporary

3,87
3,95

0,61
0,63

3,70
3,79

3,80
3,95

Trust

Permanent
Temporary

3,21
3,54

0,84
0,85

3,13
3,43

3,29
3,67

Health

Permanent
Temporary

3,79
3,89

0,70
0,66

3,72
3,80

3,85
3,98

Irritation

Permanent
Temporary

2,97
2,54

1,17
1,15

2,86
2,39

3,08
2,70

Turnover intention

Permanent
Temporary

1,80
1,65

0,69
0,67

1,73
1,55

1,86
1,73

Performance

Permanent
Temporary

4,11
4,04

0,43
0,46

4,07
3,98

4,15
4,11

TABLE 3
SUMMARY

OF HIERARCHICAL REGRESSION ANALYSIS FOR JOB

SATISFACTION, ENGAGEMENT, ORGANISATIONAL COMMITMENT,
TRUST, AND POSITIVE WORK-HOME INTERFERENCE

Job
satisf.
Step 1

Sector (retail)

-0,02

Engag.
Comm.

Org.

Trust

Work
home

0,11*

-0,03

0,09

0,04

Position (white collar)

0,05

0,09

0,04

0,06

Hours/week

0,00

-0,01

0,14** 0,01

0,06

-0,02

Night shifts

0,01

0,07

0,05

-0,02

Married/Cohabiting

0,04

0,08*

0,02

0,09

Sex (male)

-0,10*

-0,01

Age

0,03

0,17** 0,07

0,00

Fulltime education

-0,05

-0,08

-0,05

0,09
-0,12**

-0,12** 0,09*
0,09*

0,00

0,00

0,10*

0,10*

-0,15**

Step 2

Contract type

Step 3

Job insecurity

-0,38** -0,35** -0,45** -0,15** -0,11*

Step 4

Interaction

-0,26** -0,19** -0,17** -0,11*

0,24**

0,28** 0,25**

R² adj

0,17

0,17

0,12

0,06

R² change step 1

0,04**

0,06** 0,03*

0,03

0,05**

R² change step 2

0,02**

0,03** 0,02**

0,03** 0,00

R² change step 3

0,07**

0,07** 0,12**

0,07** 0,01*

R² change step 4

0,05**

0,03** 0,02**

0,03** 0,01*

** p < 0,01; * p < 0,05

0,17

0,06

JOB INSECURITY AND TEMPORARY EMPLOYMENT

TABLE 4
SUMMARY

OF HIERARCHICAL REGRESSION ANALYSIS FOR HEALTH,

IRRITATION, TURNOVER INTENTION AND PERFORMANCE

Health

Step 1

Irritation Turnover
intention

Performance

Sector (retail)

-0,02

0,14*

0,09

0,16**

Position (white collar)

0,02

0,08

0,00

-0,14**

Hours/week

0,07

0,08

-0,01

0,09

Night shifts

0,07

-0,01

-0,04

0,13**

Married/Cohabiting

0,01

0,04

-0,02

-0,00

Sex (male)

-0,09

0,01

0,07

-0,04

Age

-0,03

-0,01

-0,10*

Fulltime education

0,06

-0,01

0,04

Step 2

Contract type

0,14**

-0,27**

-0,21**

Step 3

Job insecurity

-0,23**

0,29**

0,34**

-0,23**

Step 4

Interaction

-0,08

0,02

0,26**

0,03

R² adj

0,06

0,09

0,13

0,09

R² change step 1

0,02

0,02

0,02

0,06**

R² change step 2

0,01

0,02**

0,02**

0,00

R² change step 3

0,03**

0,06**

0,05**

0,04**

R² change step 4

0,01

0,00

0,06**

0,00 **

0,17**
-0,02
0,03

** p < 0,01; * p < 0,05

TABLE 5
STANDARDIZED BETA AND CONFIDENCE INTERVALS OF JOB
INSECURITY, SEPARATELY FOR PERMANENTS AND TEMPORARIES
M

SD

b

95% Confidence
Interval
95% Confidence
interval for B

Lower
bound

Upper
bound

Job satisfaction

Permanent
Temporary

-0,44**
-0,11

-0,49
-0,17

-0,32
0,03

Engagement

Permanent
Temporary

-0,40**
-0,16*

-0,71
-0,34

-0,43
0,00

Work-Home
interference

Permanent
Temporary

-0,18**
0,01

-0,32
-0,12

-0,09
0,13

Org. Commitment

Permanent
Temporary

-0,46**
-0,29**

-0,45
-0,25

-0,29
-0,08

Trust

Permanent
Temporary

-0,38**
-0,17*

-0,54
-0,28

-0,31
-0,01

Turnover intention

Permanent
Temporary

0,43**
0,02

0,31
-0,10

0,50
0,12 **

** p < 0,01; * p < 0,05

DISCUSSION
This study investigated the position of job insecurity in the
relation bet ween t ype of contract (permanent versus
temporary) and various outcomes. Theoretically, job
insecurity is thought to mediate this relationship. In this view,
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job insecurity is considered to be a classic work stressor with
harmful effects for all employees. As temporary employment
is associated with job insecurity, this leads to the expectation
of adverse results among temporary workers. Empirical
studies, however, did not succeed in establishing firm
relationships bet ween t ype of contract and outcomes.
Moreover, preliminary evidence with a limited subset of
outcome variables suggests job insecurity to play a different
role on the basis of type of contract, with its effects being
most harmful to permanents. This may suggest that job
insecurity is a moderator rather than a mediator.
This study expanded previous research on this topic by (1)
providing a systematic test of both the mediator and the
moderator hypothesis, and by (2) including a diverse range of
outcomes along the quadrant built by the dimensions
immediate versus long term, and individually versus
organisationally oriented (Sverke, Hellgren & Näswall,
2002): job satisfaction, engagement, positive work-home
interference, organisational commitment, trust, general
health, irritation, turnover intention, and performance.
Except for job satisfaction, organisational commitment and
general health, these outcomes have not been included
previously in relation to the combined effect of temporary
employment and job insecurity.
Summary of Results
Altogether, we did not find evidence suggesting that job
insecurity mediates the relationship between type of contract
and the outcomes. As in previous studies, type of contract was
highly predictive for job insecurity. Similarly, job insecurity was
associated with unfavourable attitudes and behaviours, and with
poor health. Consequently, mediation would require temporary
employment to have adverse effects, in line with the effects of
job insecurity. However, its effects were non-significant for
general health, performance and positive work-home
interference, and they were in the opposite direction for job
satisfaction, engagement, organisational commitment, trust,
irritation, and turnover intention.
In contrast, there was evidence for a moderator effect of job
insecurity, at least for outcomes covering immediate
consequences (job satisfaction, engagement, organisational
commitment, and trust), as well as for turnover intention. Job
insecurity affected permanents more severely than temporaries.
More specifically, job insecurity proved less problematic for
temporaries as compared to permanents in terms of engagement,
trust, and organisational commitment; it was not problematic
for temporaries in terms of job satisfaction, turnover intention,
and positive work-home interference, whereas it was for
permanents. No such moderation was found for variables
measuring health and well-being or behavior.
These observations may further the debate on job insecurity: we
found evidence that job insecurity does not need to be
problematic in terms of psychological outcomes. Temporary
workers were found more insecure as compared to permanents.
Still, job insecurity did not result in lower job satisfaction,
higher turnover intention, and impaired positive work-home
interference, whereas it did for permanents. Furthermore, job
insecurity effects on engagement, trust and organisational
commitment were weaker for temporaries as compared to
permanents. No such moderation effects were found for most of
the long-term consequences (health, irritation, and
performance). The long-term nature of these variables may
possibly explain the absence of interaction effects, as they do not
fit the inherently short-term nature of temporary assignments.
Altogether, type of contract might challenge the traditional
consideration of job insecurity as a classic stressor harmful to all
employees. Also, our results refute the assumption that type of
contract and job insecurity reflect the objective respectively
subjective interpretation of the same construct: their impact on
various outcomes is different.
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Similarly, we found evidence that type of contract does not need
to be problematic in terms of psychological outcomes. At the
contrary, temporary employment was not predictive for general
health, performance, and positive work-home interference.
Based on the mean scores and their confidence intervals
separately for the permanent and temporary group, it can be
argued that possible contract-based differences are not
meaningful. Furthermore, temporary employment was
positively associated with job satisfaction, engagement,
organisational commitment, and trust, whereas it was negatively
related to irritation and turnover intention. These observations
may have important implications for research on the impact of
temporary employment. Most authors have warned against the
detrimental impact of temporary employment, primarily based
on its inferior job characteristics (e.g., Beard & Edwards, 1995),
most notably job insecurity. Our study suggests that temporary
employment does not necessarily lead to outcomes inferior to
those reported by permanents.
Limitations
There are some drawbacks in our study. First, even though the
varied organisational contexts offer some good possibilities for
generalising findings towards a large population, this study is
limited with regard to the specific type of temporary worker.
The sample was heavily dominated by fixed term contract
workers, in line with its relatively high share in the Belgian
labour market. Therefore, generalising these results to other
countries with different labour markets, or generalising results
to include for example temporary agency workers and day-to-day
contractors might not be appropriate.
Second, the response rates for most organisations were rather
high, exceeding 50% for all industrial organisations except for
one, and fluctuating between 33% and 60% for all retail
organisations except for one. Still, the results may not be fully
representative for the population.
Furthermore, previous studies (for a review, see e.g. Sverke,
Hellgren & Näswall, 2002) have outlined that job insecurity
causes detrimental outcomes, in line with theoretical
considerations. Our data are cross-sectional in nature, which
hampers a causal interpretation. A longitudinal design is
however difficult to establish: sampling temporary workers for a
longitudinal study may lead to high percentages of nonresponses in follow-up studies, due to the short-term nature of
their assignments.
Finally, our data rely on self-reports, which may increase the risk
of common variance. However, this may not be a major concern
when testing for interactions: common method effects are likely
to attenuate rather than to strengthen interaction effects
(Conway & Briner, 2002). Furthermore, type of contract as the
central variable in this study is descriptive in nature, which may
at least partially counteract the threat of common variance.
Suggestions for Future Research
One future area of research might be to fully include the
heterogeneity of the temporary workforce, including temporary
agency workers and day-to-day contractors. A major thesis in
literature suggests that the mixed observations on the effect of
type of contract stem from the variety of temporary
employment arrangements (e.g., Connelly & Gallagher, 2004).
Accordingly, job insecurity may yield different effects, in terms
of their size or their direction, depending on the specific type of
temporary employment arrangement.
Furthermore, we have argued that the consequences of job
insecurity as found among samples dominated by permanents
cannot be generalised towards temporary employees. However,
permanent employees may differ from contingent employees
on other dimensions too, as for example weekly working
hours. That is, future research may want to explore the
consequences of job insecurity for those employed full-time

versus part-time. Similarly, future research should explore the
extent to which other stressors (e.g., low control) identified
among a dominant full-time permanent population hold for
contingent workers.
In general, an important area of future research should be
to evaluate the extent to which the dominating standard
of permanent, full-time employment can be generalised
towards all types of employees. This runs counter to the
bulk of contemporary research, which tends to generalise
observations among traditional samples to all types of
employees. Kluytmans and Ott (1999) refer to this research
tradition as ‘the psycholog y of lifetime employment’.
However, along with the increased share of flexible workers
(e.g., Guest, 2004; OECD, 2000), researchers should challenge
this tradition. This might offer useful pathways to formulate a
theoretical framework to interpret and explain the results as
found in this study.
In this regard, the psychological contract might be a promising
concept. The psychological contract is defined as ‘the
idiosyncratic set of reciprocal expectations held by employees
concerning their obligations and their entitlements’ (McLean
Parks, Kidder & Gallagher, 1998). Empirical studies found
temporaries and permanents to hold different psychological
contracts, along the distinction between transactional and
relational psychological contract types (Van Dyne & Ang, 1998;
Coyle-Shapiro & Kessler, 2002; Millward & Brewerton, 1999;
Millward & Hopkins, 1998). The relational psychological
contract involves open-ended agreements, with a focus on socioemotional exchanges as for example job security and loyalty.
Transactional psychological contracts focus on economic
exchange (e.g., pay for attendance).
The above might have important implications for the study of
both temporary employment and job insecurity. First, this
framework suggests temporaries and permanents to hold
different expectations. These may reflect a standard against
which the employment relationship is evaluated, due to their
importance in predicting employees’ attitudes, behavior and
well-being (Anderson & Schalk, 1998). That is, the impact of
temporary employment cannot be assessed using the
dominating standard related to permanent employment. Rather,
temporary employment may challenge and transform the
experience of work, resulting in new, but not necessarily inferior
subjective work identities (Garsten, 1999).
Second, job security is defined as the protagonist of the
relational psychological contract (Millward & Brewerton,
2000). As a consequence, job insecurity represents a major
violation of the relational psychological contract. The
evaluation of psychological contract terms as either fulfilled
or violated proved to yield intense attitudinal and emotional
responses (Robinson & Rousseau, 1994). In the case of job
insecurity, this foremost affect those holding relational
psychological contracts, as do permanents. Until now, this
psychological contract perspective towards temporary
employment and job insecurity is speculative. Nevertheless,
future research may consider it a worthwhile avenue to
pursue further.
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