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Employability and Job Status as Moderators of the Effects of Job Insecurity on Work Outcomes

Abstract

Despite greater use of temporary employment contracts, little is known about how employees react to job length uncertainty. Individual
careers within the safety of one or two primary organisations are no longer the norm. This study investigates the effects of job
insecurity and employment status (temporary/permanent) on work outcomes. Three hundred and ninety-one employees (122 temporary
and 269 permanent) in low to medium level non-academic positions from two Australian universities completed a survey. The results
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show that a belief that comparable employment is easily available did not alleviate the negative effects of job insecurity. Work attitudes
for temporaries and permanents though were differentially influenced by employee perceptions of their own employability.

Keywords: job insecurity, employability, moderators, job status, temporary employees

Introduction

The purpose of the present study is to extend the literature on job insecurity and job status by examining what part perceived
employability plays in determining the work attitudes of both permanent and temporary employees. We begin with a discussion of what
role job insecurity and job status has on work outcomes for employees. We then introduce the concept of employability as a likely
moderator of these effects.

Job insecurity and job status
Three views exist on the extent of temporary workers’ job insecurity. First, since temporary workers have neither explicit nor implicit
contracts for ongoing employment (Nollen & Axel, 1996), some observers argue that job insecurity is particularly strong for temporary
employees (Beard & Edwards, 1995) as the likelihood of job loss or contract non-renewal is very high (Aronsson, 1999). Second, other
researchers claim temporary workers expect job insecurity (Bishop, Goldsby, & Neck, 2002; Jacobson & Hartley, 1991; Pearce, 1998).
Job insecurity, unavoidably, is an integral part of being a contingent worker — by definition job assignments are temporary. Polivka
(1996, p. 10) even defines temporary workers as those “who did not expect their jobs to last.” As such, it is expected that the
difference between the anticipated level of job security and that perceived is less overwhelming for temporaries, thereby producing less
strong reactions than those experienced by permanent employees (Klein Hesselink & Van Vuuren, 1999).

Alternately, others suggest that having multiple contracts with different organisations might be far safer than having a single “contract”
with one organisation (Harris & Greising, 1998). The lack of formal job security with any one organisation might not be an automatic
indication of job instability. Perhaps, job security for temporaries is not about keeping a job, but how effortlessly another job can be
found (Kunda, Barley, & Evans, 2002). Thus whether job insecurity is more, less, or of equal importance to temporary workers as it is
to permanent organisational members is both theoretically and empirically unclear. Nonetheless it appears there is consistent evidence
that job insecurity does correspond with less than favourable outcomes for both permanent and temporary workers alike (De Witte &
Néaswall, 2003). It is the contention of the current authors though that employability will moderate these direct effects. This concept is
now discussed.

Employability
People who perceive they have limited occupational mobility (or employment security) are likely to have more severe reactions to a job
loss threat than those who believe they are more mobile (Greenhalgh & Rosenblatt, 1984). The perceived lack of control over a job
future increases the sense of vulnerability (Greenhalgh & Sutton, 1991). A person’s ability to choose alternative employment can
significantly influence their attitudes and behaviour (Cappelli & Sherer, 1991). A number of studies, with samples of permanent
employees, suggest that an individual’s perceived prospects in the labour market, their “employability”, effect their reactions to their job
insecurity. For instance, “alternatives in the labour market” alleviated strains (Bussing, 1999) and psychosomatic complaints (Mohr,
2000). Kuhnert and Vance (1992) also demonstrate the moderating effects of employment security, such that the job-insecure reported
more psychological adjustment problems, particularly if they also reported employment insecurity.

Greenhalgh and Rosenblatt (1984) proposed that occupational mobility might moderate the negative effects of job insecurity.
Accordingly, if individuals believe that they can find another, equally good, job then they are likely to be more relaxed about their job
insecurity than those with fewer job alternatives (Frese, 1989). Similarly, the extent of your marketable skills, your occupational
mobility, and your assessment of economic instability in the job market all influence the perceived intensity of a job threat (Bargal,
Back & Ariav, 1992). Thus the risk of job loss is believed to be more threatening where the jobholder feels less able to find a
comparable job (Burchell, 1994). Collectively then, these studies tend to suggest an individual’s perceived prospects in the labour
market, their “employability”, affect their reactions to their job insecurity.

Hypotheses
Job insecurity
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Job insecurity is consistently associated with reduced levels of psychological well-being (Kuhnert & Palmer, 1991). Specific
psychological reactions to job insecurity include anxiety, psychological distress, and depression (Mohr, 2000). Psychological mood also
is positively associated with self-reported job insecurity (Barling & Kelloway, 1996). The impact of job insecurity is not limited to
psychological well-being, though. Significant negative correlations between job insecurity and job satisfaction are documented in a
number of studies (e.g., Ashford, Lee, & Bobko, 1989; Davy, Kinicki & Scheck, 1997; O'Quin & LoTempio, 1998).

Further, there is extensive empirical support for the view that feelings of job insecurity are negatively related to organisational
commitment (e.g., Ashford et al., 1989; Blau, 1994; Hui & Lee, 2000). As for any stressor, job insecurity can induce a withdrawal
response — a way to avoid the stress altogether (Ashford et al., 1989). Therefore, it is not surprising that perceived job insecurity is
consistently found to be positively associated with employee turnover intentions (Ashford et al., 1989; O'Quin & LoTempio, 1998) and
actual turnover (Blau, 1994). However, the present study suggests that employability, as discussed above, will moderate the effects of
job insecurity on the outcome measures. Thus, it is hypothesized that:

H1: The effect of job insecurity on employee’s psychological well-being (1a); job satisfaction (1b); affective commitment (1c);

continuance commitment (1d) and intention to quit (1e) will be moderated by the employee’s perception of their own

employability. Having higher employability will reduce the negative effects of higher levels of job insecurity.
Job Status
Some researchers (Jacobson & Hartley, 1991; Pearce, 1998) suggest that job insecurity is an anticipated characteristic of temporary
work. Being “let go”, while problematical, is part of a temporary worker’s expectations (Bishop et al., 2002); therefore job insecurity
should be less harmful for temporary workers. Yet there is some evidence that job insecurity is a concern for temporary workers. Both
Kinnunen and Nétti (1994) and Forde (2001) show that temporary work affords little job security. Comparison studies show that
temporaries are significantly less satisfied with their job security than permanents (Allan & Sienko, 1997) and more concerned with their
job security (Klein Hesselink & Van Vuuren, 1999). Felstead, Krahn and Powell (1999) also report that temporary employees feel less
secure than their full-time and permanent colleagues.

Further support for the suggestion that temporary workers experience concern about their job continuity comes from job loss studies.
Job loss is said to sensitize workers to job threats and results in high job insecurity (Kinnunen & Nétti, 1994). For example, amongst
the long-term unemployed that find jobs, Halvorsen (1998) shows that two-thirds of those finding temporary work regard their jobs as
insecure, whereas less than one-fifth of those who find permanent jobs feel insecure. Individuals who experience job loss tend to
believe that subsequent employment opportunities are less secure (Cavanaugh & Noe, 1999). Given that job losers are more likely than
non-losers to be in temporary jobs (Farber, 1999), job insecurity and instability are likely to be recurring problems for those in
temporary work. Irrespective of whether it is temporaries or permanents that feel the most vulnerable to job loss, feeling that there are
many alternate job opportunities available might be of more comfort to temporaries than permanents, given the likely nature of their less
stable pattern of employment. Consequently, it is hypothesized that:

H2: The effect of job status on employee’s psychological well-being (2a); job satisfaction (2b); affective commitment (2c);

continuance commitment (2d) and intention to quit (2e) will be moderated by the employee’s perception of their own

employability. Having higher employability will reduce the negative effects of the job instability of being a temporary employee.

Method
Sample Background
To minimize the potential confounding effects of contextual differences and to enable comparisons of work attitudes across work status
groups, data were collected within a single industry. Data were collected from general (non-academic) employees at two Australian
universities. Respondents are employed at Higher Education Worker (HEW) Levels 3 and 4, receiving annual salaries ranging from
$AUS29,729 to $AUS35, 982 respectively. A representative HEW 3 role is that of a security and traffic officer. A typical HEW 4
position is a School’s administrative officer.
Procedure and Sample
Survey packets were distributed by the each organisation’s internal mailing system to all eligible employees. Participation was voluntary
and responses kept anonymous with completed questionnaires returned to a university address in the postage-paid envelopes. The
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response rate at University One was 38%, 177 questionnaires. Completed surveys from University Two numbered 214, representing a
response rate of 29%. At each university 87% of the respondents were female. Of the total 391 participants, 122 worked on a
temporary basis with ages ranging from 20 to 62 years (M = 35.5, SD = 10.8). Job tenure for the temporaries ranged from 3 weeks to
22 years (M = 2.3, SD = 3.3). The remaining 269 employees worked on an on-going (permanent) basis with ages ranging from 18 to 65
years (M = 40.8, SD = 11.2). Job tenure for the permanents ranged from 1 month to 29 years (M = 6.3, SD = 5.6).

Measures

The questionnaire measured demographic characteristics of the respondents as well as each of the variables of interest described below.
A variety of single-item measures were used to assess participants’ age, gender, and organisational tenure, which were used as control
measures in the analyses.

Job insecurity: Consistent with previous research (e.g., De Witt, 1999) perceived job insecurity was conceptualized as employees’
belief of the likelihood of job loss. A 6-item scale assessed this variable, including two items adapted from Borg and Elizur’s (1992)
measure and three additional items were developed specially for the study. As well, respondents indicated the probability (on a scale of
0-100%) of retaining their job with their employer for as long as they desired. All items were reverse coded. For the other items a 7-
point Likert scale, anchored from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree), was used. To calculate job insecurity perceptions, all scale
items were standardized to equalize the differing means and variances caused by the different widths of response formats. A high score
on the scale indicates higher perceived job insecurity. Cronbach’s alpha for the scale was 0.86.

Job Status: Job status was operationalized by having respondents indicate their employment status as either on-going or temporary.
Employability: Based on previous empirical work (viz., Kuhnert & Vance, 1992; Vance & Kuhnert, 1988), employability was
conceptualized as employees’ belief as to their ease of finding comparable employment in the event of job loss. Respondents indicated
the probability (on a scale of 0-100%) of their finding a comparable job within 1 month of active job-seeking. Two items from the
‘value of work alternatives’ scale (Rusbult & Farrell, 1983), together with three items developed for this study assessed employability
perceptions. Again, a 7-point Likert scale was used and the scale items standardized, prior to calculations. An internal reliability
coefficient of 0.76 was obtained.

Psychological well-being: Perceptions of psychological well-being were assessed with the 12-item version of the general health
guestionnaire (GHQ-12) (Goldberg, 1972). The scale has proven useful as an indicator of mental health in occupational studies (Banks,
Clegg, Jackson, Kemp, Stafford & Wall,1980) and is also used in studies of job insecurity (e.g., Hellgren, Sverke, & Isaksson, 1999).
Items were reverse scored so that high scores reflect better mental health. Internal consistency reliability for the scale was 0.89.

Job satisfaction: Facet-free job satisfaction was assessed using four items from Quinn and Staines’ (1979, cited in Price, 1997) 5-item
measure. As the response formats varied in length, responses to the scale items were standardized before a composite score was
calculated. A Cronbach alpha of 0.78 was attained for this variable.

Organisation commitment: Two dimensions of organisational commitment were assessed: affective commitment (identification with,
involvement in, and emotional attachment to an organisation) and continuance commitment (recognition of the costs associated with
leaving an organisation) (Allen & Meyer, 1990). Based on Culpepper’s (2000) recommendations, only 13 items from the original 16-
item scale (Allen & Meyer, 1990) were utilized. Respondents indicated the extent of their commitment on a 7-point scale and Cronbach
alphas obtained were 0.81 for affective commitment and 0.79 for continuance commitment.

Intention to turnover: Six items were used to assess respondents’ intentions to resign during the next three months. Items were adapted
from Hom, Griffeth, and Sellaro’s (1984) test of Mobley’s (1977) Model of Employee Turnover. Participants responded on a 5-point
scale and a Cronbach alpha of 0.93 was obtained.

Control Variables

To rule out alternative explanations for variation in job insecurity and the outcome variables, both locus of control and negative
affectivity, two characteristics previously demonstrated to influence perceived job insecurity were assessed and controlled for (Brief,
Burke, George, Robinson, & Webster, 1988; Mak & Mueller, 2001).

Locus of control: Locus of control was measured with a sixteen-item scale developed specifically for use in work settings (Spector,
1988). Users of the measure are recommended to compute separate subscales for the dimensions of internality and externality (Macan,
Trusty & Trimble, 1996). Equal numbers of internally and externally worded items comprise the scale. Respondents made ratings on a
7-point scale with Cronbach alphas of 0.86 for external locus of control and 0.64 for internal locus of control obtained.
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Negative affect: Negative affect is a general dimension of distress and unpleasureable engagement (Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988).
It was measured using the 13-item version Strain-Free Negative Affectivity (SFNA) scale (Fortunato & Stone-Romero, 1999).
Participants responded to each item on a 6-point continuum that ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree). Cronbach’s
alpha for the scale was 0.81 in the current study.
Analyses
The hypotheses were tested by hierarchical moderated regression analyses (Cohen & Cohen, 1983). The detection of moderator effects
requires the use of interaction terms (the product of the independent and moderator variables) and such product terms are generally
collinear with their component terms. To reduce the risk of such multicollinearity, all continuous predictor variables were mean-centred
in accordance with the procedures outlined by Aiken and West (1991). To aid interpretation of the interactions, the regression results
were used to plot a series of points ranging from one standard deviation below the mean to one standard deviation above the mean on
the independent variables. The simple slopes generated were then tested to ascertain which, if any, were significantly different from
zero. The sign of the regression coefficients for the product term indicates which job status group gave a higher score on the dependent
variable. Based upon the dummy coding method used (temporaries = 0; permanents = 1), a positive coefficient means that permanents
had a higher expected score on the criterion than temporaries.

Results
Table 1 summarizes the means, standard deviation, and intercorrelations of the study variables. Job status and job insecurity are
unrelated (r = -.04, NS) consistent with the findings of De Witte and N&swall (2003). On average, temporary employees reported job
insecurity at 1.41 (SD = 0.79) whereas the mean for permanents was 1.35 (SD = 0.75). This difference between the job status groups,
however, was not statistically significant (t = 0.74, p < .46).

Table 1. Means, standard deviations, and intercorrelations of study variables

M sb 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
P T P T
1. Age 490 426 134 130 1 .41** -06 - -10 17 -  -04 04 08 13 -16
25%* 34
2. Tenure 76 28 67 40 51** 1 22* -17 -10 -02 - .05 27** 07 .17 -10
28%*

3. External 3.57 357 108 .98 .03 -01 1 -16 .15 A3 -20~ -18 -08 -12 .23 22*
LOC

4. Internal 512 519 73 79 -07 -04 -13* 1 -.22% - 29%*F 0 46** 32%* 34** -3 -
LOC S54** 27

5. Negative 369 361 .74 70 -13* -01 A1 -.09 1 .18 - - -15  -07 .16 14
affect 29*%*  36**

6. Job 135 141 75 .79 .13* -.06 .04 - .03 1 -.08 - - - -.23*  4A5**
insecurity 37 33F*F 44F* ALx*

7. 228 225 .66 .67 - - 19%* - 24**  -.09 - 1 14 - -.16 - .18
Employability 26** 27 A4** .26** .62**

8. Psy. Well- 311 3.16 .39 .42 .13* .14* 31** 26** - .06 .08 1 35%* 18 -.20* -
being A3** .30**
9. Job 279 274 68 .72 .15* A1 - 38**  -12 - A3* .36%* 1 b53** 23 -
satisfaction 23** 27%* B57**
10. Affective 4.63 4.33 1.12 1.16 .15* A1 - A2%* 01 - A7**% 012** B4** 1 .18 -
commitment 7% .26%* A6**
11. 467 405 119 133 .14* .19** .30** -06 .19** .13* - -11 -.07 .04 1 -
Continuance A6** 29%*
commitment

12. Turnover 174 239 .93 1.17 - =217 19%* - A7+ 11 .07 - - - -.14* 1
intentions .34** 26** 38**  57**  51**

Note. Correlations below the diagonal are for permanent employees (P). Correlations for temporaries are above the diagonal (T).
*p<.05 *p<01
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For temporaries, job insecurity was significantly negatively related to psychological well-being, job satisfaction, and affective
commitment; and significantly positively related to turnover intentions consistent with previous research in samples of permanent
employees (Hui & Lee, 2000; O’Quin & LoTempio, 1998). For permanents, job insecurity was significantly negatively related to job
satisfaction and affective commitment and significantly positively related to continuance commitment. Correlations for temporaries
though were higher than those between the variables among the permanents which runs counter to the claim that the job security
produces weaker reactions for temporaries than it does for permanents (Klein Hesselink & Van Vuuren, 1999).

Hypothesis 1 predicted that employability would moderate the job insecurity and work outcomes relationships. Hierarchical moderated
regression analyses found that employability did not moderate these relationships in the sample. Unlike previous empirical work, (viz.,
Kuhnert & Vance, 1992; Vance & Kuhnert, 1988), the belief that comparable employment was easily available did not alleviate the
negative effects of job insecurity.

Hypothesis 2 predicted that the relationship between job status and the work outcomes would be moderated by employability.
Hierarchical moderated regression analyses found that employability did not act as a moderator in the prediction of psychological well-
being, continuance commitment, or turnover intentions. For job satisfaction and affective commitment however, significant 2-way
interactions were found.

Job status and employability were found to interact significantly in the prediction of job satisfaction. The overall model was significant

(R? adj = 22.4%, F (1, 330) = 14.17, p < .01). Of the control variables tested in the model, three achieved significance: tenure (8 = .13,
p < .05), external locus of control (8 = -.15, p < .01) and internal locus of control (% = .39, p <.001). Significant main effects were
found for employability (8 = -.37, p < .001). Results of the moderated regression analyses presented in Table 2 show that relations
between employability and job satisfaction are altered depending on the respondent’s job status.

Simple slope analysis indicated that when employability is high, job status influences the level of job satisfaction, such that permanents
have higher job satisfaction than temporaries (% = .19, t = 2.71, p < .01), contrary to prediction. The relationship at low levels of
employability shows the reverse pattern. Figure 1 shows that when employability is low, temporaries report significantly higher job
satisfaction than permanents (8 = -.18, t = 2.45, p < .05).

Table 2. Moderated regression analysis results predicting job satisfaction and affective commitment

Job Affective
Satisfaction Commitment
| Predictors R R2 2Rr2 F change R R2 2 R2 F change
Step 1 (control variables)
Age .07 .15*
Tenure A3* .07
External locus of control - 15%* -11*
Internal locus of control 39*** A0***
Negative affect -.09 .18 A8 16.77*** .04 19 19 16.91***
Step 2 (linear effects)
Job Status (JS) .01 .08
Employability (EMP) - 19 .01 1.87 -.25** 19 .00 1.18
.37***
Step 3 (interaction effects)
Job Status X EMP - 22 03 14.17*** 27 21 .02 10.58**
'32***
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N =333 *p<.05 *p<.0l **p<.001

Fig. 1
Relationship between job status and job satisfaction as a function of employability.

From the plot lines note that, of those respondents that strongly believed they could easily find comparable work (i.e., high
employability), it was permanents, rather than temporaries, that were most satisfied with their jobs. Correspondingly, of those that were
least confident about obtaining alternate work, it was temporaries, rather than permanents, that were most satisfied with their jobs. The
graph also shows that, for permanents, employability appears to have minimal effect in how they evaluate their job satisfaction, an
interpretation also supported by correlational analysis (r = .13, p < .05). Yet for temporaries employability did have a significant
influence on their job satisfaction. Unlike permanents, temporaries’ employability was negatively associated with job satisfaction (r = -
.26, p < .01).

The other significant 2-way interaction (F (1, 333) = 10.58, p < .01) detected was in the prediction of affective commitment. The

control variables accounted for 19% (adjusted) of the variance in affective commitment (? R? = .19, F (5, 335) = 16.91, p < .001). Just
as with the estimation for job satisfaction, the regression coefficients for external locus of control (8 = -.11, p < .05) and internal locus
of control (B = .40, p < .001) were significant. Age (8 = .15, p < .05) also reached significance. Significant main effects were found for
employability (B = -.25, p < .01). Next the two-way interactions term was added to the predictors, and the job status by employability
term reached significance (8 = .27, p < .001), with the full model accounting for 21.3% (adjusted) of variance in affective commitment.
Table 2 presents these regression results.

Graphical representation of the interaction is shown in Figure 2. The regression lines indicate that when employability is high,
permanents report higher affective commitment than temporaries (8 = .24, t = 3.35, p < .001). Just as with the prediction of job
satisfaction, the relationship at low levels of employability shows the reverse pattern. When employability is low, this time however,
differences between the levels of affective commitment reported by temporaries and permanents are not significantly different (8 = -.08,
NS).

Note that the plot lines in Figure 2 bear a strong resemblance in form to those in Figure 1. So, just as highly employable permanents
were more satisfied with their jobs than temporaries, so too were highly employable permanents more affectively committed than
temporaries, contrary to prediction. As well, employability again correlated with affective commitment in opposite directions for
permanents (r = .17, p <.01) and temporaries (r = -.16, NS). The affective commitment of temporaries and permanents not confident of
alternate job opportunities though were similar.

Fig. 2
Relationship between job status and affective commitment as a function of employability.

Discussion

The current study sets out to develop a better understanding of how employability affects employee reactions to job insecurity for
permanent and temporary employees. Overall, the results of this study show that temporaries and permanents experience similar levels
of job insecurity. The data though suggest that threats to job security are more complex for temporaries. Temporaries were shown to
differentiate between job security and employment security, whereas it appears that permanents do not.

The negative effects of job insecurity such as low job satisfaction and psychological well-being are repeatedly documented and our
results do not dispel these findings (e.g., Ashford, et al., 1989; Van Vuuren, Klandermans, Jacobson & Hartley, 1991). We do however
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add support to the view that job insecurity is a concern for temporaries. While our results show that the job insecurity of temporaries
and permanents were similar, based on our correlational analyses temporaries were shown to have more adverse reactions to job
insecurity than permanents. Our findings suggest that temporaries are not as unperturbed by job insecurity as some observers might
claim (e.g., Bishop et al., 2002; Pearce, 1998). Job insecurity might be an expected part of temporary work (Jacobson & Hartley, 1991)
but our data suggest that job insecurity is not an accepted part of temporary work.

Not all individuals perceive the same situation as equally threatening or challenging (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). For some employees
the threat of job loss may be an acceptable risk in particular if comparable work can be found easily. Thus we argued that a belief in
one’s capacity to easily find alternate work would lessen the negative effects of job insecurity. Surprisingly our results did not support
this argument.

We predicted that employability would moderate the negative effects of job insecurity for permanents and temporaries alike. Our data
do not show such effects. One possible explanation is that job status effects confounded these relationships. Indeed the correlations
between job insecurity and employability were dissimilar for temporaries (r = -. 08, NS) and permanents (r = -.44, p < .01). Such
differences suggest that permanents link high job insecurity with low employability, whereas for temporaries no such connection in
made. In other words, temporaries can recognize that job security and employment security are separate concerns.

We also predicted that employability would moderate the negative effects of the job instability of being in temporary work in the
prediction of work outcomes. The results show that employability had no effect on how permanents evaluate their job satisfaction or the
extent of their organizational attachment. For temporaries though, employability did have a significant influence on these two

outcomes. Our results suggest that temporaries less sure of their success in finding alternate employment might value their current job
more highly than permanents do, since job status mobility is perceived to be more difficult for temporaries (Faber, 1999). Perhaps then,
for temporaries not confident of easily finding alternate employment their current job is more “precious” to them, thereby enabling them
to be more readily satisfied than dissatisfied with their current job.

Correspondingly, the results also suggest that highly employable temporaries, in contrast, are more difficult to please, since with many
job alternatives their current position is less “valuable” to them. As such, these highly marketable temporaries can afford to be more
discerning when evaluating how satisfied they are with their jobs. The findings also suggest that highly employable temporaries might
invest less of themselves in developing an emotional attachment to their organisation, compared to equally employable permanents.

Limitations, Conclusions and Implications
The study’s external validity is limited to similar organisational structures as the selected sample organisations. Further, the
employment market and industrial relations context in Australia at the time the data were collected also limits the study’s
generalizability. In conclusion, the career context, nature of work, and employment relationship is changing for many employees. The
results from this study indicate that while in many ways permanent and temporary employees experience their job similarly; there are
also some differences which need consideration. For those people in temporary employment, the perception of one’s own ability to find
alternative employment impacted on some work attitudes. There are therefore implications for both individual and organisational career
management strategies.

With the traditional expectation of a ‘job for life’ in decline (Allen & Henry, 1997; Kalleberg, 2000), making yourself more employable
is increasingly important for individuals. Rather than accepting the anxiety of job insecurity, employees need encouragement to be
proactive in managing their careers seeking employment security in preference to job security (Adkins, Werbel, & Farh, 2001; Mirvis &
Hall, 1996). Workers therefore need to pursue multiple employer experiences to develop skills and marketability (Marler, Barringer, &
Milkovich, 2002). Thus, future research needs to investigate what aspects contribute to feelings of employability, and how this may
develop over the course of a career.
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