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Uncertainty, mobility, and opportunity are some of the concepts used to describe work in today’s 
society. Greater economic energy and flexibility have certainly created conditions that enable organiza-
tions to be more competitive, but these changes have also given rise to greater uncertainty, instability, 
and risk for workers, with a subsequent increase in their levels of stress and anxiety. This study aims to 
investigate the effects of temporary job contracts on the well-being of individuals and organizations, on 
the basis of an empirical survey on a sample of 106 Italian workers in the tertiary sector. Results show 
that the type of contract, as well as the possibility of choosing, have effects on personal and organiza-
tional variables, such as climate, conflict, perceived organizational support (POS), commitment, organ-
izational citizenship behavior (OCB), strain, burnout, and turnover intention. Results are also reported 
for gender and some organizational well-being/malaise dimensions. Such findings may be useful in de-
veloping some management guidelines to foster the sustainability of different forms of employment. 
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BACKGROUND 

 

Among the new forms of employment that have emerged in recent years, temporary jobs 

have certainly become one of the most common. The competitive environment has created the 

need for organizations to identify the most appropriate and flexible ways to deal with different 

strategic and operational contingencies. In the last decade, there has been a particularly signifi-

cant growth in the offer of temporary employment contracts, which allow organizations to use a 

workforce more flexibly than in the case of conventional open-ended employment contracts. 

The economy greater dynamism and flexibility have to be credited with having created 

the necessary conditions for organizations to become more competitive on the one hand, while 

generating more opportunities for workers on the other. According to some studies, however, 

these changes have paved the way to rising levels of insecurity and instability with the conse-
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quent burden of anxiety on workers and self-employed workers, especially the less well-trained 

and competent (Gallino, 2007). 

The European Agency for Safety and Health at Work (2007) has recently included, 

among the new and growing risks to occupational health and safety, new forms of employment 

contract and the job insecurity that they can create, although temporary work, as we will see later, 

may also be associated with elements that are positive for both the organization and the individ-

ual concerned.   

Just as the effects of repetitive, monotonous work ― namely maladjustment, demotiva-

tion, and worker dissatisfaction ― were studied in the past, it is now necessary to focus on occu-

pational uncertainty, variability, and flexibility. 

Hence this empirical survey, which aims to better understand the world of temporary 

workers, who are all too often regarded as an even group, though multiple “categories” of people 

are involved in these new forms of employment, working on a number of different types of con-

tract, for different reasons, with different levels of acceptance, and different perceptions of their 

role ― differences that profoundly influence their general well-being. This study aims, in par-

ticular, to further analyze the influence of the type of employment contract (temporary vs. open-

ended), whether or not it was chosen deliberately, whether or not a temporary contract is con-

vertible into a permanent one, and how desirable this option appears, vis-à-vis several personal 

and organizational variables, such as climate, conflict, perceived organizational support (POS), 

commitment, organizational citizenship behavior (OCB), strain, burnout, and turnover intention. 

There are therefore many variables involved and their relationships are not always linear. Below 

is a summary of key developments in the specialist literature, that served as the starting point of 

this investigation. 

 

 

Subjective and Objective Occupational Uncertainty 

 

It is well known that, among the more salient features of temporary employment, there is 

a low sense of security. According to Kraimer, Wayne, Liden, and Sparrowe (2005), perceived 

occupational security is a vast psychological construct, defined as the workers’ expectation that 

their working relationship with the organization will continue into the future. Mauno, Kinnunen, 

Mäkikangas, and Nätti (2005) considered perceived job insecurity as people’s subjective estimate 

of the probability of losing their jobs. This also has to do with objective circumstances, such as 

corporate strategy, the situation on the labor market, or having a temporary employment contract; 

the two, subjective and objective, components of insecurity are closely inter-related. 

Insecurity also has important consequences on the attitudes of workers with temporary 

jobs. According to various studies, the objective condition of employment insecurity has many 

negative effects on people’s well-being and health. For example, it gives rise to a greater percep-

tion of fatigue in performing one’s duties, higher levels of job dissatisfaction (Benavides, Ben-

ach, Diez-Roux, & Roman, 2000), more severe psychological stress, and a lower level of organ-

izational commitment (Connelly & Gallagher, 2004). 

A substantial amount of research has shown, however, that temporary workers have 

sometimes reported lower levels of psychosomatic disorders (Sverke, Hellgreen, & Näswall, 

2002), stress (Moilanen, 2000), and role conflicts (Parker, Griffin, Sprigg, & Wall, 2002) than 
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permanent workers. Such a situation can be explained using the concept of justice; organizations 

assure a “fair” treatment when benefits (related to salaries and career, training, or opportunities) 

are available to all workers, without discriminating between core and contingent workforce, with 

a view to enhancing every individual’s performance and skills. This approach helps to foster a 

sense of fairness among the workers, in line with the Relative Deprivation Theory (Crosby, 

1976), according to which workers’ attitudes toward an organization depend on the comparison 

they draw between their own benefits and those received by colleagues in the same conditions 

(Mauno et. al., 2005). The more temporary workers feel they are being treated in the same way as 

the permanent staff, the more positive their attitude to their job and the organization will be. 

A second key issue derives from the Anticipation Theory (Wheeler & Buckley, 2000), 

which states that the attitude a worker develops toward an organization is more positive the more 

he/she expects an open-ended contract. 

On the other hand, subjective insecurity stems from how individuals assess their current 

employment. Very often, this type of insecurity has been defined as the perception of a threaten-

ing situation that might lead to the loss of one’s job (Caplan, Cobb, French, Van Harrison, & 

Pinneau, 1980). Greenhalgh and Rosenblatt (1984) gave a positive definition of the sense of secu-

rity as the worker’s feeling that he/she will succeed in keeping his/her job even when it is under 

threat (due to redundancies or the elimination of some of its desirable features, such as chances of 

promotion or fringe benefits). 

From the Stress Theory perspective, insecurity could be seen as a stressor: in a time of 

crisis, the worker perceives a discrepancy between the desired level of security and that guaran-

teed by the organization, and this has damaging effects on the individual’s attitudes and well-

being. Sverke et al. (2002) showed a positive correlation between perceived insecurity, work dis-

satisfaction, and the intention to change one’s job. 

 

 

Individual Preferences and Skills 

 

The concept of choice, in terms of a preference for temporary employment contracts, is 

seen as crucial in the reference literature. Marler, Barringer, and Milkovich (2002) saw temporary 

workers as differing in two dimensions: the skills they possess and their preferences for different 

types of contract. Two worker types can therefore be identified: a “traditional” worker with lim-

ited skills and a preference for a standard, open-ended employment contract, and a “boundary-

less” worker with far more skills and a preference for a non-standard career. These two types dif-

fer in several respects: boundaryless workers perceive the opportunity to have numerous short or 

medium-term working relationships with different companies more positively than traditional 

workers; they expect to receive higher salaries and sometimes they actually do; are more satisfied 

with their work and payment; feel more committed to the organization; are more often part of a 

family in which both partners work and earn an income. 

The authors therefore claimed that a relatively simple distinction exists between those 

who prefer temporary work contracts (boundaryless workers) and those who do not (traditional 

workers), though it has been noted that such a preference can be defined along a continuum 

(Marler et al., 2002). 
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Saunders and Thornhill (2006) extended the classification suggested by Marler et al. 

(2002) — which originally referred to agency-administered work — to all temporary workers. 

Combining the two variables, “skills” and “contract preferences,” grants four possible profiles: 1) 

boundaryless workers, with very high qualifications and a strong preference for temporary work; 

2) regular temporary workers, with limited qualifications and a marked preference for temporary 

work; 3) occasional temporary workers, with high qualifications and a low preference for tempo-

rary work; 4) traditional workers, with limited qualifications and a low preference for temporary 

work.  

 

 

Work Insecurity and Well-Being 

 

As noted previously, perceived job insecurity is a stress factor that can undermine an in-

dividual’s well-being; in an insecure employment, a worker experiences a discrepancy between 

the objectively-low job security the employer offers and the hoped-for security: this situation can 

have a number of negative psychological and physical consequences. 

De Witte and Näswall (2003) explained the negative relationship between perceived job 

insecurity and well-being by two hypotheses. The Intensification Hypothesis, based on Stress 

Theory, states that when two or more stressful experiences occur at the same time, their com-

bined negative effect tends to be exacerbated. It follows that the effects of stressors on well-being 

are less severe when they are experienced separately or at different times. According to the Inten-

sification Hypothesis, perceived job insecurity has a more negative influence on temporary work-

ers than on permanent staff, because the former already experience an objective situation of inse-

curity, given the intrinsic nature of their work, not to mention the other sources of stress typical 

of any job. This hypothesis can also be interpreted in the light of the Conservation of Resources 

Theory (Hobfoll & Shirom, 2001), postulating a general tendency to minimize losses and try to 

preserve resources. A condition of greater individual malaise is therefore associated with greater 

losses. 

The Violation Hypothesis derives instead from the Psychological Contract Theory, ac-

cording to which the violation of a tacit agreement between workers and organizations can have 

many negative consequences on the workers’ well-being. In this perspective, perceived job inse-

curity has a more pronounced negative effect on workers who attach greater importance to objec-

tive job security, that is, those employed on open-ended contracts. The Violation Hypothesis has 

often been confirmed empirically, as in research conducted by De Witte and Näswall (2003), and 

by De Cuyper and De Witte (2003). 

Levashina and Hundley (2004) also highlighted the importance of freedom of choice for 

individuals signing a temporary employment contract, because workers who have deliberately 

chosen a temporary job naturally have higher levels of well-being than those who would have 

preferred permanent employment. 

 

 

Job Satisfaction 

 

Beckmann, Binz, and Schauenberg (2007) tried to systematize the evidence gathered that 

far on the relationship between job satisfaction and temporary work. They argued that short-term 
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employment contracts can have both positive and negative effects on job satisfaction. The nega-

tive effects are the most obvious and are taken for granted: temporary jobs are generally associ-

ated with a greater perception of job insecurity, which, in turn, triggers concern about losing 

one’s job and the associated income. All this affects people’s work, satisfaction, and well-being 

(Sverke et al., 2002). 

A second explanation emerges from the Psychological Contract Theory, according to 

which workers seeing no chance of converting their temporary job with an organization into per-

manent employment despite all their efforts, will perceive this as a violation (De Witte & 

Näswall, 2003). 

The negative relationship between short-term contracts and job satisfaction also stems 

from social comparisons between one’s situation and that of others; workers with temporary con-

tracts may see themselves as disadvantaged in terms of job security, experiencing feelings of ine-

quality and deprivation (Pearce, 1998). 

Beckmann et al. (2007) wondered why temporary workers may, however, experience 

greater job satisfaction than people in permanent jobs. The reason, in this case, lies in the very 

fact of having a job (given the previous unemployment condition), or in a stronger motivation to 

do well in the hope of being rewarded with an open-ended contract when the appointment comes 

to an end (Galup, Saunders, Nelson, & Cerveny, 1997; McDonald & Makin, 2000).  

Most research conducted on job satisfaction in temporary workers has produced contra-

dictory results (Connelly & Gallagher, 2004). For example, a negative relationship emerged be-

tween temporary work and job satisfaction (Bergman, 2002; Kaiser, 2002), which seems to be 

less pronounced among women (D’Addio, Eriksson, & Frijters, 2003). In other words, female 

workers with temporary contracts experience higher levels of job satisfaction than their male 

counterparts, possibly because women react more favorably to types of contract that allow them 

to organize their time flexibly, adapting to the needs of managing a family and caring for elderly 

relatives, because these responsibilities are still usually shouldered by women.  

It was noted, in particular, that temporary contracts affect specific aspects of job satisfac-

tion, such as satisfaction with payment, perceived occupational safety, job content, and career 

prospects (Booth, Francesconi, & Frank, 2002). 

Nowadays, however, there is a tendency to consider not so much the types of contract, 

but rather the individual’s psychological features as determinants of job satisfaction. De Witte 

and Näswall (2003), and MacNamara (2003) stressed the central role of perceived security as a 

variable determining job satisfaction, while Levashina and Hundley (2004) emphasized the im-

portance of freedom of choice for individuals signing a temporary job contract with those choos-

ing this solution deliberately showing higher levels of job satisfaction than those who see it as a 

last resort. 

 

 

Organizational Commitment 

 

As with the other constructs analyzed, the specialist literature presents contrasting views 

on organizational commitment. Some studies found temporary workers to be characterized by 

lower levels of commitment than permanent staff (Van Dyne & Ang, 1998), while others re-

ported similar levels of commitment in the two types of worker (Pearce, 1993). A research con-
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ducted by McDonald and Makin (2000) showed that temporary workers in the tourist sector had 

higher levels of affective and normative commitment than permanent workers, and that the rela-

tional component of the psychological contract of the two types of worker was much the same. 

These authors tried to explain the different, often inconsistent, results as follows: because a con-

tinuance commitment is an indication that a worker hopes to stay on with the organization in the 

future, contingent workers who would like to keep their jobs indefinitely will understandably 

show high levels of continuance commitment. At the same time, in line with the Anticipatory So-

cialization Theory, compliance with the rules, symbols, and rituals of a desirable group is often 

stronger in subjects who are outside it, but wish to enter and become part of it (McDonald & 

Makin, 2000); thus a person’s psychological components (the desire to become part of a group) 

stand out as a reason for commitment.  

In addition to the inherent complexity of the construct and its breakdown into three sepa-

rate components — affective, normative, and continuance — the great variety of situations that 

can be considered as temporary work must be borne in mind. An example is the contracts by 

temporary employment agencies, in which Coyle-Shapiro and Morrow (2006) identified what 

they called a dual commitment. Here workers formally work for an agency, but they are really 

serving in a given client organization and can therefore recognize and differentiate between two 

levels of commitment: to the agency and to the organization. 

 

 

Altruism and Compliance 

 

Organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) is a term describing a worker’s compliance 

with the needs of the organization, such as working late to complete a task, or behaving proso-

cially toward colleagues, for instance helping a colleague in difficulty. OCBs are not covered ex-

plicitly in employment contracts or remuneration systems. In one of the first studies on the sub-

ject, Van Dyne and Ang (1998) showed that contingent workers implement fewer OCBs than 

workers with permanent contracts, the former also showing a lower level of organizational com-

mitment. This may be because companies typically give fewer rewards (be they tangible or in-

tangible) to temporary staff, who consequently feel less “indebted” to their employers. 

Feather and Rauter (2004) analyzed the relationship between OCBs, job satisfaction, or-

ganizational commitment, chances of self-satisfaction (in terms of influence on job content, vari-

ety of occupational roles, and opportunities to use their skills), and objective job security. They 

found that contingent teachers (in an objectively insecure employment condition) have higher 

levels of OCB and perceived job insecurity, and fewer chances of self-satisfaction at work than 

teachers on permanent contracts (in objectively more secure conditions). They also showed a 

positive correlation among contingent teachers between OCBs and perceived insecurity, as op-

posed to a negative relationship between OCBs and chances of influencing their job content or 

using their skills at work. They noted that contract workers, who perceive themselves as more in-

secure in their work, less able to influence their own activities, and less required to use their 

skills, perceive OCB as a way to meet needs related to security, influence, and the use of their 

skills at work. Conversely, teachers with a permanent contract and a secure job, greater responsi-

bility, and more opportunities to use all their skills, use OCB to obtain other personal goals, such 

as promotions and better career prospects. Finally, among the temporary workers, OCBs were as-
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sociated directly with both affective commitment and identification with the organization, while 

this is not true of permanent staff.  

Chambel and Castanheira (2006) showed a fundamental role of the psychological con-

tract as a variable mediating between a worker’s status and OCBs; temporary workers adopt a 

compliant and altruistic behavior when their psychological contract attributes importance to so-

cial and emotional aspects in their interaction with the organization. As there is often a correla-

tion between temporary worker status and transactional psychological contract, which focuses es-

sentially on economic and material variables, the organization clearly has a central role in making 

contingent workers feel important and not discriminated: this will enable workers to implement 

OCBs with benefits for both sides. The authors also noted that a relational type of contract actu-

ally benefits the workers’ performance as well. 

 

 

Strain 

 

Some research on temporary work identified it as a possible cause of strain (Belous, 

1989; Feldman, Doerpinghaus, & Turnley, 1995), while other studies provided evidence to the 

contrary, noting a negative correlation between temporary work and strain (Lee & Johnson, 1991; 

Russell-Gardner & Jackson, 1995). Sharon, Griffin, Sprigg, and Wall (2002) suggested that the 

relationship between the status of contingent worker and strain is mediated by four intervening 

variables: job security, participatory problem-solving style, role overload, and role conflict. Tem-

porary employment, considered in this model as an independent variable, negatively influences 

the above four dimensions, each of which has subsequent repercussions on strain. On the one 

hand, job insecurity and participatory problem-solving style result being inversely proportional to 

strain; on the other, role overload and role conflict directly influence the dependent variable. 

 

 

Perception of Organizational Support 

 

Two constructs in the literature on contingent work refer to how organizations treat their 

employees, namely, perceived justice and perceived organizational support (POS). The literature 

has highlighted the importance of POS and the perception of justice in determining an em-

ployee’s commitment to an organization. According to the rule of reciprocity, Rhoades and Eis-

emberger (2002) emphasized a strong positive relationship between POS and affective organiza-

tional commitment. Though this conclusion was drawn from analyzing several studies conducted 

mostly on permanently-employed workers, it is reasonable to assume that the affective commit-

ment toward an organization is influenced by the employee’s perception of how much it supports 

its workers (Coyle-Shapiro & Morrow, 2006).  

In a study on workers with short-term contracts, Levesque and Rousseau (1999) sug-

gested that perceived socio-emotional support correlates directly with organizational commit-

ment. Here again, the issue becomes more complicated in the case of agency-administered work, 

because there are two organizations capable of offering the worker support.  

Both Liden, Wayne, Kraimer, and Sparrowe (2003) and McClurg (1999) showed that 

commitment to the client organization depends on the support it provides, considered separately 
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from the commitment afforded to the agency, which also depends on the support offered by the 

latter. Connelly, Gallagher, and Gilley (2003) demonstrated, however, that the support provided 

by the client organization can predict affective and continuance commitment toward the agency, 

in a sort of spillover effect. Therefore, both separate and interacting dimensions of organizational 

commitment are present. 

 

 

Conflict and Work Overload 

 

The topics discussed so far show that — if certain conditions are met — there may be 

positive aspects associated with temporary work. In addition to the conditions mentioned above, 

it can be noted, for example, that temporary workers perform less demanding tasks than perma-

nent staff, in terms of both quality (skills and responsibilities) and quantity, so role overload — 

defined as an excessive labor demand for the worker — can be expected to be more severe for 

core employees at a company than for contingent workers. 

Role conflict is the lack of congruence between personal expectations and the content of 

the role that a worker is called to fill (Kahn, Wolfe, Ouinn, Snoek, & Rosenthal, 1964). Numer-

ous studies agreed that temporary workers are less liable to experience situations of role conflict 

than long-term workers (Parker et al., 2002) probably, according to these authors, because of the 

greater simplicity of the contract between contingent workers and the organization, which leaves 

less room for potential interference and conflict. There is also a positive correlation between role 

conflict and strain, as shown by studies conducted by Beehr (1985).  

Finally, the work-family conflict is worth mentioning, though this variable is not covered 

explicitly in the model proposed by Parker et al. (2002). It often happens that workers are com-

mitted to temporary jobs as a way to reconcile the demands of their professional and private 

lives. This is especially true of women, who shoulder most of the burden of care of children 

and/or the elderly.  

Some studies testified to how temporary workers often enjoy a lesser degree of flexibility 

than they had expected (Kalleberg, Reskin, & Hudson, 2000). For example, such workers some-

times feel that they cannot refuse an assignment or adapt their working hours to avoid their con-

flicting with other, non-occupational, responsibilities. Such a situation could be attributed to their 

fear of not receiving other appointments or job opportunities in the future (Henson, 1996; Rogers, 

2000). 

 

 

OBJECTIVES 

 

Our investigation1 aimed to survey the perception of organizational well-being in a popu-

lation of mainly temporary workers employed in a group of hotels located in the same area. The 

survey aimed specifically to: 1) identify the part played by certain characteristics of the sample 

― for instance, gender, type of contract, degree of freedom in the choice of contract, feasibility 

and desirability of the temporary contract being converted into a permanent post ― in influenc-

ing the perception of organizational well-being/malaise; 2) identify any areas in which to invest 

to prevent malaise and promote organizational well-being.  
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METHOD 

 

Participants2 

 

The survey involved 106 workers, 66% of whom female, employed by a group of hotels 

located in the same area; 44.4% of the sample were under 30 years old, 50.9% between 30 and 

55, and 4.7% over 55. While 30.2% of the workers had a permanent contract, 69.8% were in 

temporary employment; 70% of the sample reported having chosen their current type of contract 

deliberately. Regarding the position held in the organization, only 11.3% had white-collar jobs, 

while all other respondents fit into the “blue collar worker” category. 

 

 

Questionnaire  

 

The tool used was a questionnaire consisting of various scales for assessing strain, burnout, 

mobbing, and job satisfaction, associated with indicators of organizational commitment, organiza-

tional citizenship behaviors, attitude toward absenteeism, and turnover intention. The questionnaire, 

called “Test for assessment of risk correlated with working stress from the perspective of organiza-

tional well-being” (Q-Bo; De Carlo, Falco, & Capozza, 2008), also measured organizational dimen-

sions, such as: organizational culture; organizational climate; organizational conflict; perceived col-

lective efficacy; perceived organizational support; perceived security/comfort; cognitive load and 

sources of stress — aspects perceived as the main causes of psychosocial occupational risks. 

The questionnaire was also designed to record background data, such as gender, age, 

education, occupational role, type of contract, and time in the present appointment, as well as an 

indication of the extent to which the worker deliberately chose this type of contract and consid-

ered it satisfactory. The questionnaire ended with some questions for fixed-term contract workers 

on any prior work experience, and on how likely and desirable they considered the conversion of 

their current contract into an open-ended one.  

In particular, the study relied on the following scales. 

The organizational climate scale consisted of 32 items divided into 16 dimensions. 

Eleven were taken from the Ostroff model (1993) (participation, warmth, social rewards, coop-

eration, communication, growth, innovation, autonomy, hierarchy, structure, extrinsic rewards, 

orientation to success); with “cooperation” being split into two separate dimensions (cooperation 

with superiors and cooperation with colleagues), and three new dimensions were added (resent-

ment, gossip, and technology). The answers were provided on a 6-point Likert scale, from mostly 

disagree to mostly agree (sample items: “a cold and hostile environment prevails,” “there is room 

for innovations and changes,” “nothing can be done without the prior consent of superiors”). 

The organizational conflict scale comprised 23 items divided into two dimensions: con-

flict in organizations (with four sub-dimensions: conflict with bosses, conflict with colleagues, 

intergroup conflict, and emotional conflict) and role conflict (person-role, intra-role, work-

family, and ethical conflict). The answers were provided on a 6-point Likert scale, from mostly 

disagree to mostly agree (sample items: “I do not devote enough time to my family because of 

my work,” “my boss gets me into trouble because he/she assigns unclear tasks to me,” “my job 

goes against my ethical/moral values”). 
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The job satisfaction scale comprised 15 items, articulated into five dimensions: satisfac-

tion with job content, satisfaction with payment, satisfaction with interpersonal relations, satisfac-

tion with organizational processes, and satisfaction with professional growth. The answers were 

provided on a 6-point Likert scale, from mostly disagree to mostly agree (sample item: “indicate 

the degree of satisfaction in relation to opportunities for training and learning, to responsibilities 

that your job requires you to take, to interpersonal relationships with your colleagues”). 

The organizational commitment scale consisted of six items, two for each of the three com-

ponents (affective, normative, and continuance commitment) considered in the Meyer and Allen’s 

model (1991; for the scale used in the Italian context, see Falvo, Hichy, Capozza, & De Carlo, 2002). 

The organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) scale included four items, two for altruism and 

two for compliance. The answers were provided on a 6-point Likert scale, from mostly disagree 

to mostly agree (sample of commitment items: “this organization is very important for my life,” 

“I have a feeling of thanksgiving/gratitude to this organization”; sample of compliance and altru-

ism items: “I generally work more than I am requested,” “I spontaneously help my colleagues 

when they are in trouble”).  

The strain scale had 12 items measuring three dimensions: emotional instability, work 

disengagement, and leisure. Together with the strain scale, some items were also presented as in-

dicators of the three dimensions of burnout: emotional exhaustion, cynicism, and professional in-

efficacy (Borgogni, Galati, & Petitta, 2005; Maslach & Leiter, 1997). The answers were provided 

on a 6-point Likert scale, from mostly disagree to mostly agree (sample of strain items: “at work, 

it is difficult for me to focus,” “at work, I feel more anxious than usual”; sample of burnout 

items: “I am inept at my work,” “my work has no importance to me”). 

Finally, a measure of job-changing intentions was used to assess the turnover phenome-

non (Hom, Karanikas-Walker, Prussia, & Griffeth, 1992). 

 

 

Results 

 

Data analysis was preceded by a preliminary assessment of reliability of the scales used. 

Specifically, scale reliability was between alpha = .69 and alpha = .80.  

Figure 1 shows the significant
3
 differences in the organizational well-being dimensions in 

relation to the “type of contract” (open-ended vs. temporary). The temporary workers scored 

higher for cooperation with colleagues and satisfaction with professional growth, and their score 

in compliance seems to suggest they are more “grateful” to the organization. These initial find-

ings seem somewhat inconsistent with the idea of temporary workers suffering from a sense of 

marginality (also psychological) in the organization. 

Temporary staff also reported higher levels of continuance commitment and lower levels 

of affective and normative commitment than permanent staff, the opposite situation from that 

presented by McDonald and Makin (2000). The employees they interviewed (who also worked in 

the tourist sector) reported a stronger affective and normative commitment and a weaker continu-

ance commitment than the permanent staff, leading the authors to assume that the temporary 

workers’ psychological contract was more oriented toward the relational pole than that of open-

ended workers. A more transactional psychological contract emerged in our sample: it is in the  
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/ote. Each deviation showed in the figure is significant to the t-test, p < .05. 

 

FIGURE 1 

Comparison between workers with open-ended versus atypical contracts. 

 

 

temporary workers’ interest to give the impression that they would like to be part of the organization. 

When it comes to OCBs, compliance was higher among the temporary workers, which 

seems to support the above considerations: these workers behaved as if they belonged in the or-

ganization and were prepared to do more than was strictly required of them in order to “do their 

bit” for the company. These results are consistent with the Social Exchange Theory (Blau, 1964), 

stating that people choose to adopt a behavior, after a cost-benefit analysis of their opportunities 

over a certain period of time.  

As for the perception of conflict, our temporary workers reported perceiving higher lev-

els of conflict with colleagues, with the group, and between work and life (Figure 1). The last 

dimension, especially, is in line with the literature, although such friction could be exacerbated 

by the type of job involved (our sample worked intensively, often outside normal working hours 

and at particular times of the year, all factors that can make an optimal work-life integration more 

difficult). Finally, the intention to change jobs was stronger in employees with atypical contracts. 

The degree of freedom of choice of employment contract is an extremely important fac-

tor too (Figure 2), with far-reaching effects on a variety of organizational well-being dimensions. 

Workers who did not really want a temporary contract generally had a worse perception of organ-

izational climate, scoring lower for cooperation with superiors, participation, autonomy, innova-

tion, and showed a trend toward lower scores for growth and extrinsic rewards. 

Regarding job satisfaction, freedom of choice influenced the dimensions of satisfaction 

with job content, professional growth, payment, and organizational processes; in all such cases, 

temporary workers who would have preferred a permanent contract scored lower.  

Finally, temporary staff always showed higher levels of emotional instability and tended 

to have higher scores for person-role conflict and intention to change jobs. 

Correlation coefficients revealed some interesting relations between certain organiza- 
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FIGURE 2 

Comparison between temporary workers who did versus did not deliberately choose a temporary contract. 

 

 

tional well-being/malaise dimensions on the one hand, and the chances of a temporary contract 

being converted into an open-ended one, together with the desirability of such a conversion, on 

the other. 

A positive correlation emerged for some variables analyzed: in particular, higher levels of sat-

isfaction with job content (r = .38, p < .01), satisfaction with professional growth (r = .37, p < .01), 

and perception of collective efficacy (r = .24, p < .05) were associated with a greater likelihood of ac-

quiring a permanent contract. Even the worker’s desire for this to happen seemed to have an effect: 

the stronger the desire, the lower the satisfaction with the job content (r = –.34, p < .01), interpersonal 

relations (r = –.22, p < .05), and professional growth (r = –.35, p < .01), the perception of organiza-

tional support (r = –.21, p < .05), and altruism toward the organization (r = –.22, p < .05), with a cor-

responding increase in cynicism (r = .23, p < .05) and emotional exhaustion (r = .23, p < .05). 

The role played by gender is interesting. As regards organizational climate, women 

scored higher than men for cooperation with superiors, social rewards, extrinsic rewards, as well 

as affective and normative commitment. Men claimed to be more compliant toward their organi-

zation, to think more often of resigning from their job, to experience more emotional instability, 

emotional exhaustion, and disaffection with their work, and to face more conflict with their col-

leagues or within work groups. A fairly consistent picture thus emerged, in which male workers 

generally experienced more severe organizational malaise than females, in line with the situation 

highlighted by D’Addio et al. (2003). 

Finally, with a view to identifying potential areas in which to work to improve workers’ 

organizational well-being, we investigated the relationship between the dimensions considered as 

antecedents and those considered as consequences of organizational well-being/malaise. 

In particular, the assessment of overall satisfaction with organizational life was used as 

the dependent variable in a multiple regression model, considering the mean scores obtained in 

the dimensions of organizational climate, organizational conflict, and perceived organizational 
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support as predictor variables. The stepwise procedure used gave rise to a model identifying the 

following predictors: “cooperation with superiors” (β = .76), which explained 58% of variance at 

the first step; “gossip” (β = –.33), which explained 9.7% at the second step, and “person-role con-

flict” (β = –.25), with an additional 5% of variance explained for the dependent variable “satis-

faction.” Together, these variables explained 72.7% of the variance in overall satisfaction. 

Cooperation with superiors therefore had a positive influence on overall satisfaction, 

while gossip and person-role conflict impacted negatively on the dependent variable, so lower 

scores in these areas would improve satisfaction.  

As for worker turnover intention, the first variable to enter the equation was “cooperation 

with superiors,” which explained 23.3% of the variance in workers’ intention to change their jobs 

(β = –.48), while “work-life conflict” (β = .29) explained 8.4% of the variance at the second step, 

together accounting for 31.7% of the variance. 

 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

This study aimed to analyze the perception of organizational well-being in a sample of 

mainly temporary workers in the tourist trade. The results help to highlight certain aspects of the 

relationship between temporary employment and organizational well-being, and hint at possible 

recommendations for the management of organizations where contingent employment is an im-

portant issue.  

The overall picture that emerged in our sample differs somewhat from the initial studies 

by Van Dyne and Ang (1998) and Rousseau and Wade-Benzoni (1995), who judged temporary 

employment to be a kind of “poor relation” of permanent employment, characterized by lower 

levels of satisfaction and commitment, and more arid psychological contracts.  

Our data suggest a global complexity in the organizational well-being/malaise profile of 

temporary workers, who seemed to feel more a part of the organization and to have a more posi-

tive impression of their cooperation with colleagues than permanent staff members; they also re-

ported being more satisfied with their professional growth and scored higher for compliance, pos-

sibly suggesting a stronger sense of “gratitude” to the organization among temporary employees. 

Temporary staff also reported a stronger continuance commitment but lower levels of af-

fective and normative commitment than permanent employees — quite the opposite situation to 

that presented by McDonald and Makin (2000), who saw the psychological contract of their tem-

porary workers as more oriented toward the relational pole. In our sample, instead, these work-

ers’ psychological contract seems to be more transactional than the permanent staff’s. Our tempo-

rary employees were willing to act as if they were part of the organization because they felt it was 

in their interest to do so.  

In the light of these apparently contradictory results, a study by Chambel and Castanheira 

(2006) is worth remembering, where the authors noted that temporary workers develop psycho-

logical contracts that place more emphasis on economic and transactional components than on 

socio-emotional ones when they see the organization they work for as offering them little chance 

of their temporary contract being turned into a permanent post. On the other hand, where there is 
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a chance of permanent employment, temporary workers develop forms of psychological contract 

more similar to those of long-term staff, that is, more focused on socio-emotional aspects. 

Our descriptive analyses seem to confirm this hypothesis: 80% of participants were disil-

lusioned, believing they had little or no chance of being offered a permanent job (55% of them 

considered this possibility desirable). As a whole, and subject to further studies, our findings may 

offer an explanation for the previous considerations on commitment; as Chambel and Castanheira 

(2006) claimed, awareness that there is no chance of obtaining a permanent contract can affect 

commitment, determining a shift toward the transactional pole.  

Notable is also the positive correlation between the hope of being taken on permanently, 

and the satisfaction with job content and professional growth, and the sense of collective efficacy. 

How much a worker hopes to see his/her temporary job converted into an open-ended employ-

ment contract proves to be a very important variable, correlating negatively with emotional ex-

haustion, cynicism, satisfaction (with work, interpersonal relations, and professional growth), 

perceived organizational support, efficacy, and collective compliance. 

As for the importance of a person’s freedom of choice of a given type of contract, Le-

vashina and Hundley (2004) showed that temporary workers who had deliberately chosen tempo-

rary jobs experienced a greater well-being than those who would have preferred permanent em-

ployment, and our sample confirmed that this is a fundamental factor affecting a variety of organ-

izational well-being/malaise dimensions. Temporary workers who would have preferred a per-

manent job generally scored lower in some of the dimensions regarding organizational climate 

(e.g., cooperation with superiors, participation, autonomy, structure, innovation, growth, and ex-

trinsic rewards) and job satisfaction (satisfaction with job content, professional growth, payment, 

and organizational processes), while they scored higher for some indicators of organizational 

malaise, such as emotional instability, person-role conflict, and intention to resign.  

Resulting indications for management are varied and interesting. Some temporary work-

ers clearly have difficulty in satisfactorily reconciling work with private life: over 60% of these 

people are unmarried and/or have no children. This greater difficulty affects males more than fe-

males and gives rise to a state of malaise. 

We also identified the substrate of some organizational well-being/malaise dimensions, 

particularly job satisfaction and turnover intention. Our analyses highlighted the important part 

played by cooperation with superiors, person-role conflict, and life-work conflict in any malaise 

and in the quality of life within the organization considered. 
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NOTES 

 
1. This study was also presented at the IAREP-SABE Conference — September 2008, Rome, Italy. 
2. The survey was conducted on all the hotels in an Italian province. 
3. In this paragraph we only report and comment on significant differences in participants’ responses vis-

à-vis the variables considered; ANOVA and t-test were applied. 

 



 

207 

TPM Vol.  15, No.  4, 193-209 

Winter 2008 
© 2008 Cises 

 

 

Falco, A., Dal Corso, L.,  

De Carlo, A., & Di Sipio, A. 
Temporary contracts and organizational  

well-being 

REFERENCES 

 
Beckmann, M., Binz, A., & Schauenberg, B. (2007). Fixed-term employment and job satisfaction: Evi-

dence from individual-level data accounting for selectivity bias. Basel, CH: Center of Business and 
Economics.  

Beehr, T. A. (1985). Organizational stress and employee effectiveness. Human stress and cognition in or-
ganizations. New York: Wiley.  

Belous, R. (1989). How human resources systems adjust to the shift toward contingent workers. Monthly 
Labor Review, 103, 7-12.  

Benavides, F. G., Benach, J., Diez-Roux, A. V., & Roman, C. (2000). How do types of employment relate 
to health indicators? Findings from the second European Survey on Working Conditions. Journal of 
Epidemiological and Community Health, 54, 494-501.  

Bergman, M. E. (2002). Psychological and objective contingency as predictors of work attitudes and be-
havior. Denver, CO: Academy of Management Meeting.  

Blau, P. M. (1964). Exchange and power in social life. New York: John Wiley and Sons.  
Booth, A., Francesconi, M., & Frank, J. (2002). Temporary jobs: Stepping stones or dead ends? Economic 

Journal, 112, 189-213.  
Borgogni, L., Galati, D., & Petitta, L. (2005). Organizational checkup system. Come prevenire il burnout e 

costruire l’impegno [Organizational Checkup System. How to prevent burnout and build committ-
ment]. Firenze: Organizzazioni Speciali.  

Caplan, R. D., Cobb, S., French, J. R. P., Van Harrison, R., & Pinneau, S. R. (1980). Job demands and 
worker health: Main effects and occupational differences. Research Report Series. Ann Harbor, MI: 
Institute for Social Research.  

Chambel, M. J., & Castanheira, F. (2006). Different temporary work status, different behaviors in organi-
zation. Journal of Business and Psychology, 20, 351-367.  

Connelly, C. E., & Gallagher, D. G. (2004). Emerging trends in contingent work research. Journal of Man-
agement, 30(6), 959-983.  

Connelly, C. E., Gallagher, D. G., & Gilley, M. K. (2003). Predictor of organizational commitment among 
intermediated temporary workers. Orlando, FL: Society for Industrial and Organizational Psychol-
ogy.  

Coyle-Shapiro, J. A., & Morrow, P. C. (2006). Organizational and client commitment among contracted 
employees. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 68, 416-431.  

Crosby, F. A. (1976). A model of egoistical relative deprivation. Psychological Review, 83, 85-113.  
D’Addio, A., Eriksson, T., & Frijters, P. (2003). An analysis of the determinants of job satisfaction when 

individuals baseline satisfaction level may differ. Centre for Applied Microeconometrics Working 
Paper, 16, 1-13.  

De Carlo, N. A., Falco, A., & Capozza, D. (Eds.) (2008). Test di valutazione del rischio stress lavoro-
correlato nella prospettiva del benessere organizzativo, Q-Bo [Test for assessment of risk correlated 
with working stress from the perspective of organizational well-being (Q-Bo)]. Milano: FrancoAn-
geli.  

De Cuyper, N., & De Witte, H. (2003). Contractual flexibility and job insecurity: Main and interaction ef-
fects on attitudinal and behavioural intentions. Lisbon, P: European Congress of Work and Organ-
izational Psychology.  

De Witte, H., & Näswall, K. (2003). Objective vs. subjective job insecurity: Consequences of temporary 
work for job satisfaction and organizational commitment in four European countries. Economic and 
Industrial Democracy, 24, 149-188.  

European Agency for Safety and Health at Work (2007). Annual report 2007: Bringing safety and health 
closer to European worker, from http://osha.europa.eu.  

Falvo, R., Hichy, Z., Capozza, D., & De Carlo, N. A. (2002). Impegno nei confronti dell’azienda, perce-
zione di autoefficacia personale e collettiva e comportamenti organizzativi [Organizational com-
mitment, personal and collective self-efficacy, and organizational behaviors]. TPM - Testing, Psi-
cometria, Metodologia, 9(1-2), 57-70. 

Feather, N. T., & Rauter, K. A. (2004). Organizational citizenship behaviours in relation to job status, job 
insecurity, organizational commitment and identification, job satisfaction and work values. Journal 
of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 77, 81-94.  

Feldman, D. C., Doerpinghaus, H. I., & Turnley, W. H. (1995). Employee reactions to temporary work. 
Journal of Managerial Issues, 7, 127-141.  

Gallino, L. (2007). Il lavoro non è una merce. Contro la flessibilità [Job is not a commodity. Against flexibil-
ity]. Roma: Laterza.  

Galup, S., Saunders, C., Nelson, R. E., & Cerveny, R. (1997). The use of temporary staff and managers in a 
local government environment. Communication Research, 24, 698-730.  

Greenhalgh, L., & Rosenblatt, Z. (1984). Job insecurity: Toward conceptual clarity. Academy of Manage-
ment Review, 9, 43-48.  



 

208 

TPM Vol.  15, No.  4, 193-209 

Winter 2008 
© 2008 Cises 

 

 

Falco, A., Dal Corso, L.,  

De Carlo, A., & Di Sipio, A. 
Temporary contracts and organizational  

well-being 

Henson, K. D. (1996). Just a temp. Philadelphia: Temple University Press.  
Hobfoll, S. E., & Shirom, A. (2001). Conservation of resources theory. In R. Golembiewski (Ed.), Hand-

book of Organizational Behavior (pp. 57-80). New York: Dekker.  
Hom, P., Karanikas-Walker, F., Prussia, G. E., & Griffeth, R. W. (1992), A meta-analytical structural equa-

tions analysis of a model of employee turnover. Journal of Applied Psychology, 17, 890-909.  
Kahn, R. L., Wolfe, D. M., Ouinn, R. P., Snoek, J. D., & Rosenthal, R. A. (1964). Organizational stress: 

Studies in role conflict and ambiguity. New York: Wiley.  
Kaiser, L. (2002). Job satisfaction: A comparison of standard, non-standard and self employment patterns 

across Europe with a special note to the gender/job satisfaction paradox. Working paper, 27, 79-96.  
Kalleberg, A. L., Reskin, B. F., & Hudson, K. (2000). Bad jobs in America: Standard and non standard 

employment relations and job quality in the United States. American Sociological Review, 65, 256-
278.  

Kraimer, M. L., Wayne, S. J., Liden, C. L., & Sparrowe, R. T. (2005). The role of job security in under-
standing the relationship between employees’ perceptions of temporary workers and employee’ per-
formance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 90(2), 143-156.  

Lee, T. W., & Johnson, D. R. (1991). The effects of work schedule and employment status on the commit-
ment and job satisfaction of full time versus part time employees. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 
38, 208-224.  

Levashina, J., & Hundley, G. (2004, April 29-May 1). The effects of voluntary and involuntary participa-
tion on the psychological outcomes of alternative work arrangements. Paper presented at the annual 
conference of the Midwest Academy of Management, Minneapolis, MN.  

Levesque, L., & Rousseau, D. M. (1999). Loose connections or met expectations? Socialization and obli-
gation to part time faculty. Chicago: Academy of Management.  

Liden, R. C., Wayne, S. J., Kraimer, M. L., & Sparrowe, R. T. (2003). The dual commitment of contingent 
workers: An examination of contingents’ commitment to the agency and the organization. Journal 
of Organizational Behavior, 24, 609-635.  

MacNamara, D. (2003). Understanding boundaryless careers: Independent contractors in high tech sec-
tors. Seattle, WA: Academy of Management.  

Marler, J., Barringer, M., & Milkovich, G. (2002). Boundaryless and traditional contingent employees: 
Worlds apart. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 23(4), 425-453.  

Maslach, C., & Leiter, M. P. (1997). The truth about burnout: How organizations cause personal stress 
and what to do about it. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.  

Mauno, S., Kinnunen, U., Mäkikangas, A., & Nätti, J. (2005). Psychological consequences of fixed-term 
employment and perceived job insecurity among health care staff. European Journal of Work and 
Organizational Psychology, 14(3), 209-237.  

McClurg, L. (1999). Organizational commitment in the temporary-help service industry. Journal of Ap-
plied Management Studies, 8, 5-26.  

McDonald, D. J., & Makin, P. J. (2000).The psychological contract, organizational commitment and job 
satisfaction of temporary staff. Leadership & Organizational Development Journal, 21, 84-91.  

Meyer, J. P., & Allen, N. J. (1991). A three-component conceptualization of organizational commitment. 
Human Resource Management Review, 1, 61-89.  

Moilanen, L. (2000). Stress and life resources in contingent and permanent work in the hotel and restaurant 
sectors. People and Work, 32, 60-66.  

Ostroff, C. (1993). The effects of climate and personal influences on individual behavior and attitudes in 
organizations. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 56, 56-90.  

Parker, S. K., Griffin, M. A., Sprigg, C. A., & Wall, T. (2002). Effects of temporary contracts on perceived 
work characteristics and job strain: A longitudinal study. Personnel Psychology, 55, 689-719.  

Pearce, J. L. (1993). Toward an organizational behavior of contract laborers: Their psychological involve-
ment and effects on employee coworkers. Academy of Management Journal, 36, 1082-1096.  

Pearce, J. L. (1998). Job in security is important, but not the reason you might think: The example of con-
tingent workers. In C. Cooper & D. Russeau (Eds.), Trends in Organizational Behavior (pp. 111-
136). New York: Wiley.  

Rhoades, L., & Eisemberger, R. (2002). Perceived organizational support: A review of the literature. Jour-
nal of Applied Psychology, 87, 698-714.  

Rogers, J. K. (2000). Temps: The many faces of the changing workplace. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University 
Press.  

Rousseau, D. M., & Wade-Benzoni, K. A. (1995). Changing individual-organizational attachments: A two-
way street. In A. Howard (Ed.), The changing nature of work (pp. 290-321). San Francisco: Jossey 
Bass.  

Russell-Gardner, C., & Jackson, P. R. (1995). Workforce flexibility: Worker reactions. Leicester, GB: The 
British Psychological Society.  

Saunders, M. N. K., & Thornhill, A. (2006). Forced employment contract change and the psychological 
contract. Employee Relations, 28(5), 449-467.  



 

209 

TPM Vol.  15, No.  4, 193-209 

Winter 2008 
© 2008 Cises 

 

 

Falco, A., Dal Corso, L.,  

De Carlo, A., & Di Sipio, A. 
Temporary contracts and organizational  

well-being 

Sharon, K. P., Griffin, M. A., Sprigg, C. A., & Wall, T. D. (2002). Effect of temporary contracts on per-
ceived work characteristics and job strain: A longitudinal study. Personnel Psychology, 55, 689-
720.  

Sverke, M., Hellgreen, J., & Näswall, K. (2002). No security: A meta-analysis and review of job security 
and its consequences. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 7, 242-264.  

Van Dyne, L., & Ang, S. (1998). Organizational citizenship behavior of contingent workers in Singapore. 
Academy of Management Journal, 41, 692-703.  

Wheeler, A. R., & Buckley, M. R. (2000). Examining the motivation process of temporary employees. 
Journal of Managerial Psychology, 16, 339-354.  

 


