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Abstract. This article focuses on solidarity behaviours of employees to team members (hori-
zontal solidarity behaviour) and to their manager (vertical solidarity behaviour). The question

is asked to what extend and how are both types of solidarity related to three aspects of modern
organization and governance: dual earner families, flexible labour contracts, and formal and
informal governance structures. Survey data of 17 Dutch organizations (N ¼ 1347) show in

relation to dual-earner families that having children has a positive relationship with horizontal
solidarity behaviour, and working overtime has a positive relationship with vertical solidarity
behaviour. Related to the flexible labour contracts, no relationship was found with type of

labour contract and expected years within the organization. Finally, some traits of informal
and formal governance structures, namely information on rules and the presence of explicit
fair play rules are fond to be positively related to solidarity.
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1. Introduction

Recent developments inside and outside organizations have sparked new
research questions about the behaviour of managers and employees within
modern work organizations. One of the characteristics of modern organi-
zations is that employees bear a much larger responsibility for attaining
production goals than in the classical hierarchical firm, and that employees
are often working in teams or groups, such as management teams, project
groups or self-managing teams (Goodman, 1986; Cohen and Bailey, 1997).
Such teams may be responsible for a department within a hospital, the saving
of a ship and his cargo, or a special unit of the police.

In these self-managed teams, employees enjoy a considerable amount of
autonomy and have more challenging tasks as compared to the classical
workplace. Managers expect teamwork, voluntary participation, willingness
to cooperate and mutual informal control of their employees in order to keep
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the organization running (Appelbaum and Batt, 1994; Handy, 1995). The
managers’ dependence on employees’ voluntary participation, willingness to
cooperate and mutual informal control in these new organizational structures
is interpreted here as the managers’ demand for solidarity behaviour of the
employees. Solidarity is seen as one of the most important success factors
within modern organizations (Wickens, 1995). Indeed, research has shown
that solidarity behaviour is negatively related to employees’ resistance against
organizational changes (Torenvlied and Velner, 1998), and to short-term
absenteeism (Sanders and Hoekstra, 1998; Sanders, 2004).

Compared to previous research on solidarity behaviour within organiza-
tions our focus is relatively new. Traditional research studiedmainly solidarity
between employees in a conflict with the management or in the enforcement of
local work group norms (Roethlisberger and Dickson, 1939; Seashore, 1954;
Blau, 1955; 1964;Homans, 1974). Becausewe assume that solidarity behaviour
within (informal) relationships is characterised by a norm of reciprocity
(Gouldner, 1960; Hechter, 1987; Sanders, Emans and Koster, 2004), and since
employee-employee and employee-manager are qualitatively different rela-
tionships (Smith et al., 1995), we distinguish theoretically and empirically be-
tween solidarity behaviour from employees towards other employees
(horizontal solidarity behaviour), and solidarity behaviour from employees to
their manager (vertical solidarity behaviour). Research shows that these two
forms of solidarity behaviour not always go alongwith each other (Sanders and
Hoekstra, 1998; Flache, 2003; Sanders, 2004). In line with this and consistent
withprevious research,wedefine solidarity behaviour towardsother employees
as the behaving in the spirit of agreements to other employees even when not
convenient and not formally described; and define solidarity to the manager as
the behaving in the spirit of agreements to the manager even when not
convenient and not formally described (Sanders, et al., 2002).

In popular and scientific journals a lot is written about the dangers of
reducing solidarity within society as a whole, and within organizations in
particular in the last decades. Because nowadays more employees try to
combine work with domestic and caring tasks it is sometimes argued that this
should hinder the emergence of situations in which goals and interests of
individuals and organizations are aligned (Schor, 1992; Scandura and Lan-
kau, 1997). Conflicts could also arise when the career pursuits of individual
employees lead them to push the goals and interests of the organization to the
background (Appelbaum and Batt, 1994). Moreover, hierarchical control by
means of authority chains is often replaced by more horizontal organization
structures (Taplin, 1995; Wright and Kroll, 2002). Furthermore, in order to
satisfy the demands of a rapidly changing environment and increasingly
competitive markets, the number of non-standard employment relationships
rapidly increases, and the use of temporary employment has found its way
into virtually every organization (Brewster and Mayne, 1997; Piore, 2002).
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Because these tendencies might influence the employment relationships
within organizations, solidarity behaviour within modern organizations
might threaten. However, little is knows about the effects of these tendencies.
If it is true that these tendencies lead to a decrease of solidarity behaviour, a
paradox within modern organization should be observed (Sanders et al.,
2002): changes in the environment and structure of organizations lead to an
increasing demand for solidarity, but more or less related changes could erode
the corresponding supply of solidarity.

In this article, we focus on three aspects, which are prominent aspects of
modern organization and governance and are often mentioned as the causes
for a decreasing solidarity within organizations: dual earner families, flexible
labour contracts, and formal and informal governance structures within
organizations. In the theoretical part we elaborate on the possible relation-
ships with the dual-earner families, flexible labour contracts and the formal
and informal governance structures and solidarity behaviour of employees
within organization. To examine the effects of the possible threats of soli-
darity we collected data within 17 Dutch organizations. In the empirical part
of this article, we empirically examine if we can find relationships between
these aspects of modern organization and governance on one hand, and
horizontal and vertical solidarity behaviour of employees within organiza-
tions on the other hand. The question of this article is formulated as follows:
to what extent and how are horizontal and vertical solidarity within modern
organizations related to dual-earner families, flexible contracts, and formal and
informal governance structures within organizations?

2. Solidarity Behaviour within Organizations

It is not self evident that employees within organizations show solidarity
behaviour. Solidarity behaviour within organizations exemplifies the free
rider problem: it is tempting to employees to lean back, relax and hitchhike
on the work of others (Kerr, 1983; Organ, 1988, 1997). But if all employees
within an organization act in such an opportunistic way, tasks and projects
may fail and the goals of the organization will not be served. A requisite for
solidarity is that long-term costs and benefits through the use of positive and
negative sanctions offset short-term incentives for opportunistic behaviour
(Raub and Weesie, 1990; Raub, 1997). If relationships within today’s orga-
nizations are characterised by decreasing long-term benefits, and increasing
short-term incentives for opportunistic behaviour, this implies that individual
willingness to invest in relationships decreases.

For a better understanding of solidarity behaviour it seems helpful to keep
in mind that solidarity behaviour is a characteristic between two or more
actors. This means that solidarity behaviour may be associated not only
with individual characteristics but also with embeddedness in the social
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environment (Granovetter, 1985). Various types of embeddedness can be
distinguished (Raub, 1997; Raub and Weesie, 2000). First, there is temporal
embeddedness: social relationships have a common history (which can consist
of mainly positive or mainly negative experiences) and a common future, since
actors expect to have continued dealings with one another. As relationships
progress, individuals receive more information about the other, allowing them
to formulate expectations about his or her reliability. When individuals are
certain about their common future, solidarity behaviour will thrive due to the
increasing benefits of solidarity as opposed to the growing costs of oppor-
tunism in the long term. Second, there is network embeddedness: two people
in a relationship also have relationships with third parties. This means that a
relationship between two team members is not isolated and independent, but
is embedded in the whole of relationships between all team members. Third,
relationships are institutionally embedded: certain institutions, which provide
opportunities to control opportunistic behaviour, influence them. Formal and
informal governance structures within organizations provide examples of
institutional embeddedness within modern organizations.

In the following we discuss the possible relationships of dual-earner
families, flexible labour contracts and formal and informal governance
structures with vertical and horizontal solidarity behaviour within organi-
zations.

2.1. THE INCREASE OF DUAL-EARNER FAMILIES

Organizations have to contend with social circumstances, like the significant
increase in labour force participation of women over the past few decades
(ILO, 2002). Today’s highly educated women are eager to be financially
independent, so the traditional single-earner – or breadwinner – family is
rapidly becoming extinct. The decline of the ‘breadwinner’ family and the
rising numbers of dual-earner families mean that both male and female
employees are confronted, to an ever-increasing degree, with conflicting
responsibilities and duties to their work organizations, their households and
their children.

Moreover, statistics on hours worked show a considerable difference be-
tween the number of contractual hours and the number of hours actually
worked. Most of the overwork is not paid, but part of the job. This pattern
meshes well with the many indications that a considerable and increasing
number of employees work long weeks. A growing amount of employees
report experiencing significant time pressures on the job and complain of
burnout. Schor (1992, 7) remarks that ‘‘the quality of life is threatened as
relatively short working hours, relaxing daily life and appreciation for the
‘finer things’ are giving way in a number of countries to longer hours of work,
a faster pace of life, and American style consumption’’.
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The increase in time pressure in dual-earner families may cause employees
to reallocate their loyalties more towards the activities at home. The conse-
quence of the choice to give priority to activities outside the organization is
that it becomes more attractive to hitchhike on the work of one’s colleagues.
So, the question can be asked if it is true that employees who are under time
pressure with regard to work and household show less solidarity towards
their team members and their managers. On one hand because time and
energy is limited and both work and family activities are in conflict with each
other, it can be expected that the domestic and caring tasks of working
mothers and fathers influence the willingness to participate within organi-
zations, and can be expected to have a negative effect on the solidarity
behaviours of employees.

On the other hand, instead of a work-family conflict mechanism, a com-
peting, a spill over can be expected. According to this mechanism, the
emotions, behaviours and skills associated with one domain spill over to
other domains. Moen and Yu’s (1999) research on dual-earner couples are in
line with this idea: they found that dual-earner men and women reported
greater perceived success in both family and work domains relative to other
couples. A study of Greenhaus and Parasuranan (1999) show that employees,
highly involved in work and families domains, manage to find time and
energy for both. According to this spill over mechanism, it can be expected
that dual-earner families show more solidarity behaviour than employees
with fewer responsibilities at home.

In the empirical part of this article, we examine the relationships of having
children, having household and childcare responsibilities, and working
overtime with the vertical and horizontal solidarity behaviours of employees
within organizations.

2.2. THE INCREASE IN FLEXIBLE LABOUR CONTRACTS

Organizations are dependent on the relationship between demands and
supply in the consumers’ market in which the organization operates.
Managers increasingly deploy their workforce in more flexible ways in order
to cope with the demands of a rapidly changing environment (Pfeffer, 1982).
An important form of workforce flexibility concerns quantitative flexibility
(Atkinson, 1984). Functional flexibility or task flexibility (Blyton and
Morris, 1992) refers to a firm’s ability to deploy employees between activ-
ities and tasks to match changing workloads, production methods or
technology. In contrast with quantitative flexibility, functional flexibility is
always internal: it concerns employees who have a short- or long-term
agreement with the organization. By assigning them to different functions
or positions within the organization, organizations can cope with the
demands of the outlet market.
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Quantitative flexibility refers to an organization’s ability to adapt the
amount of labour in response to changes in levels of demand (Blyton
and Morris, 1992). Practices to achieve this include the use of short term, and
temporary contracts (external quantitative flexibility), part-time work
and the use of overtime (internal quantitative flexibility). As in other
countries, these forms of flexibility in the Netherlands have grown rapidly in
the last decades (Brewster and Mayne, 1997). The question can be asked if
the use of flexible labour contracts has a relationship with the employment
relationships within organizations, and as a consequence with the solidarity
behaviour within modern organizations?

Let’s first focus on the temporal aspect of workforce flexibility. As above-
mentioned the history of a relationship and the (expected) future of a rela-
tionship form the temporal embeddedness of relationships. In relationships
with a longer history, actors have had more opportunities to gain informa-
tion about each other’s reliability and to learn from previous experiences.
Another result of a shared history is the accumulation of relation-specific
investments (Raub and Weesie, 2000). Relation-specific investments can be
described as investments that make the relationship more valuable for both
partners. Within an organization, an example can be found in good pro-
ductive relationships among employees, and between employees and man-
agers. These valuable assets will be lost if an employee decides to accept a job
offer from another organization. Mutual relation-specific investments reduce
opportunistic behaviour and stabilise the relationship (Williamson, 1975,
1996).

Besides a common history, a common future plays an important role in
temporal embeddedness. One important effect of a common future is that
opportunistic behaviour can be controlled by the threat of future sanctions,
while solidarity behaviour can be encouraged by the promise of future
rewards.

Because the threat of future sanctions for opportunistic behaviour and the
promise of future rewards for solidarity behaviours is stronger for employees
with a permanent labour contract, this may encourage them to put in more
effort to perform well and show more solidarity behaviour. If both employee
and manager are aware of the long shadow of the future, both will be pre-
pared to put in effort to maintain the employment relationship based on
expectations of the future relationship. Or the other way around: flexible
employees may have little obligation to the organisation and consequently,
are not really penalized for performing poorly (Ellingson et al., 1998). This
suggests a positive relationship between types of labour contract, the ex-
pected length engagement on one hand, and solidarity behaviour on the other
hand. Koster et al. (2002) found support for the idea that near the end of the
employment relationships incentives to act selfishly are greater than at the
beginning or the middle.
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On the other hand, research on commitment (Muhlau, 2000) shows that
employees with a permanent labour contract are less committed to the
organization than employees with a flexible labour contract. Muhlau (2000)
explains this difference through the possible bad experiences and conflicts
between employees and managers. The longer the employee within an
organization, the higher the chance he or she had have some bad experiences
and conflicts within the organization, and the less likely employees would be
committed. This should mean that it is realistic for organizations to assume
that their temporary employees are more committed to the organization
(McDonald and Makin, 1999). In line with this, temporary work is often
regarded as a ‘waiting-room’ stage: performing poorly at this time can easily
be penalised by withholding a new (flexible) contract. In this sense, employees
with a flexible labour contract may be more likely to put in extra effort to
perform well, expecting a sort of delayed gratification (Foote and Folta,
2002). Van Emmerik and Sanders (2004) found that temporal embeddedness
is more important in explaining job performance of tenured faculty members
than of non-tenured ones. This should mean that employees with a flexible
labour contract would show more solidarity behaviour.

In the empirical part we examine the differences between employees with a
permanent and a flexible labour contract and the relationship between ex-
pected years within the organization and vertical and horizontal solidarity
behaviour.

2.3. FORMAL AND INFORMAL GOVERNANCE STRUCTURES

Finally, threats to workplace solidarity are examined at the organizational
level in the form of the governance structure of organizations. Governance
structures can be classified as formal or informal. The formal content of
governance structures within an organization is evident in the organization’s
human resource policies. Examples of formal governance structures adopted
by managers are monitoring and control systems, as well as career systems.
In addition to the formal content of governance structures, informal gover-
nance structures may also be – and usually are – present within an organi-
zation. For instance, managers may make use of social networks and
informal social control in order to develop and maintain cooperative rela-
tions with and between their employees (Flap et al., 1998).

Governance structures provide incentives in social relations. In other
words, institutions like formal and informal governance structures constitute
the formal and informal rules in which managers and employees are involved
(Batenburg et al., 2002). It is sometimes argued that traditional forms of
control, such as formal governance structures are no longer suitable for the
demands of team work, and that informal governance structures are
becoming important mechanism to encourage employees to behave in the
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organization’s interest (Kandel and Lazear, 1992; Baron and Gjerde, 1997).
In the optimistic vision of post-bureaucratic organization, management
control relations are supplanted by strong ties among co-workers (Heckscher
and Applegate, 1994). More informal governance structures, however, does
not necessarily signal a significant decrease in formal governance structures.
Most literature on control and governance structure within organizations
seems to neglect that both forms are mutual exclusive and can co-exist. For
both formal and informal governance structures there are a variety of factors,
which theoretically can enhance employees’ outcomes within organizations.
The question can be asked: what are the relationships between different
formal and informal governance structures and horizontal and vertical soli-
darity within organizations?

Concerning the formal governance structures we focus on two prominent
aspects of formal governance: information concerning the rules and presence
of explicit fair play rules (Baron and Kreps, 1999). Earlier research (Van
Emmerik et al., 1998) shows that employees’ sense of fairness depends to a
considerable degree on the way in which rewards and promotions are ob-
tained. The more employees perceive that the rewards and promotions are
distributed according to a certain rule, regardless of the rule, the more they
perceive the governance structure as fair, and the more they are willing to
show solidarity behaviour. In this sense presence of explicit fair play rules can
be seen as the transparency of codes of ‘good behaviors’. Also Denison and
Mishra (1995), and Tyler (2001) found that a certain degree of predictability
of resources and rewards is essential for meaning and satisfaction in work.
Such predictability is essential for the establishment of trust between workers
and management (Fox, 1974). It can be assumed that the more management
is show the presence of explicit fair play rules, the more employees perceive
predictability of rewards and resources. It can be argued that information
concerning the rules within an organisation and presence of fair play rules are
likely to foster employee cooperation and effort (Fox, 1974; Miller and
Monge, 1986). Therefore, we can expected that the more employees receive
information concerning the rules from management, and the more presence
of explicit fair play rules within the organisation are followed by managers,
the more they will show solidarity behaviour.

On the other hand, it can be expected that simple hierarchical control
breeds personal favouritism and negatively affects solidarity within organi-
zations. In modern organizations, managers are not capable anymore to
monitor and judge the work of employees in an objective way (Baron and
Kreps, 1999). In this sense, presence of rules are perceived by employees as
unfair, because the situation of employees may differ and slightly adjustments
in rules may sometimes necessary for different employees. In line with this,
we can expect presence of explicit fair play rules is negatively related to
horizontal and vertical solidarity behaviour within organizations.
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Concerning informal governance structures, research shows that long-
term, stable and close informal relationships among employees, and informal
activities within and outside the organization, have in general the ability to
enhance one’s willingness to behave solidarity (Sanders et al., 2002). With
informal activities within and outside the organization, we mean activities
such as taking lunch with team members, having a drink together after work,
and visiting each other at home. It is these kinds of informal activities in
particular that give employees the opportunity to get to know each other
better. As relationships become close, there are more possibilities to sanction
solidarity behaviour positively and opportunistic behaviour negatively.

Informal governance structures can be related to team cohesiveness. When
team cohesiveness is associated with informal relationships, it can be ex-
pected to have more effect because members of cohesive groups may interact
more frequently. In this case they enjoy being together and therefore have
more opportunities for co-workers control. Therefore, we focus on informal
relationships within a team as an indicator of the informal governance
structure. In cohesive groups, members usually know each other contribution
(Sniezek et al., 1990). A cohesive group will have a strong impact on its
members, who will strive to keep the group intact and remain a member of
the group, conform to the group’s norms and demands, and regard the
group’s interest above their owns. Research shows positive relationships
between group cohesiveness and employee satisfaction (Dobbins and
Zaccoro, 1986) and cooperative behaviour (Kidwell Jr et al., 1997).

On the other hand, because long-term, stable and close relationships are
under threat due to conditions at the time pressure within dual-earner fam-
ilies and the temporal embeddedness of flexible labour contract, informal
activities can also be at risk. The increasing numbers of short-term, flexible
contracts have lead to diminishing long-term perspective. Growing time
pressures within dual-earner households also put pressure on voluntary
participation in informal activities, further undermining the conditions under
which solidarity behaviour arises. This means that cohesiveness within teams
will have less chance to emerge, and informal relationships will be less
effective in terms of horizontal and vertical solidarity behaviour. In the
empirical part of this article, we examine the relationships between formal
and informal governance structures and horizontal and vertical solidarity
behaviour.

3. Method

3.1. SAMPLE

A total of 1347 employees (a response of 52%) from 17 Dutch organizations
participated in this study. The organizations represent both the public and
private domain, and consist of, among others, three faculties of a university,

DOES MODERN ORGANIZATION AND GOVERNANCE THREAT SOLIDARITY? 359



a ministry, the royal air force, a consultancy, a printing office, some small
manufacturing organizations, a nursing home, and a swimming pool. 60% of
the respondents were male, and the mean age was 39.9 years of age
(S.D. ¼ 9.36). 77% had a high education (S.D. ¼ 1.69). Most employees
(84%) have a permanent contract, 8% have a temporary job but will have a
permanent job in the near future, and eight percent have a temporary job.
The respondents had on average 12.2 years work experience within this
organization (S.D. ¼ 9.7) and 5.5 years work experience in the current
position (S.D. ¼ 5.12). The mean work experience in total is 16.9
(S.D. ¼ 10.9). The respondents work on average 27.9 h a week (S.D. ¼ 14.4).

3.2. PROCEDURE

The questionnaire with standardised questions was distributed within the
different organizations. Questionnaires were developed to gather data among
employees (for the complete questionnaire see Lambooij et al., 2002). Before
the data collection, within all organizations a number of meetings were held
with the board of directors and the management. The employees’ organiza-
tion was also informed of the goal of the research, the design of the data
collection and the consequences of possible results. After this, all employees
of the organization were informed about the research and the way the data
were obtained. All these activities were thought necessary to improve the
social basis of acceptance for this research.

In each of the organizations, the questionnaire was modified to fit to the
specific needs of the specific organization. Because the questionnaire was
modified to fit the specific needs of the specific organization thiswas expected to
be the case. The modification of the questionnaire took place by adding ques-
tions about topics that of special interest to the organization. The items mea-
suring the variables that are used in this paper are asked in the same fashion
across the different organizations. A graduate student who was present during
this period collected data. The aim of this data collection procedure was to
increase the response rate. Another advantage was that the students could
respond to employees’ questions and complaints regarding the questionnaire or
the research in general. Through this procedure respondents were more
informed about the aim of the research and were more willing to participate.

3.3. MEASUREMENTS

3.3.1. Horizontal and vertical solidarity behaviour

We used, related to the definition of solidarity behaviour of Lindenberg
(1998, 2000) a five item-scale for horizontal solidarity behaviour (see also
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Sanders, 2004; a Sanders, Schyns et al., 2003). The five items for horizontal
solidarity behaviour are as follows: (1) I help my team members to finish
tasks, (2) I am willing to help my team members when things went wrong that
nobody is responsible for (go wrong unexpectedly), (3) I apologise to my
team members when I have made a mistake, (4) I try to divide the pleasant
and unpleasant tasks (equally) between me and my team members, and (5) I
live up to agreements with my team members. These items were supposed to
be outcomes of relationship with a strong reciprocal norm (see for more
information Sanders et al., 2004).

For vertical solidarity behaviour, we used three of the five items for
horizontal solidarity behaviour, which were supposed to be most appropriate
for the relationship between employees and managers (items 1, 2 and 5). For
these items the term ‘team members’ was replaced for ‘manager’. Further-
more we add three items of the OCB (Organisational Citizenship Behaviour,
Organ and Lingl, 1995; Organ and Ryan, 1995) scale to these items. An item
measuring OCB ‘‘I will help around new employees, even though this is not
part of my job’’. Answers ranged from 1 ¼ totally disagree, to 7 ¼ totally
agree. The reliabilities for the two scales were sufficient, Cronbach alpha for
horizontal solidarity behaviour ¼ 0.84 and for vertical solidarity behav-
iour ¼ 0.75.

3.3.2. Dual-earner families

To examine the possible relationships between aspects of dual-earner families
and solidarity behaviour, respondents were asked if they had children
(0 ¼ no, 1 ¼ yes) and how many hours per week spending on domestic
activities and child care (M ¼ 14.48, S.D. ¼ 12.61). Furthermore, the
respondents were asked if and to what degree their job can be characterised
by overtime. Answers could be given on a scale from 1 ‘less’, to 7 ‘very much’.
To control for the effect that mostly women are responsible for childcare and
domestic activities, an interaction term of gender and children was added in
the regression analyses.

3.3.3. Flexible labour contract

To examine the possible relationships between type of the labour contract,
the expected length of the labour contract on one hand, and solidarity
behaviour on the other hand, two variables are calculated. First, the type of
employment was asked to the respondents (0 ¼ temporary labour contract,
1 ¼ permanent; M ¼ 0.84, S.D. ¼ 0.61). And second, for the expectation of
respondents concerning his or her future within this organization, we used a
three items scale: ‘‘How long do you expect to stay (a) within this organi-
zation, (b) within this job, and (c) with this manager’’. Respondents could
answer this question by given the number of years they expected to stay.
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Reliability of this scale is 0.83 (Cronbach alpha). The mean expected stay was
3.83 years (S.D. ¼ 3.84).

3.3.4. Formal and informal governance structures

To examine the relationships between formal and informal governance
structures and solidarity behaviour, a number of questions were asked con-
cerning the perception of employees concerning the governance structure
within the organization. Information about rules was measured by means of
the following three items: ‘‘The organization I work for, lets me know (1)
why certain activities are important, (2) which of my activities has highest
priority, and (3) on which issues adjustment between me and my colleagues is
important’’. Respondents were asked to give their opinion on the three items
on a scale from 1 (totally disagree) to 7 (totally agree). Reliability of this
three-item scale was good (Cronbach alpha ¼ 0.86).

For the presence of explicit fair play rules inside the organization,
respondents are asked to give their opinion for three items: ‘‘Management of
the organization has rather strict rules on (1) getting to work on time, (2)
making deadlines, and (3) living up to agreements’’. Answers ranged from 1
(totally disagree) to 7 (totally agree). The reliability of this three item-scale
was sufficient (Cronbach alpha ¼ 0.78).

Party based on the scale of Dobbins and Zaccaro (1986) the informal
relationships within a team were measured by asking employees to rate nine
items concerning their willingness to share activities, personal talks and ad-
vice within the team. Examples of the items were: ‘‘With how many people of
your team do you occasionally talk about personal things?’’ and ‘‘With which
part of your team do you have a good personal relationships?’’. Answers
ranged from 1 = (with) nobody, to 7 ¼ (with) everybody. The scale was
reliable (Cronbach alpha ¼ 0.90).

3.3.5. Control-variables

In previous studies (Sanders et al., 2003) a relationship between task inter-
dependence within teams and solidarity behaviour was found. Therefore, we
control for task interdependence between the employees within a team. A
scale originally formulated by Van der Vegt (1998) measures the task inter-
dependence between the employees. An example of this scale is ‘‘In order to
do my job, I need information from my team members’’. Answers ranged
from 1 (totally disagree) to 7 (totally agree). The reliability of this scale was
0.77. Besides task interdependence we add degree of responsibility and
autonomy of the job as characteristics of the job that possible influence
solidarity behaviour. Responsibility and autonomy were asked by means of a
one-item question: ‘‘What is the degree of responsibility (autonomy) in your
current job?’’. Answers raged from 1 (very small) to 7 (very large).
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Furthermore, age, gender, and education level were added to the analyses as
personal characteristics.

4. Results

4.1. PRELIMINARY ANALYSES

The organizations differ with respect to horizontal and vertical solidarity
behaviour, F(16,1277) = 5.14, p < 0.01, and F(16,1301) ¼ 3.42, p < 0.01,
respectively. However, when the analyses are controlled for job characteristics
– autonomy, responsibility, and task interdependence, the organisations do not
differ significantly anymore: horizontal solidarity behaviour: F(16,1251) =
1.49, p ¼ 0.22, and vertical solidarity behaviour: F(16,1287) ¼ 2.91, p ¼ 0.08.
Because the organizations do not differ significantly after controlling for job
characteristics no dummies for the different organizations are included in the
regression analyses.

In Table I the descriptive of the different variables and their correlations
are given.

Horizontal and vertical solidarity behaviour of employees are positively
correlated (r = 0.60, p < 0.01). This means that, although both forms of
solidarity behaviour are related, it makes sense to distinguish horizontal from
vertical solidarity behaviour of employees. Moreover, the level of education
of employees are negatively related to both horizontal and vertical solidarity
behaviour, while responsibility, autonomy and task dependence are positively
related to both horizontal and vertical solidarity behaviour.

Having children household and childcare activities are not related to
vertical and horizontal solidarity behaviours of employees. Working over-
time is positively related to vertical solidarity behaviour, but is not related to
horizontal solidarity behaviour. The type of labour contract and the expected
years within the organizations are not related to both horizontal and vertical
solidarity behaviour. Information concerning the rules, the presence of ex-
plicit fair play rules and informal relationships are both positively related to
vertical and horizontal solidarity behaviour.

To examine the possible relationships between aspects of dual-earner
families, flexible labour contracts and formal and informal governance
structures on one hand, and solidarity behaviour on the other hand,
regression analyses are calculated for horizontal solidarity behaviour
(Table II) and vertical solidarity behaviour (Table III). For both analyses in
the first model (Model 1) the control variables, gender, age, education, task
dependence, responsibility and autonomy are examined. In the second model
(Model 2) the effects of dual-earner families, having children, doing home
and childcare, and working overtime are added. In the third model (Model 3)
the effects of flexible labour contract, type of labour contract and expected
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years within the organization are added. And at least, in the fourth model
(Model 4) the effects of formal and informal governance structures, infor-
mation about the rules, the presence of explicit fair play rules and informal
relationships, are added. Because not all questions of the survey are asked in
the same organizations, no model is given with all the independent variables.

Considering the first model (Model 1, Tables II and Table III) a positive
effect of gender and task interdependence was found: women show in general
more solidarity behaviour to team members than men, and the more
employees are interdependence on each other for achieving their goals, the
more horizontal and vertical solidarity behaviour they show. Besides this,
negative relationships between level of education and responsibility on one
hand, and horizontal solidarity behaviour on the other hand, and a positive
relationship between autonomy and vertical solidarity behaviour are found.
The control variables explain 22% of the variance in horizontal solidarity
behaviour and explain 15% of the variance in horizontal solidarity behav-
iour.

To examine the possible effects of dual-earner families on horizontal and
vertical solidarity behaviours having children, doing home and childcare
activities and working overtime are added to the first model. The results show
that while controlling for employee and job characteristics having children

Table II. Results of regression analyses with the horizontal solidarity behaviour as dependent
variable

Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

Gender 0.17* 0.38+ 0.13** 0.16*

Age 0.02 0.01 )0.11 )0.08
Education )0.21** )0.20** )0.28** )0.24**

Interdependency 0.24** 0.22** 0.24* 0.22*

Responsibility )0.25** )0.24** 0.04 0.05

Autonomy 0.37* 0.38** 0.26** 0.28**

Children 0.34*

House activities 0.17

Overtime )0.02
Gender * Children 0.01

Type of labour contract 0.06

Expected years within organization )0.08
Information rules 0.03

Presence of fair play rules 0.17**

Informal relationships 0.21**

R2 22 23 23 32

R2 change 1 1 7**
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has a positive relationship with horizontal solidarity behaviour, and
working overtime has a positive relationship with vertical solidarity
behaviour. Female and male employees with children show more solidarity
behaviour to other team members than female and male employees without
children, and the more employees work overtime the more solidarity
behaviour they show towards their manager. Household and childcare
activities and the interaction between gender and children have no effects
on horizontal and vertical solidarity behaviour. Adding the dual-earner
family aspects for both models the percentage explained variance increased
not significantly: the percentage explained variance for horizontal solidarity
behaviour increased from 22 to 23, and for vertical solidarity behaviour
increased from 15 to 18.

To examine the possible effects of flexible labour contracts, the effects of
type of labour contract and the expected years within the organization are
added to Model 1. The results show that only expected length within the
organization has a positive effect on vertical solidarity behaviour: the longer
employees expect to stay in the organization the more solidarity behaviour
they show to the manager. The expected years within the organization has no
significant effect on horizontal solidarity behaviour. No significant effects
were found for type of labour contract. Compare to the first model, the

Table III. Results of regression analyses with the vertical solidarity behaviour as dependent
variable

Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

Gender 0.05 0.06 0.09 .07

Age 0.14* 0.15* 0.07 .08

Education 0.03 0.04 0.06 0.07

Interdependence 0.17** 0.21** 0.22** 0.21**

Responsibility 0.13 0.18 0.07 0.12

Autonomy 0.25** 0.30** 0.18* 0.12

Children 0.07

House activities 0.02

Overtime 0.22**

Gender * Children )0.31
Type of labour contract 0.01

Expected years within organization 0.08*

Information rules 0.04

Presence of fair play rules 0.19**

Informal Relationships 0.09*

R2 15 18 17 26

R2 change 3 1 11**
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percentages explained variance increased only slightly to 23 for horizontal
solidarity behaviour and to 17 for vertical solidarity behaviour.

To examine the possible effects of formal and informal governance
structures – information concerning rules from the management, the presence
of explicit fair play rules, and informal relationships between employees
within a team on horizontal and vertical solidarity behaviour, these effects
are added in Model 4 of Tables II and III. No effects were found for
information about the rules. Presence of explicit fair play rules was found to
be positively related to both horizontal and vertical solidarity behaviour:
the more employees perceive the rules within the organization as the presence
of explicit fair play rules, the more employees show solidarity behaviour to
both other team members and their manager. Also, informal relationships
have a positive effect on both horizontal and vertical solidarity behaviour
of employees. The more employees are informally related to each other,
the more they behave solidarity towards other team members and the
manager.

The percentage explained variance increased for the fourth model to 32 for
horizontal solidarity behaviour and to 26 for vertical solidarity behaviour.

5. Conclusions and Discussion

In this article, we examine aspects of modern organization and governance
that may threat solidarity behaviours within organizations. The question was
asked what are the associations of dual-earner families, flexible labour con-
tract and formal and informal governance structures with horizontal and
vertical solidarity behaviour of employees within organizations. In the the-
oretical part of this article, the possible relationships of these aspects of
modern organizations were discussed. Three main conclusions can be drawn
from the results of this study. First, concerning the dual-earner families:
having children has a positive effect on horizontal solidarity behaviour, while
working overtime has a positive effect on vertical solidarity behaviour of
employees. Second, according to the results of this study, type of labour
contracts and expected years within the organization have no effect on
horizontal and vertical solidarity behaviour. Third, formal and informal
governance structures, in terms of the presence of explicit fair play rules and
informal relationships have a positive effect on horizontal and vertical soli-
darity behaviour of employees within organizations.

Let’s have a closer look at the results related to the different aspects of
modern organization and governance. Instead of examining dual-earner
families as a threat for solidarity behaviour, the results show a positive
relationship between having children and horizontal solidarity behaviour,
and show a positive relationship between working overtime and vertical
solidarity behaviour. No effects were found household and childcare
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activities. In general, these results show more support for the spill over
mechanism, than for the competing mechanism.

A possible moderator for the relationship between having children and
solidarity behaviour of employees could be the age of the children. Especially
when talking about responsibilities in the family domain the age of the
children is important. Although questions concerning the ages of the eldest
and youngest child were included in some of the questionnaires, the number
of respondents who answered this question was too small to take into ac-
count. Related to the work family conflict and spill over mechanisms, the age
of children can be crucial and may be explain when the work–family conflict
and when the spill over mechanism is more relevant. Subsequent studies can
examine this point.

The relationship between working overtime and vertical solidarity
behaviour should be discussed in terms of causality. In this study the causal
direction between working overtime and vertical solidarity behaviour was
ignored. Given the cross-sectional data of the study no statements concerning
the causality direction can be made. So, it can be that more vertical solidarity
behaviour leads to working overtime, or the other way around. Furthermore
we do not know if working overtime is voluntary, or it is part of the job. It
can be assumed that if working overtime is voluntary, it goes together with
vertical solidarity behaviour. Moreover, in this case working overtime can be
seen as a form of solidarity behaviour to the manager. Further research and
longitudinal data are necessary to examine these possible explanations.

Related to the use of flexible labour contract, no effects were found be-
tween the type of labour contract and the expected years within the orga-
nization on one hand, and solidarity behaviours of employees on the other
hand. In this study, however, we focus only on one aspect of the employment
relationships within organization, namely the length of the employment
relationships, while neglecting the quality of the relationship. Because we
proposed that solidarity behaviours within informal relationships are char-
acterized by a norm of reciprocity (Gouldner, 1960; Hechter, 1974) instead of
the temporal aspect of the relationship, the quality of the relationship can be
expected to have a positive effect on solidarity behaviour. Further research is
needed to test this hypothesis.

In contrast to the relationships between aspects of dual-earner families and
the flexible labour contracts, the formal and informal governance structures
can be seen as most effective in enhancing solidarity behaviours within
organizations. Presence of explicit fair play rules and informal relationships
were positively related with both horizontal and vertical solidarity behaviours.
The more employees perceive the presence of explicit fair play rules, and the
more informally employees within team are related, the more employee be-
have solidarity to the other teammembers and to the manager. It was assumed
that the presence of explicit fair play rules could be seen as the transparency
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within organizations of codes of ‘good behaviours’. Given the cross-sectional
data of the study also for this relationship statements concerning the causality
direction can be made. It can be that employees who perceive the presence of
explicit fair play rules are more willing to show solidarity, but it can also be the
case that employees who are willing to show solidarity behaviours perceive the
presence of explicit fair play rules and the informal relationships more positive
than employees who show less solidarity behaviour. Further research and
longitudinal data are necessary to test this causality.

In sum, the results show no evidence for the possible dangers of reducing
solidarity within organizations. What the present study makes clear is that
solidarity behaviours within organizations have more to do with formal and
informal governance structures than with dual-earner families and the use of
flexible labour contracts. At a practical level, the results of our study suggest
that formal and informal governance structures could be a powerful instru-
ment to encourage solidarity behaviours of employees, both towards other
team members as to their manager. Based on the results presented here, a
useful thing that organizations can do to improve solidarity behaviours of
their employees is to promote clarity fair play rules and intense and plea-
surable relationships between employees.

Acknowledgements

The authors want to thank Anna Grandori, Editor-in-Chief of Journal of
Management and Governance, and two anonymous reviewers for their
comments on an earlier version of this article.

Reference

Appelbaum, E. and R. Batt: 1994, The new American workplace. (Ithaca: ILR Press).
Atkinson, J.: 1984, ‘‘Manpower Strategies for Flexible Organizations’’, Personnel

Management, 28–31. August.
Baron, J.M. and K.P. Gjerde: 1997, ‘‘Peer Pressure in an Agency Relationship’’, Journal of

Labor Economics 15: 234–254.

Baron, J.N. and D.M. Kreps: 1999, Strategic Human Resources. Frameworks for general
managers (New York: Wiley).

Batenburg, R., W. Raub and C. Snijders: 2002, Contacts and Contracts: Dyadic Embedd-
edness and the Contractual Behaviour of Firms. Research in the Sociology of Organiza-

tions.
Blau, P.: 1955, The Dynamics of Bureaucracy (Chicago, Il: University of Chicago Press).
Blau, P.: 1964, Exchange and Power in Social Life (New York: Wiley).

Blyton, P. and J. Morris: 1992, ‘‘HRM and the Limits of Flexibility,’’ in: P. Blyton and P.
Turnbull (eds.), Reassessing Human Resource Management (London: Sage), pp. 116–130.

Brewster, C. and L. Mayne: 1997, Exchange and Power in Social Life (New Brunswick:

Transaction Publishers).
Cohen, S.G. and D.E. Bailey: 1997, ‘‘What Makes Teamwork: Group Effectiveness Research

from the Shop Floor to the Executive Suite’’, Journal of Management 23: 239–290.

DOES MODERN ORGANIZATION AND GOVERNANCE THREAT SOLIDARITY? 369



Denison, D.R. and K. Mishra: 1995, ‘‘Toward a Theory of Organizational Culture and

Effectiveness,’’ Organization Science 6: 204–223.
Dobbins, G.R. and S.J. Zaccaro: 1986, ‘‘The Effects of Group Cohesion and Leader Behav-

iour on Subordinate Satisfaction’’, Group and Organizational Studies 11: 203–219.

Ellingson, J.E., M.L. Gruys, and P.R. Sackett: 1998, ‘‘Factors related to the Satisfaction and
Performance of Temporary Employees’’, Journal of Applied Psychology 83: 913–921.

Flache, A.: 2003. ‘‘Je Vrienden Val Je Niet Af. [Friends Will Remain Friends]’’, Gedrag and

Organisatie 16: 179–200.
Flap, H., B. Bulder, and B. Volker: 1998, ‘‘Intra-organizational Networks and Performance: A

Review’’, Computational and Mathematical Organization Theory 4: 109–147.

Foote, D.A. and T.B. Folta: 2002, ‘‘Temporal Workers as a Real Option’’, Human Resource
Management Review 12: 579–597.

Fox, A.: 1974. Beyond Contract: Work, Power and Trust Relations (London: Faber and Faber).
Goodman, P.S.: 1986. ‘‘The Impact of Task and Technology on Group Performance’’, in

P. Goodman (ed.)Designing Effective Work Groups (San Francisco: Jossey-Bass). pp. 120–167.
Gouldner, A.W.: 1960, ‘‘The Norm of Reciprocity: A Preliminary Statement’’, American

Sociological Review 25: 161–178.

Granovetter, M.: 1985, ‘‘Economic Action and Social Structure: The Problem Of Embedd-
edness’’, American Journal of Sociology 91: 481–510.

Greenhaus, J.H. and S. Parasuraman: 1999, ‘‘Research on Work, Family, and Gender:

Current Status and Future Directions,’’ in G.N. Powell (ed.), Handbook of Gender and
Work (Thousands Oaks, California: Sage Publications), pp. 391–412.

Handy, Ch.: 1995, ‘‘Trust and the Virtual Organization’’,Harvard Business Review, May–June,

no. 40–50.
Hechter,M.T.:1987,PrinciplesofGroupSolidarity (Berkeley,CA:UniversityofCaliforniaPress).
Heckscher, C., and L.M. Applegate: 1994, ‘‘Introduction,’’ in: C. Heckscher and A. Don-

nellon (eds.), The Post-Bureaucratic Organization (Thousand Oaks, Califronia: Sage).

Homans, G.C.: 1974, Social Behaviour. Its Elementary Forms (New York: Harcourt Brace
Jovanovich).

ILO International Labour Statistics: 2002, Economically Active Population 1950–2010. Gen-

eva: ILO.
Kandal, E. and E.P. Lazaer: 1992. ‘‘Peer Pressure and Partnerships’’, Journal of Policital

Economy 100: 801–817.

Kerr, N.: 1983. ‘‘Motivation Losses in Small Groups. A Social Dilemma Analysis’’, Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology 45: 819–828.

Kidwell, Jr, R.E., K.W. Mossholder, and N. Bennett: 1997, ‘‘Cohesiveness and Organizational
Citizinship Behavior: A Multilevel Analysis Using Work Groups and Individuals’’, Journal

of Management 23: 775–793.
Koster, F., F. Sanders, and IJ.H. Van Emmerik: 2002, ‘‘Solidarity of Temporary Workers:

The Effects of Temporal and Network Embeddedness on Solidary Behaviour of Ph.D.

Students’’’, Netherlands Journal of Social Sciences 38: 1–65.
Lambooij, M., K. Sanders, F. Koster, W. Raub, H. Van Emmerik, R. Wittek, and A. Flache:

2002, Basisvragenlijst Onderzoeksprogramma Solidarity at Work. [Questionnaire Solidarity

at Work] Rijksuniversiteit Groningen.
Lindenberg. S.: 1998. ‘‘Solidarity: Its Microfoundations and Macrodependence’’. in:P.

Doreian and T.J. Fafaro (eds.), The Problem of Solidarity: Theories and Models,

(Amsterdam: Gordon and Breach).
Lindenberg, S.M.: 2000, ‘‘It Takes Both Trust and Mistrust: The Working of Cooperation and

Relational Signaling in Contractual Relationships’’, Journal of Management and Gover-
nance 4: 11–33.

370 KARIN SANDERS AND HETTY VAN EMMERIK



MacDonald, D.J., and P.J. Makin: 1999, ‘‘The Psychological Contract, Organisational

Commitment and Job Satisfaction of Temporary Staff’’, Leadership and Organization
Development Journal 21: 84–91.

Miller, K.I., and P.R. Monge: 1986, ‘‘Participation, Satisfaction and Productivity: A Meta-

analytic Review’’, Academy of Management Journal 29: 727–753.
Moen, P. and Y. Yu: 1999, ‘‘Having it All’’, in R. Hodson and T. Parcel (eds.), Research in the

sociology of work, volume 7. Stamford, CN: JAI Press, 109–139.

Motowidlo, S.J., W.C. Borman, and M.J. Schmitt: 1997, ‘‘A theory of Individual Differences
in Task and Contextual Performance’’, Human Performance 10: 71–83.

Muhlau, P.: 2000, The Governance of the Employment Relation: A Relational Signaling Per-

spective (Amsterdam: Thela Thesis).
Organ, D.W.: 1988, Organizational Citizenship Behaviour: The Good Soldier Syndrome (Lex-

ington, MA: Lexington Books).
Organ, D.W.: 1997. ‘‘Organizational Citizenship Behaviour: It’s Construct Clean-up Time’’,

Human Performance 10: 85–97.
Organ, D.W. and A. Lingl: 1995, ‘‘Personality, Satisfaction and Organizational Citizenship

Behavior’’, Journal of Social Psychology 135: 339–350.

Organ, D.W. and K. Ryan: 1995, ‘‘A Meta-analytic Review of Attitudinal and Dispositional
Predictors of Organizational Citizenship Behavior’’, Personnel Psychology 48: 775–802.

Pfeffer, J.: 1982, Organizations and Organization Theory (Boston: Pitman).

Piore, M.J.: 2002. ‘‘Thirty Years Later: Internal Labor Markets, Flexibility and the New
Economy’’, Journal of Management and Governance 6: 271–279.

Raub, W.: 1997, Samenwerking in Duurzame Relaties En Sociale Cohesie [Cooperation in

Long-term Relationships and Social Cohesiveness] (Amsterdam: Thesis Publishers).
Raub, W. and J. Weesie: 1990, ‘‘Reputation and Efficiency in Social Interactions: An Example

of Network Effects’’, American Journal of Sociology 96: 626–654.
Raub, W. and J. Weesie: 2000, ‘‘The Management of Durable Relations’’, in J. Weesie and W.

Raub (eds.), The Management of Durable Relations. Theoretical Models and Empirical
Studies of Households and Organizations (Amsterdam: Thela Thesis), pp. 1–32.

Roethlisberger,F.J. andW.J.Dickson: 1939,Management and theWorker:AnAccount of aResearch

Program Conducted by the Western Electric Company (Mass.: Harvard University Press).
Sanders, K.: 2004, ‘‘Playing Truant Within Organizations: Informal Relationships’’, Work

Ethics and Absenteeism’’, Journal of Managerial Psychology 19: 136–155.

Sanders, K., B. Emans, and F. Koster: 2004, ‘‘Determinanten Van Solidair Gedrag Binnen
Organisaties: Een Terugblik. [Determinants of Solidarity Behaviour within Modern Or-
ganisations: a Review]’’, Gedrag and Organisatie 17: 120–129.

Sanders, K. and S.K. Hoekstra: 1998. ‘‘Informal Networks and Absenteeism Within an

Organization’’, Computational and Mathematical Organization Theory 4: 149–163.
Sanders, K., B. Schyns, F. Koster, and C. Rotteveel: 2003, ‘‘Het Stimuleren Van Solidair

gedrag: Een kwestie van leiderschap? [The Encouragement of Solidarity Behaviour: A Case

of Leadership?]’’, Gedrag and Organisatie 16: 273–254.
Sanders, K., H. Emmerik, van and W. Raub: 2002, ‘‘Nieuwe Vragen Voor Onderzoek Naar

Solidair Gedrag Binnen Moderne Organisaties. [New Research Question Concerning

Solidary Behaviour Within Modern Organisations]’’, Gedrag en Organisatie 15: 184–201.
Scandura, T.A. and M.J. Lankau: 1997, ‘‘Relationships of Gender, Family Responsibility and

the Flexible Work Hours to Organizational Commitment’’, Journal of Organizational

behaviour 18: 377–391.
Schor, J.B.: 1992, The Overworked American. The Unexpected Decline of Leisure (New York:

Basic Books).

DOES MODERN ORGANIZATION AND GOVERNANCE THREAT SOLIDARITY? 371



Seashore, S.E.: 1954, Group Cohesiveness in the Industrial Work Group (Ann Arbor: Institute

for Social Research. University of Michigan).
Smith, K.G., S. Carroll, and S. Ashford: 1995, ‘‘Intra- and Inter-organizational Cooperation:

Toward a Research agenda’’, Academy of Management Journal 38: 7–23.

Sniezek, J.A., D.R. May, and J.E. Sawyer: 1990, ‘‘Social Uncertainty and Interdependence: A
Study of Resource Allocation in Decisions in Groups’’, Organisational Behaviour and
Human Decision Processes 46: 155–180.

Taplin, I.M.: 1995. ‘‘Flexible Production, Rigid Jobs: Lessons from the Clothing Industry’’,
Work and Occupations 22 (4): 412.

Torenvlied, R. and R. Velner: 1998, ‘‘Informal Networks and Resistance to Organizational

Change’’, Computational and Mathematical Organization Theory 4: 165–188.
Tyler, T.R.: 2001, ‘‘Why do People Rely on Others? Social Identity and Social Aspects of

Trust’’, in: K.S. Cook (ed.), Trust in Society (New York: Russell Sage Foundation).
Van Emmerik, H., P. Hermkens, and K. Sanders: 1998, ‘‘Personeelsbeleid en rechtvaardig-

heid-gevoelens Van Medewerkers. [HRM Practices and Feelings of Justice of Employees]’’,
Gedrag en Organisatie 11 (6): 385–400.

Van Emmerik, IJ.H. and K. Sanders: 2004, ‘‘The Effects of Social Embeddedness on Job

Performance of Tenured and Non-tenured Professionals’’, Human Resource Management
Journal 14: 40–58.

Wickens, P.D.: 1995, The Ascendant Organization: Combining Commitment and Control for

Long-term, Sustainable Business Success (Basingstoke: Macmillan).
Williamson, O.E.: 1975. Market and Hierarchies: Analysis and Antitrust Implications (New

York: Free Press).

Williamson, O.E.: 1996, The Mechanism of Governance (New York: Oxford University Press).
Wright, P., and M. Kroll: 2002, ‘‘Executive Discretion and Corporate Performance as

Determinants of CEO Compensation, Contingent on External Monitoring Activities’’,
Journal of Management and Governance 6: 189–214.

372 KARIN SANDERS AND HETTY VAN EMMERIK


