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NON-STANDARD, NOT SUB-STANDARD:

 THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN EMPLOYMENT ARRANGEMENTS,

WORK ATTITUDES, AND JOB PERFORMANCE
Abstract

We investigate how nonstandard work arrangements shape work attitudes and behaviors.  We find that attitudes and behaviors vary across different types of nonstandard work arrangements.  As expected, retention part-time workers have more positive and agency temporary workers more negative attitudes toward their work arrangements than standard workers.  But contrary to conventional wisdom about temporary work arrangements, agency temporary workers who have opportunities to transition to standard employment arrangements have more positive attitudes toward supervisors and coworkers and are better performers than peers in standard work arrangements.  Part-time arrangements designed to retain valued workers do not produce increased commitment or other attitudinal benefits consistent with retention.  We discuss the implications of our findings for the study of nonstandard work and the management of nonstandard workers.      
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For more than twenty years researchers have documented the increasing use of nonstandard work arrangements in organizations (Belous, 1989; Connelly & Gallagher, 2004; Houseman & Osawa, 2003; Kalleberg, 2000; Pfeffer & Baron, 1988; Rotchford & Roberts, 1982).  Nonstandard work, as defined by Kalleberg et al. (1997), are employment relationships that differ from what has been historically practiced as the standard work arrangement; full time work for an open-ended duration, performed at an employer-owned location, and under the employer’s administrative control.  Thus, employment arrangements such as independent contracting, part-time work, and temporary work, while relatively common, are by this definition nonstandard.  

Nonstandard work comprises a substantial portion of all employment arrangements globally.  Estimates of the proportion of workers employed in nonstandard work arrangements range as high as 33 percent in the United States (Belous, 1989; Houseman & Polivka, 2000), 37 percent in Japan, and 40 – 50 percent in some European Union countries (Houseman & Osawa, 2003: 5).  In the U.S. alone, the growth of new jobs filled through nonstandard work arrangements has outpaced the growth of jobs in standard work arrangements (Befort, 2003).  

The popularity of nonstandard work arrangements is often attributed to the flexibility they create in the structure and functioning of organizations (Befort, 2003; Bendapudi, Mangum, & Tansky, 2003: Harrison & Kelley, 1993).  Employers gain numerical flexibility by using part-time, temporary, or contract workers to smooth out staffing levels during seasonal fluctuations or other changes in market demand (Smith, 2001), financial flexibility (e.g., reducing overhead, benefits, and the time and expense associated with layoffs or termination) by using workers who are on the payroll of a third party employer (Davis-Blake & Uzzi, 1993), and functional flexibility by accessing specialized skills as needed rather than making long-term commitments for skills that may become technologically obsolete or that are required only for short-term projects (Harrison & Kelley, 1993; Smith, 2001).  

Yet the persistent growth in the use of nonstandard work arrangements raises important questions for researchers and managers about the implications of this trend for organizations.  In particular, it is important to understand whether differences in work arrangements lead to differences in work attitudes and work-related behaviors between standard and nonstandard workers.  Understanding attitudinal and behavioral differences between standard and nonstandard workers who perform similar jobs is important to both theory and practice.  Most theories of organizational behavior were developed from studies of standard workers who tended to have strong, direct connections to their employing organizations.  In nonstandard work arrangements, however, workers are detached from, or only partially included in, the organizations for which they perform work (Pfeffer & Baron, 1988).  Any differences detected across work arrangements would suggest the need to modify our theories about work attitudes and behaviors (Lee & Johnson, 1991; Rotchford & Roberts, 1982).  
From a practical perspective, differences in standard and nonstandard workers’ attitudes and behaviors could affect organizational performance.  If the lack of attachment experienced by nonstandard workers leads to poorer attitudes and behaviors than standard workers, then this could generate costs that negate all or some of the benefits of increased flexibility (Davis-Blake, Broschak, & George, 2003; McLean Parks, & Kidder, 1994; Rotchford & Roberts, 1982).  Conversely, if nonstandard work arrangements generate benefits beyond flexibility, such as enhanced commitment and performance from individuals employed in flexible work arrangements, then the benefits of using nonstandard work arrangements are understated.  Understanding how the attitudes and work-behaviors of standard and nonstandard workers vary is thus important to guide managers’ choices in constructing a flexible workforce and in formulating policies regarding the structure and use of nonstandard work arrangements.

Existing theory suggests that individuals’ attitudes and behaviors should vary as a consequence of their employment arrangements.  Employment arrangements influence the type of psychological contracts workers form with their employers (Rousseau, 1995: 91-92).  Nonstandard workers tend to form more transactional psychological contracts than their standard coworkers (McLean Parks & Kidder, 1994) and thus have fewer expectations of their employer’s obligations regarding pay, benefits, access to training, and opportunities for advancement (Van Dyne & Ang, 1998).  As a result, nonstandard workers are expected to exhibit lower commitment, poorer workplace relations, and worse in- and extra-role behaviors than standard workers (Kalleberg & Reynolds, 2003; Rotchford & Roberts, 1982).

Employment arrangements, like other work structures (Kalleberg & Berg, 1987), also define the duration, location, and administrative control of employment (Pfeffer & Baron, 1988).  They shape individuals’ opportunities, experiences, and outcomes and largely determine reward structures, such as wages, benefits, and promotion opportunities (Harrison, 1997: 259; Kalleberg, Reskin, & Hudson, 2000; McGovern, Smeaton, and Hill, 2004).  Thus, work arrangements are likely to exert a strong influence over individuals’ work attitudes and behaviors.  And since  nonstandard work arrangements tend to be “bad jobs” (Kalleberg et al., 2000; McGovern et al., 2004); low-skill positions (Kalleberg et al., 1997), with poor job security, low and uncertain wages, and limited or no access to benefits (Harrison, 1997: 259; McGovern et al., 2004), nonstandard workers are presumed to exhibit attitudes that are more negative than standard workers, be poorer in-role performers, and engage in few if any organizational citizenship behaviors (Kalleberg & Reynolds, 2003).  

Yet despite these compelling theoretical arguments, researchers have been unsuccessful identifying systematic differences in the attitudes and behaviors of standard and nonstandard workers.  Empirical research on nonstandard work is sparse (Kalleberg & Reynolds, 2003) yet replete with contradictory findings.  Recent reviews of research on contingent (Connelly & Gallagher, 2004) and part-time (Thorsteinson, 2003) work arrangements have noted that nonstandard workers exhibit attitudes that are sometimes more negative than, sometimes more positive than, and sometimes similar to those of their standard co-workers.  And although there are several studies on attitudinal differences between standard and nonstandard workers, few studies have ever compared their work-related behaviors.    

We see two plausible explanations for the conflicting empirical findings from prior research.  First, researchers tend to characterize nonstandard work as a homogenous category of work arrangements.  As a result, most studies fail to adequately capture important differences within (Feldman, 1990; Marler, Barringer, & Milkovich, 2002; Tilly, 1996) and between (Beard & Edwards, 1995; Kalleberg et al., 2000; Davis-Blake et al., 2003; Kalleberg & Reynolds, 2003) different types of nonstandard work arrangements that may be related to work attitudes and behaviors (Connelly & Gallagher, 2004).  This tendency is unsurprising given the overall lack of theory to guide distinctions between nonstandard work arrangements.  Rather, it is common for findings from studies of one type of nonstandard work arrangement to be readily and conveniently generalized to all other types (Broschak & Davis-Blake, 2006).  

But nonstandard work encompasses a diverse set of work arrangements.  As Kalleberg et al., (2000: 273) observed of nonstandard jobs in the United States, nonstandard work arrangements may be more likely than standard work arrangements to be associated with “bad job” characteristics, but “workers in certain nonstandard work arrangements….had jobs that were not all that bad.”  Accounting theoretically and empirically for when nonstandard work arrangements have good or bad characteristics, e.g., whether they provide relatively high wages, job security, or benefits such as job flexibility (Kalleberg et al., 2000) and training opportunities (Tilly, 1996; McGovern et al., 2004), may help illuminate conditions under which nonstandard workers’ attitudes and behaviors are more or less positive than those of standard workers.     

A second possible explanation for past conflicting findings is that researchers have drawn conclusions about nonstandard work arrangements across studies that investigated a diverse set of outcomes (Connelly & Gallagher, 2004: 973).  Studies have varied considerably in whether they focused on general attitudes, such as overall job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and perceived organizational support, or facets of attitudes, such as satisfaction with one’s supervisor, coworkers, or pay or affective and continuance commitment (Thorsteinson, 2003: 173).  This variation in dependent variables makes cross-study comparisons difficult and may obscure systematic differences between standard and nonstandard workers.  Individuals in different work arrangements likely react differently to certain aspects of their jobs or work arrangements, meaning that the attitudes of standard and nonstandard workers may converge on some dimensions (e.g., attitudes toward the organization for whom they perform work) but diverge on other dimensions, (e.g., attitudes toward the characteristics of their work arrangements) (Still, 1983; Eberhardt & Shani, 1984; Thorsteinson, 2003).  Focusing on specific types of attitudes, as well as focusing on explicit work behaviors, may reveal fine-grained, meaningful differences between the attitudes and behaviors of standard and nonstandard workers.

In this study we address these two arguments.  Our central thesis is that variation in work attitudes and behaviors is not simply a function of whether workers occupy nonstandard (e.g., temporary, part-time or contract) versus standard work arrangements.  Rather attitudes and behaviors vary with whether nonstandard work arrangements are good or bad compared to standard work arrangements.  We develop a framework to distinguish between good and bad nonstandard work arrangements, drawing on Tilly’s (1996: 7) distinction between retention (“good”) and secondary (“bad”) part-time jobs.  We extend his framework to nonstandard work arrangements in general, and investigate the effects of individuals being employed in good and bad nonstandard work arrangements on a comprehensive set of attitudes and behaviors: (1) attitudes toward the organization and work group; (2) attitudes toward key attributes of the work relationship, and (3) in-role and extra-role performance.  We test our arguments on two types of nonstandard workers performing jobs similar to standard workers in a financial services organization: retention part-time workers (individuals who have been allowed to convert from standard to part-time status as a way to retain them) and agency temporary workers who have the potential to convert to standard employment arrangements.  We focus on these specific employment arrangements both because they are common forms of nonstandard work and because, as we describe in the Methods section, they are the only work arrangements in use at the locations we studied.
To begin, we briefly review relevant research on the two types of nonstandard work arrangements we study, highlighting the contradictions inherent in this research.  We then introduce Tilly’s (1996) framework of good and bad jobs, propose our theoretical framework, and develop hypotheses.  After describing our setting we present our results and discuss the implications of our findings for employment policies and the study of work arrangements.

Nonstandard and Substandard 
Much of the research on nonstandard work arrangements is built on the premise that nonstandard is substandard compared to standard work arrangements.  This notion of nonstandard as substandard is strong among both U.S. and British scholars (McGovern et al., 2004).  In the U.S. the “nonstandard-as-substandard” bias is clearly evident in two waves of research that have focused on two specific types of nonstandard work arrangements; the first on part-time employment and the second on temporary or “contingent” work arrangements.  We review each of these streams in turn.
Studies of part-time employment in the United States began to appear in the late 1970’s and continued in earnest throughout the next two decades (see Kalleberg, 2000 for a review).  This research was motivated by the realization that part-time work might constitute an important source of variance in job attitudes and behaviors since most research prior to this time focused exclusively on full-time workers (Rotchford & Roberts, 1982).  Part-time work is defined as regular wage employment where individuals work less than 35 hours per week (Kalleberg, 2000).  It is similar to standard work arrangements in that part-time workers are under the direct administrative control of the organization for which they perform work and the duration of employment is open-ended (Pfeffer & Baron, 1988)
.
However, part-time and standard work arrangements differ in ways which suggest that part-time workers may be disadvantaged relative to standard workers.  Compared to standard workers, part-time workers typically receive lower pay and fewer or prorated fringe benefits (Gannon &Northern, 1971; Kalleberg, 2000), fewer promotional opportunities, little or no access to training opportunities (Rotchford & Roberts, 1982), and lower job security because they are seldom afforded union representation and may be the first whose jobs are eliminated in a workforce contraction (Hom, 1979).  Due to these well-documented disadvantages, early researchers adopted the nonstandard-as-substandard perspective toward part-time work, equating it with bad jobs and poor working conditions (McGovern, et al., 2004).  For example, Gannon and Nothern (1971: 687) characterized part-time workers as individuals who primarily worked limited hours as diversions from household tasks, to earn supplemental income, or simply as a stopgap measure between full-time jobs.  Logan, O’Reilly, and Roberts (1973: 33-34) suggested that part-time workers viewed jobs as less important than did standard workers.  And Hom (1979) described part-time workers as peripheral, less attached, and less committed to work than standard workers.  

The nonstandard-as-substandard perspective was also evident in research reporting on the attitudes managers expressed toward the workers they employed.  For instance, Miller and Terborg (1979: 381) reported how managers viewed part-time employees as “temporary help to be assigned the unfinished work of full-time employees and the less desirable tasks associated with the job classification.”  Still (1983: 57-58) found that managers in an Australian retail organization believed part-time workers were less committed, more difficult to motivate, and less caring about their jobs, departments, and customers than full-time workers.  Clearly both researchers and managers expected part-time workers to exhibit poorer work-related attitudes and behaviors than standard workers.

Some empirical evidence supported the nonstandard-as-substandard thesis.  Hom’s (1979) study of a large merchandising organization found that standard workers had stronger organizational attachment and greater job satisfaction than part-time workers.  Miller and Terborg (1987) reported that part-time, entry level clerical workers had lower job satisfaction than similarly situated full-time workers.  Lee and Johnson (1991) found that full-time U.S. National Park Service employees were more committed than part-time employees.

But the empirical evidence that part-time work is substandard is equivocal.  Studies of hospital (Logan et al., 1973; McGinnis & Morrow, 1990), retail (Still, 1983), and government workers (Lee & Johnson, 1991) failed to find significant differences between the overall facet-free job satisfaction of part-time and full-time workers.  Several studies even refuted the nonstandard-as-substandard thesis, finding that part-time workers held more favorable attitudes toward facets of their employment than standard workers.  For example, Eberhardt and Shani (1984) reported that part-time hospital employees had more favorable attitudes toward their organization’s structure and reward systems, exhibited more trust in the organization, and had higher overall job satisfaction than standard employees.  McGinnis and Morrow (1990) noted that part-time hospital workers, though less satisfied with their pay than standard workers, were more satisfied with their coworkers.  Studies of retail organizations found that part-time workers were more satisfied with their co-workers (Levanoni & Sales, 1990; Logan et al., 1973), more satisfied with their pay (Logan et al., 1973; Still, 1983), and more satisfied with their supervisors (Levanoni & Sales, 1990; Roberts, Glick, & Rotchford, 1982) than standard workers, net of differences in individual demographic characteristics.  Recently, Kalleberg and Reynolds (2003: 465), in a study of nonstandard work arrangements in the U.S., Japan, and Europe, claimed that “part-time workers appear generally to have work attitudes and behaviors that are at least as positive, if not more so, than full-time workers.”

Thus, the available empirical evidence casts doubt on the assertion that all part-time work arrangements are bad jobs that have strong negative effects on individuals’ work attitudes and behaviors (McGovern et al., 2004).  In fact, Thorsteinson (2003) concluded, in a recent meta-analysis of part-time work research, that there were no overall differences between part-time and full-time employees in job satisfaction, organizational commitment, or intention to leave.  He suggested that researchers give greater attention to facets of job satisfaction and commitment since “part-time and full-time workers may value different aspects of their jobs” (p. 173), a claim that echoed Feldman’s (1990) argument from a decade earlier that part-time workers were likely to be more or less satisfied than full-time workers with certain elements of their jobs.  

Research on temporary work arrangements in the U.S. followed a similar pattern to part-time work research.  Beginning in the mid 1980’s, interest in temporary employment was stimulated by concern over the exploitation of workers.  Freeman (1985) coined the term “contingent employment arrangement” to describe conditional and transitory employment relationships, such as temporary work, characterized by lower pay, fewer benefits, and less job security than standard work arrangements.  
Temporary workers may be hired directly by organizations but most temporary workers are employed in agency temporary work arrangements; situations in which individual workers provide services on an employer’s premises and under the employer’s direction, but where workers are hired for a limited duration through third-party, labor market intermediaries (e.g., temporary help agencies) rather than hired directly by employers (Kalleberg, 2000).  Agency temporary and standard work arrangements differ in several ways.  First, employment responsibilities for temporary workers are shared between the specific managers that supervise and direct the work of temporary employees, and the temporary help agencies who maintain control of key administrative tasks such as recruiting and screening, hiring and firing, and issuing paychecks and withholding taxes (Cordova, 1986).  In contrast, standard workers are under the complete administrative control of the same organization for which they perform work.  Second, temporary workers have lower job security than standard workers because temporary work arrangements are designed for short durations and do not carry long-term financial commitments from employers, lowering the cost of terminating temporary workers.  Finally, compared to standard workers, temporary workers usually earn significantly lower rates of pay, receive few if any fringe benefits (Kalleberg, 2000), and typically lack access to internal job opportunities and promotion ladders (Davis-Blake & Broschak, 2000).

Researchers’ concerns that agency temporary work arrangements were substandard compared to standard work arrangements have generally received empirical support from the limited amount of published research on attitudinal and behavioral differences between temporary and standard workers.  Van Dyne and Ang (1998), in a study of Singapore bank and hospital workers, reported that temporary workers had lower levels of affective commitment to the organization for which they performed work and engaged in fewer citizenship behaviors than standard workers.  These findings are consistent with several case studies which have found that temporary workers are marginalized and experience feelings of alienation in the workplace (Rogers, 1994) due partly to being viewed negatively, ignored, or resented by their standard coworkers (Geary, 1992; Smith, 1994; von Hippel et al., 1997).  
But as was the case with part-time work arrangements, support for the nonstandard-as-substandard thesis on agency temporary work arrangements is not unilateral.  Krausz, Brandwein, and Fox (1995) found that temporary workers had higher overall levels of work satisfaction and similar levels of work involvement compared to standard workers but tended to be less satisfied with pay and other extrinsic rewards.  Smith (2001) argued that temporary work arrangements did not equate with bad jobs.  She found that mid-level managers and supervisors integrated temporary workers into the ranks of standard workers and did not treat temporary workers differently from the more permanent workforce. 
Together, research on part-time and temporary work arrangements indicates that work attitudes and work behaviors vary between standard and nonstandard workers.  But the exact nature of this relationship, when the attitudes and behaviors of nonstandard workers are poorer or better than those of standard workers, remains unclear.  We propose this relationship can be partly clarified by accounting, theoretically and empirically, for differences in nonstandard work arrangements; specifically differences in the quality of jobs nonstandard workers hold relative to standard workers (Feldman, 1990; Kalleberg et al., 2000; Thorsteinson, 2003).  In the next section we develop a framework for distinguishing between good and bad nonstandard work arrangements.  We then present hypotheses about how good and bad nonstandard work arrangements are likely to affect worker attitudes and behaviors, and test our arguments on work arrangements inside a single firm where we were able to gather detailed information about how two types of nonstandard work arrangements were organized.   
Differentiating between Good and Bad Nonstandard Work
Why would individuals employed in some nonstandard work arrangements have better work-related attitudes and behaviors than others?  Some researchers have attributed relative differences in the attitudes and behaviors of nonstandard workers to the preferences of individuals employed in these arrangements (Feldman, 1980; Kunda, Barley, & Evans, 2002).  We propose that the answer lies in understanding that the characteristics of some nonstandard work arrangements are better than others.  Individuals’ 
attitudes and behaviors vary with whether nonstandard work arrangements are good or bad compared to standard work arrangements.      
Most researchers agree that there are discernible differences in the quality of different nonstandard work arrangements.  Yet few studies have tried to compare and contrast different nonstandard work arrangements.  Tilly (1996: 50-62) is one of the few researchers to craft such an argument, but solely about part-time work arrangements.  He distinguished between two types of part-time employment: retention part-time jobs, located in primary labor markets and designed to attract and retain valued workers who prefer to work part-time, and secondary part-time jobs which are located in secondary labor markets with little prospect for advancement.    
According to Tilly (1996) four characteristics distinguish retention from secondary part-time work arrangements.  First, retention part-time workers have comparable skills and receive some training but are given less responsibility compared to their standard coworkers.  In contrast, secondary part-time workers perform tasks that require low skill, they receive little or no formal training, and are assigned few responsibilities from their managers compared to standard workers.  Second, retention part-time workers receive identical hourly pay compared to standard workers and full benefits while secondary part-time workers receive reduced fringe benefits and lower hourly pay than standard workers.  Third, secondary part-time workers occupy high turnover positions that are characterized by low job security.  In contrast, retention part-time arrangements are designed as an “alternative to turnover” (p. 60) to retain workers, typically incumbent standard workers, who prefer or require the flexibility of working reduced work hours.  Finally, secondary part-time jobs tend to be entry-level, dead-end jobs offering no connection to internal job ladders and no opportunities for advancement.  Retention part-time arrangements, on the other hand, connect workers to the middle of job ladders, and offer limited future mobility opportunities.  

Tilly’s (1996) distinction between secondary and retention part-time work suggests how these two arrangements are distinctively different from standard work arrangements as well as from each other.  Secondary part-time arrangements are disadvantaged compared to standard work arrangements.  They are “bad jobs” (Kalleberg et al., 2000; McGovern et al., 2004) that offer no training and responsibility, low pay and benefits, little job security, and lack connections to job ladders that provide opportunities for advancement.  As a result these work arrangements are unlikely to engender a great deal of attachment, commitment, or effort from part-time workers toward their employers (Pfeffer & Baron, 1988).  In support of this Tilly (1996: 77) found that managers in the retail and insurance industries which he studied perceived secondary part-time workers as being less productive than standard workers and lacking in organizational commitment.  In contrast, retention part-time work arrangements are “good jobs” (Kalleberg et al., 2000) designed to enhance relationships between employees and employers.  Retention part-time arrangements are created to retain workers who cannot, or no longer want to, work on a full-time basis (Tilly, 1996).  In fact, most retention part-time workers are typically former standard workers who choose to shift to flexible work arrangements in lieu of exiting the organization.  These work arrangements are more likely to elicit positive attitudes and behaviors from part-time workers toward their employers.  Supporting this view, Tilly (1996: 78) noted that, “In contrast with the negative evaluation of the productivity of secondary part-timers, managers reported increased commitment and effort from retention part-timers.”  Thus, variation in the attitudes and behaviors of part-time workers as compared to standard workers can be partly explained by whether part-time work arrangements are good or bad relative to standard work arrangements.
While Tilly’s (1996) framework was intended to explain differences in part-time work arrangements, the logic behind it can be extended to nonstandard work arrangements in general.  One could array nonstandard work arrangements along a continuum in the extent to which they provide individuals training and responsibility, compensation comparable to standard workers, job security, and opportunities for advancement.  Simply stated, good nonstandard work arrangements offer these characteristics while bad nonstandard work arrangements do not.  Following Tilly (1996) we would expect individuals employed in work arrangements located nearer to the good (bad) end of the scale to have positive (negative) attitudes and behaviors relative to standard workers.  In practice, however, locating nonstandard work arrangements along this continuum, particularly comparing nonstandard work arrangements across organizations, presents a challenge because it requires a detailed knowledge of both the characteristics of the work arrangement and how organizations utilize workers in these arrangements (Lautsch, 2002).  Therefore, in the section below we develop separate sets of hypotheses based on two specific types of nonstandard work arrangements observed in the setting we studied.  However, we argue that the ideas underlying our findings can be generalized to all good and bad nonstandard arrangements.  
We have already noted that how work arrangements affect attitudes and behaviors is likely to vary, in part, with the attitudes and behaviors under study.  Traditionally, research on nonstandard work has focused on the types of work attitudes and behaviors that have received considerable attention from organizational researchers, such as organizational commitment, job satisfaction, and turnover intentions (Connelly & Gallagher, 2004; Thorsteinson, 2003).  More recently, research linking work arrangements and the structure of work to worker attitudes and behaviors has begun to focus on more diverse individual outcomes, including sense of control over one’s work (Ross & Wright, 1998), expressions of emotional authenticity (Lopez, 2006) and anger (Sloan, 2004), professional commitment (Osinsky & Mueller, 2004), psychological distress (Bamberger, 2005), and bullying behaviors (Hodson, Roscigno, & Lopez, 2006).  Additionally, the existing research on nonstandard worker attitudes and behaviors is inconclusive, in part because, although the body of research as a whole has focused on a variety of outcomes, specific studies have focused on one or two outcomes that were not easily comparable to the outcomes in other studies.  For example, recent studies comparing workers in part-time and standard work arrangements have tended to focus on a single outcome such as work alienation (Ross & Wright, 1998) or preferences for reduced work hours (Wharton & Blair-Loy, 2002; Stier & Lewin-Epstein, 2003).  
In an effort to improve upon previous research, we examine multiple dimensions of employee attitudes and behaviors.  Further, in an effort to reconcile past findings we focus on attitudes and behaviors which historically have received considerable attention from nonstandard work researchers.  We expect that some work attitudes are directed toward the organization and the people workers interact with over the course of their jobs.  We label these organization-related.  We expect other attitudes and behaviors to be related to the attributes of the work arrangement or job themselves, such as expectations about continued employment, attitudes towards their jobs and compensation levels.  We label these work arrangement-related.  Finally, we expect the characteristics of work arrangements will also have an effect on in-role and extra-role job performance.  

Retention Part-time Work
The retention part-time arrangements we observed in our research setting had all the features outlined by Tilly (1996) – job security and stability, training opportunities, and hourly pay comparable to standard workers with similar experience and performance.  Given this, there are two reasons to expect that individuals employed in retention part-time work arrangements will have more positive attitudes toward their organizations than standard workers.  First, retention part-time work arrangements are typically idiosyncratic commitments made by supervisors to invest in and retain valued employees.  These investments by supervisors, which strengthen the employment relationship, are difficult for employees to secure elsewhere.  The willingness of supervisors to craft idiosyncratic deals to retain valued employees strengthens the psychological contract (Rousseau, 1995) and enhances employees’ commitment to the organization.

Second, retention part-time work arrangements are often created to accommodate employees’ needs or desires for work-life balance, for example for employees who face stress over work-life issues due to raising children or caring for family members.  As Wharton and Blair-Loy (2002) and Stier and Lewin-Epstein (2003) report, preferences for reduced working hours are strongest among married women who are most likely to experience the need for work-life balance.  By offering retention part-time work arrangements as an alternative to turnover, supervisors not only signal commitment to accommodate employees but also relieve stress that may strain relations between coworkers.  Handel (2005) suggested that organizational attempts at positive work reforms improve the quality of interpersonal relations at work.  Consequently, we expect that workers employed in retention part-time arrangements are likely to develop stronger, more positive attitudes toward their supervisors and coworkers than standard workers who do not receive such accommodations (Levanoni & Sales, 1990; Logan et al., 1973; Roberts et al., 1982).  These arguments suggest the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1a:  Retention part-time workers will have more positive attitudes toward their organization, coworkers, and supervisors than standard workers.

The same features of work arrangements that cause retention part-time workers to have positive organization-related attitudes are also likely to lead them to have more positive attitudes than standard workers toward attributes of their work arrangements.  Past research suggests that part-time workers have more positive attitudes toward pay than standard workers (Logan et al., 1973; Still, 1983).  And while retention part-time workers often have lower overall income than standard workers who perform the same jobs (Tilly, 1996), these pay differences are largely due to the reduced number of hours worked per week and not due to differences in hourly pay rates.  Retention part-time workers are typically still eligible for the same (pro-rated) benefits as standard workers, meaning that retention part-time workers effectively trade income for work arrangement flexibility.  The fact that idiosyncratic deals are difficult to duplicate in open labor markets should cause employees to view the features of the deal as unique and valuable.  Based on these arguments, we propose:

Hypothesis 1b:  Retention part-time workers will have more positive attitudes toward their work arrangements than standard workers.

Few studies have tried to link work arrangements to employee performance.  But there are reasons to expect that retention part-time workers may be better performers than standard workers.  First, retention part-time workers have access to the same training opportunities and possess similar firm-specific knowledge to standard workers, making them equally capable performers.  Second, retention part-time arrangements are inducements to retain highly valued workers.  In return for these inducements, retention part-time workers may put forth more effort for the organization than their standard coworkers (Tilly, 1996).  Employer inducements that heighten the commitment between employees and their employers and improve worker morale can cause workers to reciprocate by maintaining high levels of contribution, such as enhanced productivity (Weakliem & Frankel, 2006) and engaging in organizational citizenship and other extra-role behaviors.  Further, retention part-time workers may exhibit superior productivity to standard workers based on higher productivity per hour and less fatigue due to working fewer overall hours.  Finally, it is possible that only individuals with records of superior performance are selected by organizations as retention part-time workers.  For these reasons we propose:

Hypothesis 1c:  Retention part-time workers will have higher job performance and be willing to engage in more extra-role helping behaviors than standard workers.

Agency Temporary Workers

Where good nonstandard work arrangement such as retention part-time work are likely to induce positive attitudes and behaviors, bad nonstandard work arrangements are likely to have the opposite effect.  Kalleberg et al. (2000) have argued that many features of agency temporary jobs are consistent with bad nonstandard work arrangements.  This suggests that agency temporary workers should have poorer organization-related and work arrangement-related attitudes and job performance than standard workers.  However, if Tilly’s (1996) arguments about good and bad part-time work extend to agency temporary work, we would also expect that agency temporary work arrangements that contain some features of good jobs, such as job mobility prospects through the opportunity to enter a firm’s primary internal labor market and obtain standard employment, make agency temporary work less bad and mitigate some, but not all, of the negative attitudinal and performance consequences of agency temporary work.

Agency temporary workers are not full members of the organization for which they perform work.  They are under the administrative control of a temporary help agency and typically do not have access to the same resources, training, and promotion opportunities as standard workers.  By definition, their work arrangements limit the duration of their employment.  As a result, although they may work in the same jobs as standard workers, agency temporary workers are afforded lower status (Broschak & Davis-Blake, 2006), and as a result are likely to have far more negative work experiences (Sloan, 2004; Hodson et al., 2006).  Any psychological contract formed between temporary workers and employers will contain few obligations by employers and no expectations of continued employment.    

Past research has found that agency temporary workers are acutely aware that they are more precariously attached to organizations than standard employees (Geary, 1992).  A number of organizational practices reinforce the status differences between temporary and standard workers (Davis-Blake & Broschak, 2000).  For instance, agency temporary workers are often issued distinctively different identification badges to readily distinguish them from standard workers.  They are frequently referred to with degrading language that reinforces their low social status (e.g., “Just a temp,” Kelly girls, and “orders” from the agency) (Rogers, 1995; Davis-Blake & Broschak, 2000).  As a result, temporary workers are expected to have more negative attitudes toward the organization than standard workers.

As outsiders, agency temporary workers receive few of the social benefits afforded to standard workers.  Employers who are fearful of violating laws pertaining to co-employment relationships often conspicuously exclude agency temporary workers from company-sanctioned events (e.g., employee social clubs, award ceremonies, blood drives and other charitable events).  Supervisors often avoid providing formal training, orientation, and feedback and instead delegate these responsibilities to standard workers who are supposed to provide informal orientation, training, and feedback (Davis-Blake & Broschak, 2000; Davis-Blake et al., 2003).  Standard workers, resentful of having to work with and train lower status temporary workers, may exclude and alienate them (Geary, 1992; Rogers, 1995).  Conflict and tension between standard and temporary workers over production and quality standards is frequent, necessitating closer than normal supervision of the work group (Geary, 1992; Smith, 1994).  This increased monitoring can be viewed as a nuisance to supervisors and likely creates a barrier to productive interaction between temporary workers and their supervisors.  In general, agency temporary workers are marginalized in the workplace (Rogers, 1995) and are less socially integrated than standard workers.  
In the setting we studied, agency temporary workers were treated in most of the ways we’ve previously described.  Their arrangements were short-term and insecure.  They received limited training, often from peers, and they tended to be socially isolated and viewed as somewhat lower status by standard workers.  However, our setting also provided one additional important organizing feature for agency temporary workers.  Specifically, agency temporary work was used as an entry portal to the organization (Geary, 1992; Davis-Blake and Uzzi, 1993; Von Hippel et al., 1997), allowing hiring supervisors the opportunity to directly observe individuals’ work–related behaviors before making more permanent employment commitments. 
When agency temporary workers serve as a pool of potential standard workers, they become connected to internal labor markets.  This makes the boundaries between temporary and standard work status more permeable and affords agency temporary workers mobility opportunities, which lessens one of the defining characteristics of bad nonstandard work (Tilly, 1996).  When agency temporary workers can transition from temporary to standard work status, agency temporary workers may engage in anticipatory socialization (Merton, 1968: 319-325) by adopting attitudes and values that are consistent with the higher status social group they are at risk of joining (e.g., the standard workforce).  And because potential standard employees are likely to be selected from the pool of agency temporary workers based on person-organization fit, person-job fit, and individual performance, anticipatory socialization can result in agency temporary workers adopting more positive attitudes toward their jobs and organizations to facilitate the selection process.  In essence, temporary workers, aware of the potential for more permanent positions, aid their own cause by putting their best foot forward in trying to achieve standard work status.  We argue that the strong anticipatory socialization created by the linkage to the internal labor market is likely to create positive attitudes among agency temporary workers toward the organization and the individuals who work in it sufficient to overcome the substandard features of agency temporary work arrangements.  Therefore we propose:

Hypothesis 2a:  Agency temporary workers who have the opportunity to obtain standard employment will have more positive attitudes toward the organization, their coworkers, and their supervisors than standard workers.
Despite the potential connection to a firm’s internal labor market, the arrangements in which agency temporary workers are employed still tend to be substandard compared to standard work arrangements, and agency temporary workers are likely to have more negative attitudes toward their work arrangements than standard workers.  Temporary work is by definition transitory meaning that temporary workers lack job security.  Temporary workers are very unlikely to receive the “idiosyncratic deals” (Rousseau, 1995) and other intangible benefits that standard workers can accumulate over time.  Further, temporary workers tend to receive simpler or more peripheral work assignments than standard workers (Belous, 1989) and receive significantly lower pay and fewer fringe benefits (Kalleberg, 2000).  Thus we expect:

Hypothesis 2b:  Agency temporary workers who have the opportunity to obtain standard employment will have more negative attitudes toward their work arrangements than standard workers.
Based on the bad nonstandard work perspective, it is reasonable to expect that agency temporary workers will perform more poorly than standard workers.  One benefit of internal labor markets is that standard workers receive training and develop firm-specific skills and commitment that enhance individual performance.  Agency temporary workers typically have less access to on-the-job training and supervision than standard workers, which impedes their ability to perform effectively (Smith, 1994).  These performance deficiencies tend to be reinforced by standard workers and by supervisors who often perceive temporary workers as being low performers, even when this judgment reflects stereotypes rather than actual performance (Geary, 1992; Smith, 1994; Tilly, 1996; von Hippel et al., 1997).  

Agency temporary and standard workers form very different psychological contracts with their employers.  Standard workers often form relational psychological contracts; in return for working hard and performing well across a variety of in-role and extra-role dimensions, standard workers receive long-term job security, training, and opportunities for advancement (Robinson et al., 1994).  Temporary workers, on the other hand, form more transactional psychological contracts with their employers (Van Dyne & Ang, 1998).  In transactional contracts, employees only perform precisely what is asked of them in return for specified wages.  As a result, temporary workers are likely to engage in few organizational citizenship behaviors, such as helping coworkers, beyond the jobs for which they are compensated (Van Dyne & Ang, 1998).  
However, when agency temporary work is connected to internal labor markets, it is likely that agency temporary work is used as a screening device allowing some agency temporary workers the opportunity to obtain standard employment.  We argue that the desire to perform well during the screening period and to therefore obtain standard employment may motivate agency temporary workers to exert exceptional effort on the job, to use informal social channels to obtain the information necessary to be successful in the job, and to engage in extra-role behaviors perceived as desirable by hiring managers.  There is some evidence that agency temporary workers are acutely aware of their precarious position in firms, and as such are more responsive than standard workers to managerial requests (Tan & Tan, 2002).  If being responsive to managerial requests and performing at high levels not only leads to continuation of temporary employment but also to the possibility of standard employment, then agency temporary workers are likely to be particularly motivated to have strong, rather than weak, in-role and extra-role performance.  Therefore, we propose: 

Hypothesis 2c:  Agency temporary workers who have the opportunity to obtain standard employment will have higher job performance and be more likely to engage in extra-role helping behaviors than standard workers.
METHODS

Research Setting and Sample

We tested our hypotheses using survey and archival data collected from two U.S. locations of a large multinational financial services firm.  We chose these two locations because workers at both locations performed similar work (e.g., payment processing, account reconciliation) and each location utilized agency temporary workers, hired through a temporary help agency with which the firm had a national contract, and provided the option of retention part-time employment for standard workers seeking increased flexibility.  The firm did not have positions specifically designated for part-time employment but rather created retention part-time arrangements to accommodate valued workers’ preferences for work arrangement flexibility.
We identified departments at each location that were large enough to allow multiple individuals in different work arrangements to be surveyed and had standard, retention part-time and agency temporary workers performing comparable jobs.  Seven departments met our criteria for selection; three departments from one facility and four departments from the other.  As part of this research the first two authors conducted in-depth interviews with human resources managers and department managers at each location as well as focus groups with standard, part-time, and agency temporary workers.  We verified through the interviews and focus groups that only standard, agency temporary, and retention part-time work arrangements were used in these locations and that the retention part-time and agency temporary work arrangements had features as we have described them.
We collected survey data from 314 standard, part-time and temporary workers who all performed similar clerical and low-level administrative work.  Questionnaires were administered on-site, during working hours, over a two-day period by two of the researchers.  All employees in the seven departments were invited to voluntarily participate in the survey through a letter from their supervisor.  Departmental participation rates ranged from 56%-94% with an overall mean participation rate of 76%.  Participants were asked to provide their names, answer demographic questions about themselves and their jobs, and answer questions about their attitudes, behaviors and perceptions of the workplace.  Eighteen respondents declined to provide their names, which were to be used to match surveys to archival data sources.  Ten workers failed to identify the department in which they worked and could not be identified from secondary sources.  Missing data (15 incomplete surveys) further reduced the maximum usable sample size to 271 surveys; 222 from standard workers, 27 from retention part-time workers, and 22 from temporary workers
.  In order to determine if those who provided incomplete surveys were demographically or attitudinally different than those with complete surveys, we performed two procedures.  First, we performed paired t-tests on each of our independent variables, comparing the means of respondents with missing items with those who submitted complete surveys.  Second, we used the sample selection bias procedure recommended by Heckman (1979) to control for the effects of case loss due to missing data.  We estimated a model of individual demographic characteristics on the likelihood of respondents submitting completed surveys.  We then used the residuals of this selection equation as a sample selection control variable in our subsequent models.  Both procedures indicated that respondents with incomplete surveys were not significantly different than those who submitted complete responses and that the loss of cases due to incomplete surveys did not affect the results.  

For each survey participant, department managers provided us with the performance standards and monthly productivity data for the three months prior to and following administration of the survey.  Productivity was measured as performance relative to managerially assigned targets (e.g., dollar volume of accounts reconciled divided by the expected standard dollar volume of accounts that employees with a given level of experience reconcile).  Two departments failed to provide any productivity data while three departments provided productivity data on only some of their employees because systematic productivity data were not collected for all job titles.  Overall, monthly productivity data was available for 145 (67%) respondents in five of the seven departments in which surveys were conducted.    

We also collected the most recent performance appraisal from the human resource department for 214 standard and part-time workers
.  Performance evaluation data were unavailable for agency temporary workers, standard workers who had worked less than one year, and respondents we were unable to identify.  The corporate human resources department also provided demographic and work history data on all standard and part-time employees.  We used these data to verify the accuracy of the demographic data supplied by respondents and to supplement any omitted data.

Measures: 

Dependent Variables:  We used three categories of dependent variables: organization-related attitudes, work-arrangement-related attitudes, and in-role and extra-role performance.  A list of the scales and individual items are listed in Appendix A.  We collected data on three organization-related attitudes:  Affective commitment assesses an individual’s sense of belonging to and emotional involvement with the organization; supervisor satisfaction assesses individual’s perceptions of the competence and helpfulness of their supervisors, and social integration measures the extent to which coworkers help each other, are friendly, and cohesive.  

We assess work-arrangement-related outcomes with three separate measures: continuance commitment, which is commitment based on the perceived ability to find another comparable job with similar features, facet free job satisfaction and satisfaction with pay.  Continuance commitment is an important indicator of the extent to which an individual perceives his or her work arrangement as idiosyncratic and non-replicable at other organizations.  

We measured job performance in three ways.  First, job performance was calculated as the ratio of the individual’s monthly productivity to the performance standard assigned them by their immediate supervisor.  Ratios greater than 1.0 indicated work performance that exceeded expectations, while ratios less than 1.0 indicated work performance below expectations.  The ratios were calculated for each employee in each month for which we had data and then averaged.  This was done in order to avoid small monthly variations in the data in assessing individuals “true” performance score.  Second, the performance appraisal score was measured as the individual’s overall numerical performance appraisal score in the most recent appraisal period, with a score of “1” representing poor performance, “2” representing average performance and “3” representing above average performance.  Finally, we collected data on helping behaviors, which is individuals’ self-reports of how frequently they engaged in extra-role behaviors at work.

Independent Variables:  Our primary independent variable was participant’s self-report of their work status as being agency temporary, part-time, or full-time (standard).  We used corporate records to validate these self-reports and binary variables were created to designate standard, part-time, and temporary work status.  We also captured standard and part-time workers’ past experience as temporary workers by asking if they had ever been employed as a temporary worker for their current employer, and created a binary variable to designate this.

Individual Control Variables:  To isolate the effects of work status we included individual level variables to control for demographic and human capital differences.  Individuals who are able to make greater investments in their skills and abilities are likely to be more productive and receive greater rewards (Becker, 1975).  Further, demographic characteristics have been linked to worker mobility and commitment to the organization (Price, 1977), and the propensity to be employed as a nonstandard worker (Kalleberg, 2000).  To rule out these effects we included five individual level controls: gender, age, highest level of formal education, (1 = some high school, 2 = high school diploma, 3 = currently in college, 4 = college but no degree, 5 = two-year college degree, 6 = four-year college degree and 7 = graduate degree), job tenure in years, and time previously spent as a temporary worker for the current employer.  

Job Control Variables:  We controlled for four features of respondents’ jobs.  First, wage level has a well-established relationship with worker attitudes and behaviors (Price, 1977).  To control for this we included standard respondents’ annual salary as reported by the corporate human resources department.  For part-time employees we calculated an annual salary using the hourly pay rate reported by the corporate human resources department multiplied by the average number of hours employees reported working per week reported over 52 weeks.  For temporary workers, salary information was unavailable.  Instead we substituted the mean salary of standard workers in that department occupying the same job grade as temporary workers.  Discussions with human resource managers indicated that this was a good proxy for wages actually received by temporary workers as they did not try to hire temporary workers at lower hourly rates of pay than standard workers.  Second, we controlled for the average number of hours worked per week by individuals.

We also controlled for individuals’ perceptions of their interdependence with their coworkers since these perceptions may be related to individual productivity or propensity to engage in helping behaviors.  We assessed interdependence two ways with scales adapted from Pearce and Gregersen (1991).  Others’ dependence measured how frequently individuals were interrupted by requests from others or were called upon to provide information and advice to others in the department.  Work independence measured how frequently individuals worked without the need to coordinate with others in the department and the extent to which the individual’s performance was relatively unaffected by others in the department.

Finally, we controlled for the performance standard assigned to employees by their supervisors, since lower productivity standards may be easier for workers to meet or exceed.  If there are systematic differences in how productivity standards are assigned (e.g., temporary workers may be assigned lower productivity standards), then work status would mask the true explanation for differences in work performance.  Productivity standards were not in comparable metrics across departments because output metrics differed for different jobs.  Therefore, we measured the productivity standard with an indicator variable coded 1 if the individual’s standard was below the mean for the job and 0 otherwise.

Organizational controls:  We also controlled for several organizational variables that may influence workplace attitudes and behaviors.  We included a binary variable representing the work location to account for differences in human resource practices and managerial behaviors between the two locations that may affect work attitudes and behaviors.  We also experimented by including controls for each of the departments rather than just the two locations, but our results were unchanged.  

Previous research has shown that employee attitudes and behavioral intentions are affected by the level of interaction with employees of different work status (Davis-Blake et al., 2003).  To control for this we included two variables: “formal interaction” captured how frequently respondents interacted with the temporary and part-time workers in their departments in order to do their jobs.  “Informal interaction” captured how frequently respondents interacted with part-time and temporary workers socially while at work (e.g.. at lunch, on breaks).  

Work attitudes and behaviors can also be influenced by the labor market alternatives available to individuals.  The absence of job alternatives is likely to be associated with increased job commitment (Festinger, 1957), and in turn higher job performance.  Therefore, we controlled for the individuals’ perceptions of local labor market conditions.  We also controlled for perceptions of procedural justice since procedural justice is related to employees’ attitudes, commitment, and extra-role behaviors (Folger & Konovsky, 1989; Greenberg, 1987).  

RESULTS

Table 1 reports descriptive statistics, correlations among all the variables, and scale reliabilities.  The results of regressions predicting organization-related (H1a, H2a), work-arrangement-related (H1b, H2b) and job performance (H1c, H2c) outcomes are presented in Tables 2-4, respectively.  Ordinary least squares regression analysis was used to estimate all models except for performance appraisals which we estimated using multinomial ordered logistic regression. 

We found no support for Hypothesis 1a.  There were no differences between retention part-time and standard workers in their levels of affective commitment, supervisor satisfaction, or social integration.  We found partial support for Hypothesis 1b.  As predicted, retention part-time workers were more satisfied with their pay than standard workers, but displayed similar levels of continuance commitment and overall job satisfaction.  Hypothesis 1c also received partial support.  Retention part-time workers received significantly higher performance evaluations from their supervisors than standard workers, but were no more productive even when controlling for performance standards. Retention part-time workers also did not engage in higher levels of helping behaviors than their coworkers in standard work arrangements.  
Hypothesis 2a predicted that agency temporary workers would have more positive attitudes toward the organization, supervisor, and coworkers than standard workers.  We found no differences between temporary and standard workers in their levels of affective commitment.  However, consistent with our hypothesis, temporary workers reported significantly higher levels of supervisor satisfaction and social integration than standard workers.  We found partial support for Hypothesis 2b.  As predicted, agency temporary workers were less satisfied with their pay and displayed lower levels of continuance commitment than standard workers but did not differ significantly from standard workers in their levels of facet free job satisfaction.  Finally, the results for job performance were mixed in their support for Hypothesis 2c.  Consistent with our hypothesis, temporary workers were significantly higher in-role performers than standard workers, even after controlling for differences in performance standards.  However, contrary to our hypothesis, agency temporary workers were less likely to engage in helping behaviors than standard workers. 
DISCUSSION 

We set out to explain how the structure of nonstandard work arrangements shapes individuals’ work attitudes and behaviors.  In contrast to the prevailing wisdom that all nonstandard work arrangements are substandard and induce negative attitudes and poor job performance in the individuals who occupy them, we argued that whether the specific features of individual’s nonstandard work arrangements were good or bad would explain why the attitudes and performance of nonstandard workers would be more or less positive than those of standard workers.  Good nonstandard work arrangements provide workers training, compensation comparable to standard workers, job security, and opportunities for advancement while bad nonstandard work arrangements lack these features.  And the extent to which these features exist in nonstandard work arrangements would account for differences in nonstandard workers’ attitudes and behaviors relative to standard workers.  Our findings are partially consistent with our theoretical arguments, although the consistency of our findings with these arguments is greater for agency temporary workers with the potential to enter standard employment than for retention part-time workers.      

For retention nonstandard work arrangements, which, following Tilly (1996), we argued were good nonstandard work arrangements, we find partial support for our arguments.  Retention part-time workers exhibited attitudes and behaviors that were mostly similar to standard workers.  When retention part-time workers attitudes and performance differed from standard workers, they tended to be more positive.  It is somewhat surprising that the organization-related attitudes (e.g., affective commitment, supervisor satisfaction) of retention part-time workers were not more positive than their standard coworkers.  Retention part-time work arrangements are often portrayed in the strategic human resources literature as rewards for valued employees who desire or need to work reduced hours.  Creating idiosyncratic, flexible work arrangements for individuals who need or want them should enhance organizational commitment and improve relations with supervisors and coworkers.  Yet we find no evidence to support this contention, at least in this organization.  Nor do we find that retention part-time arrangements make workers more productive or more willing than their standard coworkers to engage in extra-role behaviors.

We do find that retention part-time workers are more satisfied with their pay and receive higher performance appraisals than standard workers.  This suggests to us that retention part-time work arrangements provide individuals the opportunity to trade off monetary compensation for work flexibility.  Higher satisfaction with pay suggests that this tradeoff is favorable.  And the fact that retention part-time workers receive higher performance appraisals than standard workers, without exhibiting higher job performance levels, suggests that retention part-time arrangements may be perquisites offered to workers who are perceived as highly valuable by their supervisors, even if their actual performance does not differ from their peers.  Our finding that retention part-time and standard workers reported similar levels of continuance commitment is intriguing because it suggests that despite the fact that retention part-time work arrangements were created to accommodate individual needs, the retention part-time workers in our sample did not view their arrangements as being particularly unique, and therefore did not reciprocate with additional effort or enhanced feelings of attachment and satisfaction.  
For agency temporary workers, as predicted, we found that the existence of mobility opportunities, the potential for agency temporary workers to move into standard employment arrangements with this organization, partially offset some of the “bad job” features of agency temporary work.  Agency temporary workers have attitudes toward the organization that were either the same as or more positive than the attitudes of standard workers and in-role performance that was higher than standard workers.  However, these positive attitudes toward the organization coexist alongside relatively negative attitudes toward the work arrangement itself.   The agency temporary workers we studied are more satisfied with their supervisors and coworkers than standard workers, and they exhibit levels of affective commitment and facet free job satisfaction that are similar to standard workers.  These findings directly contradict the nonstandard-as-substandard hypothesis that has dominated much of the prior research on temporary workers but are consistent with Tilly’s (1996) thesis that it is the features of nonstandard work arrangements, not the work arrangements themselves, which define good and bad jobs.  And not only do agency temporary workers have more positive attitudes toward their organization than standard workers, but our evidence indicates they are also more effective individual performers, exhibiting higher individual job performance than their standard coworkers.  
We attribute our findings to the fact that in this organization agency temporary work is a well traveled avenue for achieving standard work status.  In fact, of our sample nearly 35% of standard and part-time survey respondents are former agency temporary workers for this organization.  Our findings suggest that when agency temporary work arrangements provide opportunities to transition to the standard worker force it can serve as an effective mechanism for matching workers to jobs.  Because temporary work arrangements carry no implicit long-term commitment for the organization, managers can assess whether individuals have the desired technical and social skills to fit into the organization.  Agency temporary workers who are not good matches for jobs can be dismissed at any time without penalty to the organization allowing managers to retain only those temporary workers who are likely to be high performers and who relate well to coworkers and supervisors.  The matching process operates for individuals as well.  Without any implied commitment for long-term employment, agency temporary workers are free to select out of jobs and organizations that do not match their interests and abilities.  However, when temporary work arrangements act as potential entry portals into desirable, and more stable, jobs in an organization, agency temporary workers appear to engage in anticipatory socialization and display the attitudes and behaviors that are necessary to navigate the transition process.

Our empirical analyses provide support for our interpretation about agency temporary work as a matching process.  We included in our empirical models a variable that captured the effect of prior temporary working experience on workers’ attitudes and behaviors.  In Model 3 of Table 2 and Models 7 and 8 of Table 4, our results indicate that agency temporary workers not only have better performance and more positive attitudes toward coworkers but these effects persist for temporary workers who convert to standard work status.  

Thus even though agency temporary work arrangements lack training, job security and high compensation, the potential for mobility out of bad nonstandard work arrangements offsets some of the negative features of these arrangements.  Of course, access to mobility opportunities alone is not sufficient to cancel out the other characteristics of bad nonstandard work arrangements.  Compared to standard workers, agency temporary workers have more negative attitudes toward aspects of their work arrangements: they are less satisfied with their pay, exhibit lower continuance commitment toward the organization, and are less likely to engage in extra-role helping behaviors.  Since temporary workers receive lower pay, and by design are employed for short durations, it is reasonable to expect that they would have more negative attitudes about their work arrangements than standard workers.  Given that they are paid less than standard workers and have more precarious jobs, temporary workers seem to try and compensate for their higher in-role performance with lower extra-role performance to maintain individual equity. Also, since extra role behaviors may be less visible to supervisors than in role behaviors, agency temporary workers who are trying to obtain standard employment may focus their efforts on achieving strong in role performance.  

Overall, our results also demonstrate the importance of attending to a wide range of individual outcomes that might be affected by nonstandard work arrangements.  Some attitudes are likely directed at organizations, supervisors, and coworkers, others are directed at work arrangements themselves, and these two sets of attitudes can be independent.  In this organization retention part-time workers appear to be satisfied with aspects of their work arrangements but this does not translate into more positive attitudes toward the organization.  Agency temporary workers, despite having negative attitudes toward their work arrangements, develop positive attitudes toward their supervisors and coworkers.  Fully understanding how individuals are affected by employment in nonstandard work arrangements requires a diverse set of attitudes and behaviors.  Future research should seek to understand what features of organizational practices and managerial behaviors contribute to nonstandard workers’ distinction between their work arrangements and their employers.
CONCLUSION
Given the widespread use of nonstandard workers, and the fact that managers have considerable discretion in creating nonstandard work arrangements for their employees, understanding the link between the structure of nonstandard work arrangements and individuals’ attitudes and behaviors is an important endeavor.  Our findings have uncovered several insights that may guide the development of employment policies regarding the design of nonstandard work arrangements.  First, creating retention part-time work arrangements that effectively reward high performing workers who choose or need to work a reduced schedule, does not induce higher performance or enhance work attitudes.  Rather the value of these good nonstandard work arrangements appears to lie in their effect on retaining valued employees, not in motivating higher performance.  Managers should bear this fact in mind in justifying and creating these arrangements and in managing retention part-time workers.  Managers who create retention part-time work arrangements should not expect incremental benefits in productivity, commitment, or helping behaviors.  Rather, when employees are provided with retention part-time arrangements they will value the arrangement itself but likely continue to act and behave similarly to their peers in standard work arrangements in terms of their attitudes toward the organization and their job performance.
Our results also suggest that there may value in designing employment policies that allow or encourage the hiring of standard workers from a firm’s current or former temporary worker pool.  In the context we studied where conversion from temporary to standard work status readily occurs, there were both short- and long-term benefits to using agency temporary workers beyond the immediate gains in staffing flexibility. Hiring former temporary workers effectively links agency temporary work arrangements to a firm’s internal labor market.  The existence of these mobility opportunities spurs agency temporary workers to adopt positive attitudes toward supervisors and peers and perform above expectations, through processes of anticipatory socialization.  And these economic benefits, for both temporary workers and their employing organizations, persist even after workers transition to the standard workforce.  Whether they are explicit or implicit, employment policies that encourage mobility from the nonstandard to the standard workforce stand in stark contrast to employment practices that emphasize the disparate treatment of standard and temporary workers; practices that place limits on the amount of interaction between them to minimize concerns over co-employment claims and social comparison processes.  Our results suggest that policies designed to manage relationships with temporary workers out of fear of litigation or worker unease result in lost opportunities for realizing the individual and organizational performance benefits of temporary work arrangements.

Our study is not without limitations.  First, our sample is limited to standard and nonstandard workers in a single financial services organization.  Organization-specific human resource practices and policies regarding the management of standard and nonstandard workers may have affected our results.  We tried to minimize this effect by drawing a sample of workers from two different geographic locations.  Nevertheless, the effects found in this organization may not generalize to all other contexts.

A second limitation is that the interpretation of our results assumes that we accurately categorized the nonstandard workers in our sample as agency temporary and retention part-time workers.  Agency temporary workers could be clearly identified on organization charts and from the unique employee badges they were issued in this organization, increasing our confidence that they were properly identified.  However, identifying retention part-time workers is more uncertain since there are no visible markers to distinguish retention from secondary part-time workers.  This creates the possibility that the retention part-time workers in our sample are misclassified and were individuals hired into positions originally and intentionally created as part-time positions, which may partly explain the lack of strong results for differences between standard and retention part-time workers.  We tried to minimize this limitation by conducting interviews with managers and focus groups with employees to assure us that the part-time arrangements in this organization were intended to retain valued employees.  However, further research on retention part-time work arrangements in other organizations may be warranted to verify our findings.
Third, retention part-time and agency temporary workers were present in relatively small numbers at the two locations we studied, which may partly explain the lack of strong consistent findings across all the dependent variables.  Retention part-time and agency temporary workers comprised only ten and eight percent, respectively, of our usable sample.  While small numbers may be typical of how organizations utilize nonstandard workers, the ability to discern differences in attitudes and behaviors as a function of work arrangements may be restricted due to lack of statistical power.  Future research might address this limitation by intentionally oversampling nonstandard workers where available as part of the research design.
Finally, we are only able to compare the attitudes and behaviors of workers in two types of nonstandard work arrangements to standard workers.  While we believe this improves on previous nonstandard work research which has tended to focus on only one type of nonstandard work arrangement or has treated nonstandard work as a homogeneous category of arrangements, it does not allow us to completely test our theory which supposes that good and bad nonstandard work arrangements anchor the ends of a continuum along which an all nonstandard work arrangements can be located.  Thus our findings should be generalized with caution to other nonstandard work arrangements.  But if our theory is correct, then we have identified an important factor, the characteristics of good and bad nonstandard work arrangements (e.g., job security, compensation level, training, and mobility opportunities), that can aid managers and researchers understand and predict the likely attitudes and behaviors of nonstandard workers.  Future research should investigate whether the extent to which the organization of other nonstandard work arrangements, such as secondary part-time work and contract work, is also related to worker attitudes and behaviors.
 Our results clearly suggest that worker attitudes and behaviors are indeed affected by their work arrangements, and that these effects vary across types of nonstandard work.  Future research is needed not only to confirm our results in other settings but to also to expand this study to include other methods of organizing nonstandard work other than those discussed here and to investigate the how the effect of these work arrangements are heightened or tempered by other features of organizations in which they are embedded.  Understanding how and why these arrangements affect the attitudes and behaviors of workers is necessary if nonstandard work arrangements are to become an integral component of effective human resource management systems.  
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Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations for All Variables a
	
	Variable
	N
	Mean
	S.D.
	
	1
	
	2
	
	3
	
	4
	
	5
	
	6
	
	7
	
	8
	
	9
	
	10

	1
	Affective Commitment
	310
	14.86
	4.14
	
	(0.77)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2
	Supervisor Satisfaction
	311
	17.86
	5.60
	
	0.42
	
	(0.94)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3
	Social Integration
	310
	20.58
	5.04
	
	0.37
	
	0.49
	
	(0.88)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4
	Continuance Commitment
	304
	10.84
	3.70
	
	0.11
	
	-0.06
	
	-0.05
	
	(0.74)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5
	Pay Satisfaction
	305
	6.13
	1.97
	
	0.25
	
	0.11
	
	0.15
	
	0.01
	
	-
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6
	Facet Free Job Satisfaction
	291
	14.00
	3.71
	
	0.61
	
	0.41
	
	0.39
	
	-0.01
	
	0.24
	
	-
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7
	Helping Behaviors
	311
	21.75
	5.44
	
	0.25
	
	0.06
	
	0.07
	
	-0.01
	
	0.02
	
	0.09
	
	(0.90)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8
	Average Relative Productivity
	156
	1.11
	0.59
	
	0.02
	
	0.06
	
	0.03
	
	-0.12
	
	-0.19
	
	0.04
	
	0.03
	
	-
	
	
	
	

	9
	Performance Evaluation
	229
	1.60
	0.52
	
	-0.05
	
	-0.05
	
	-0.12
	
	-0.07
	
	-0.07
	
	0.03
	
	-0.03
	
	-0.00
	
	-
	
	

	10
	Part-time Worker
	314
	0.10
	0.29
	
	-0.09
	
	0.02
	
	0.01
	
	-0.07
	
	0.14
	
	0.01
	
	-0.11
	
	0.02
	
	-0.08
	
	-

	11
	Temporary Worker
	314
	0.12
	0.32
	
	0.07
	
	0.21
	
	0.18
	
	-0.10
	
	-0.27
	
	0.18
	
	-0.14
	
	0.35
	
	.
	
	-0.12

	12
	Previously Temped
	313
	0.27
	0.45
	
	0.15
	
	0.13
	
	0.12
	
	-0.00
	
	0.03
	
	0.11
	
	0.10
	
	0.09
	
	-0.05
	
	-0.03

	13
	Tenure as Temporary Worker (years)
	309
	0.22
	0.43
	
	0.15
	
	0.18
	
	0.20
	
	-0.10
	
	-0.13
	
	0.11
	
	0.06
	
	0.13
	
	0.05
	
	-0.10

	14
	Gender (Female = 1)
	314
	0.82
	0.39
	
	0.11
	
	0.06
	
	-0.01
	
	-0.13
	
	0.07
	
	0.06
	
	0.12
	
	-0.16
	
	-0.14
	
	0.04

	15
	Age
	309
	35.79
	11.20
	
	0.10
	
	0.07
	
	-0.02
	
	-0.10
	
	0.08
	
	0.05
	
	-0.02
	
	0.03
	
	0.00
	
	0.00

	16
	Education
	314
	3.64
	1.38
	
	0.04
	
	0.00
	
	-0.04
	
	0.10
	
	-0.14
	
	-0.09
	
	0.02
	
	0.30
	
	-0.01
	
	-0.10

	17
	Tenure
	311
	2.66
	2.72
	
	-0.07
	
	-0.23
	
	-0.12
	
	-0.04
	
	0.08
	
	-0.13
	
	0.13
	
	0.01
	
	0.07
	
	-0.05

	18
	Hours
	312
	42.40
	7.32
	
	0.12
	
	-0.01
	
	-0.09
	
	0.12
	
	-0.06
	
	0.01
	
	0.25
	
	0.03
	
	0.03
	
	-0.43

	19
	Site
	314
	0.57
	0.50
	
	-0.12
	
	-0.21
	
	-0.04
	
	0.05
	
	0.17
	
	-0.13
	
	-0.09
	
	-0.09
	
	-0.12
	
	0.07

	20
	Salary (10K)
	298
	1.83
	0.42
	
	0.14
	
	-0.11
	
	-0.04
	
	-0.01
	
	0.02
	
	0.01
	
	0.23
	
	0.08
	
	-0.06
	
	-0.42

	21
	Formal Interaction
	309
	5.93
	2.19
	
	0.07
	
	0.08
	
	0.12
	
	0.05
	
	-0.01
	
	0.12
	
	0.18
	
	0.05
	
	-0.11
	
	0.05

	22
	Informal Interaction
	309
	5.67
	2.22
	
	0.15
	
	0.25
	
	0.24
	
	0.02
	
	0.01
	
	0.18
	
	0.20
	
	-0.10
	
	-0.03
	
	0.08

	23
	Perceptions of Labor Market
	310
	6.47
	1.87
	
	-0.19
	
	-0.14
	
	-0.03
	
	-0.53
	
	-0.09
	
	-0.20
	
	0.08
	
	0.08
	
	0.05
	
	0.00

	24
	Other Dependence
	310
	5.94
	2.38
	
	0.00
	
	-0.09
	
	-0.13
	
	0.06
	
	-0.03
	
	-0.10
	
	0.40
	
	-0.10
	
	-0.11
	
	-0.11

	25
	Dependence on Others
	305
	17.01
	3.90
	
	0.07
	
	0.13
	
	0.02
	
	-0.12
	
	0.08
	
	0.16
	
	-0.10
	
	0.03
	
	0.05
	
	0.02

	26
	Perceptions of Justice
	308
	5.31
	2.24
	
	0.40
	
	0.46
	
	0.47
	
	-0.11
	
	0.40
	
	0.44
	
	0.01
	
	-0.08
	
	-0.20
	
	0.02

	27
	Performance Standard 
	314
	0.27
	0.45
	
	-0.01
	
	0.13
	
	0.03
	
	-0.05
	
	-0.04
	
	0.08
	
	0.00
	
	0.06
	
	0.10
	
	-0.03


a Where relevant, Cronbach’s alphas are given on the diagonal.  Correlations greater than .10 are significant at p < .05.  Correlations greater than .14 are significant at p < .01.  

TABLE 1 (cont)

Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations for All Variables a
	
	Variable
	11
	12
	13
	14
	15
	16
	17
	18
	19
	20
	21
	22
	23
	24
	25
	26

	11
	Temporary Worker 
	-
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	12
	Previously Temped
	-0.23
	 -
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	13
	Tenure as a Temporary Worker
	0.28
	0.51
	 -
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	14
	Gender
	-0.03
	0.01
	0.04
	-
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	15
	Age
	-0.04
	0.17
	0.08
	0.07
	-
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	16
	Education
	0.09
	0.05
	0.01
	-0.24
	0.05
	-
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	17
	Tenure
	-0.29
	0.15
	-0.04
	0.09
	0.24
	0.03
	     - 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	18
	Hours
	-0.03
	-0.01
	-0.04
	-0.02
	-0.10
	0.13
	-0.00
	  -
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	19
	Site
	-0.24
	-0.33
	-0.33
	0.03
	-0.07
	-0.18
	-0.03
	0.01
	  -
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	20
	Salary (10K)
	-0.01
	0.13
	0.13
	0.01
	0.18
	0.17
	0.39
	0.14
	-0.31
	  -
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	21
	Formal Interaction
	0.19
	0.05
	0.15
	0.04
	-0.00
	  0.05
	-0.09
	-0.04
	-0.29
	-0.04
	-
	
	
	
	
	

	22
	Informal Interaction
	0.13
	0.00
	0.10
	0.12
	-0.03
	-0.02
	-0.17
	-0.00
	-0.10
	-0.25
	0.57
	-
	
	
	
	

	23
	Perceptions of Labor Market
	-0.03
	-0.00
	0.04
	0.07
	-0.02
	0.01
	0.10
	-0.02
	0.01
	0.08
	-0.29
	-0.06
	-
	
	
	

	24
	Other Dependence
	-0.18
	0.12
	0.04
	-0.04
	-0.12
	0.06
	0.22
	0.17
	-0.12
	0.32
	-0.14
	-0.07
	0.02
	-
	
	

	25
	Dependence on Others
	0.01
	0.07
	0.05
	0.14
	0.04
	-0.07
	0.09
	.-0.07
	-0.06
	-0.03
	-0.12
	-0.06
	0.05
	-0.20
	-
	

	26
	Perceptions of Justice
	0.13
	0.12
	0.13
	0.04
	0.06
	-0.13
	-0.21
	-0.06
	-0.01
	-0.11
	-0.18
	0.21
	-0.15
	-0.17
	0.12
	          -

	27
	Performance Standard 
	-0.05
	0.16
	0.18
	-0.09
	0.11
	0.04
	-0.04
	-0.04
	-0.21
	-0.10
	-0.03
	0.01
	-0.03
	-0.04
	-0.14
	0.01


a Where relevant, Cronbach’s alphas are given on the diagonal.  Correlations greater than .10 are significant at p < .05.  Correlations greater than .14 are significant at p < .01.

TABLE 2


Results of Regression Analysis for Organization-Related Outcomes

	
	Model 1

Affective Commitment
	
	Model 2

Supervisor Satisfaction
	
	Model 3

Social Integration
	

	Intercept
	4.04
	
	16.03
	
	26.02
	**

	
	(7.85)
	
	(9.92)
	
	(9.44)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Retention Part-time Worker
	1.24
	
	-0.41
	
	-0.32
	

	
	(0.93)
	
	(1.17)
	
	(1.11)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Agency Temporary Worker
	0.93
	
	2.57
	*
	3.20
	**

	
	(0.97)
	
	(1.23)
	
	(1.15)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Previously Temped
	0.69
	
	0.46
	
	1.82
	**

	
	(0.58)
	
	(0.74)
	
	(0.70)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Gender (Female = 1)
	1.04
	†
	1.21
	
	-0.07
	

	
	(0.62)
	
	(0.78)
	
	(0.74)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Age
	0.01
	
	0.02
	
	-0.06
	†

	
	(0.03)
	
	(0.03)
	
	(0.03)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Education
	0.22
	
	0.15
	
	0.13
	

	
	(0.18)
	
	(0.23)
	
	(0.21)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Tenure
	-0.09
	
	-0.17
	
	0.12
	

	
	(0.10)
	
	(0.13)
	
	(0.12)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Hours
	0.07
	*
	-0.01
	
	-0.13
	*

	
	(0.05)
	
	(0.06)
	
	(0.06)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Site
	-0.01
	
	-2.22
	**
	1.06
	

	
	(0.59)
	
	(0.75)
	
	(0.71)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Salary (10K)
	2.76
	***
	-0.76
	
	1.32
	

	
	(0.77)
	
	(0.98)
	
	(0.93)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Formal Interaction
	-0.11
	
	-0.45
	*
	-0.06
	

	
	(0.16)
	
	(0.20)
	
	(0.19)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Informal Interaction
	0.32
	*
	0.56
	**
	0.48
	**

	
	(0.13)
	
	(0.17)
	
	(0.16)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Perceptions of Labor Market
	-0.37
	**
	-0.05
	
	0.19
	

	
	(0.12)
	
	(0.15)
	
	(0.15)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Other Dependence
	-0.06
	
	0.07
	
	-0.24
	†

	
	(0.11)
	
	(0.14)
	
	(0.14)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Dependence on Others
	0.00
	
	0.12
	
	-0.05
	

	
	(0.06)
	
	(0.08)
	
	(0.07)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Perceptions of Justice
	0.67
	***
	0.91
	***
	0.86
	***

	
	(0.12)
	
	(0.16)
	
	(0.15)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Heckman Coefficient
	-1.27
	
	-5.06
	
	-8.85
	

	
	(6.23)
	
	(7.88)
	
	(7.48)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Adjusted R Square
	0.24
	
	0.30
	
	0.25
	

	Number of Observations
	271
	
	269
	
	269
	

	Model F Value
	5.92
	***
	7.77
	***
	6.30
	***


†       p < 0.10  

*       p < 0.05

**     p < 0.01

***   p < 0.001               

All significance tests are two-tailed.
TABLE 3

Results of Regression Analysis for Work-Arrangement –Related Outcomes

	
	Model 4

Continuance Commitment
	
	Model 5

Pay Satisfaction
	
	Model 6

Facet Free Job Satisfaction
	

	Intercept
	20.63
	*
	2.68
	
	9.61
	

	
	(8.36)
	
	(3.47)
	
	(7.01)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Retention Part-time Worker
	-0.95
	
	0.95
	*
	0.53
	

	
	(0.79)
	
	(0.41)
	
	(0.83)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Agency Temporary Worker
	-2.27
	**
	-1.70
	***
	1.24
	

	
	(0.82)
	
	(0.44)
	
	(0.88)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Previously Temped
	0.20
	
	-0.29
	
	0.67
	

	
	(0.49)
	
	(0.26)
	
	(0.52)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Gender (Female = 1)
	-0.24
	
	0.08
	
	0.20
	

	
	(0.55)
	
	(0.28)
	
	(0.56)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Age
	-0.04
	
	0.00
	
	-0.01
	

	
	(0.03)
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.02)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Education
	0.27
	†
	-0.00
	
	-0.15
	

	
	(0.15)
	
	(0.08)
	
	(0.16)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Tenure
	-0.01
	
	0.05
	
	-0.06
	

	
	(0.09)
	
	(0.05)
	
	(0.09)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Hours
	0.03
	
	-0.00
	
	0.02
	

	
	(0.04)
	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.04)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Site
	0.43
	
	0.52
	*
	-0.52
	

	
	(0.50)
	
	(0.26)
	
	(0.53)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Salary (10K)
	-0.14
	
	0.86
	*
	0.74
	

	
	(0.65)
	
	(0.34)
	
	(0.70)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Formal Interaction
	0.20
	
	0.03
	
	-0.03
	

	
	(0.14)
	
	(0.07)
	
	(0.14)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Informal Interaction
	-0.05
	
	0.00
	
	0.21
	†

	
	(0.11)
	
	(0.06)
	
	(0.12)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Perceptions of Labor Market
	-1.01
	***
	-0.06
	
	-0.29
	**

	
	(0.10)
	
	(0.05)
	
	(0.11)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Other Dependence
	-0.02
	
	-0.05
	
	-0.08
	

	
	(0.10)
	
	(0.05)
	
	(0.10)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Dependence on Others
	-0.04
	
	0.02
	
	0.10
	†

	
	(0.05)
	
	(0.03)
	
	(0.06)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Perceptions of Justice
	-0.23
	*
	0.40
	***
	0.58
	***

	
	(0.11)
	
	(0.06)
	
	(0.11)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Heckman Coefficient
	-2.64
	
	-0.53
	
	-0.62
	

	
	(7.22)
	
	(2.76)
	
	(5.57)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Adjusted R Square
	0.31
	
	0.28
	
	0.22
	

	Number of Observations
	265
	
	268
	
	268
	

	Model F Value
	8.10
	***
	7.11
	***
	5.31
	***


†       p < 0.10  

*       p < 0.05

**     p < 0.01

***   p < 0.001               

All significance tests are two-tailed.
TABLE 4

Results of Regression Analysis for Performance

	
	Model 7

Average Relative Productivity
	
	Model 8

Performance Evaluation
	
	Model 9

Helping Behaviors
	

	Intercept 1
	1.11
	*
	-3.69
	
	4.38
	

	
	(1.06)
	
	(7.18)
	
	(9.72)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Intercept 2
	
	
	1.96
	
	
	

	
	
	
	(7.20)
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Retention Part-time Worker
	0.20
	
	1.46
	*
	0.96
	

	
	(0.14)
	
	(0.64)
	
	(1.15)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Agency Temporary Worker
	1.11
	***
	
	
	-2.21
	†

	
	(0.18)
	
	
	
	(1.33)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Previously Temped
	0.21
	*
	0.95
	*
	-0.25
	

	
	(0.11)
	
	(0.48)
	
	(0.88
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Tenure as a Temporary Worker
	-0.06
	
	-0.82
	†
	0.37
	

	
	(0.10)
	
	(0.51)
	
	(0.89)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Gender (Female = 1)
	-0.06
	
	1.06
	*
	1.62
	*

	
	(0.09)
	
	(0.48)
	
	(0.77)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Age
	-0.01
	†
	-0.01
	
	-0.01
	

	
	(0.00)
	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.03)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Education
	0.07
	**
	0.08
	
	-0.08
	

	
	(0.03)
	
	(0.12)
	
	(0.22)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Tenure
	0.00
	
	-0.07
	
	0.03
	

	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.07)
	
	(0.13)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Hours
	0.01
	
	-0.01
	
	0.14
	*

	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.03)
	
	(0.06)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Site
	0.12
	
	1.25
	**
	-0.00
	

	
	(0.10)
	
	(0.41)
	
	(0.73)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Salary (10K)
	-0.08
	
	0.80
	
	2.11
	*

	
	(0.15)
	
	(0.54)
	
	(0.96)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Formal Interaction
	-0.01
	
	0.10
	
	0.21
	

	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.11)
	
	(0.20)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Informal Interaction
	-0.04
	†
	-0.12
	
	0.39
	*

	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.10)
	
	(0.17)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Perceptions of Labor Market
	0.01
	
	-0.03
	
	0.14
	

	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.08)
	
	(0.15)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Other Dependence
	-0.02
	
	0.18
	*
	0.66
	***

	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.08)
	
	(0.14)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Dependence on Others
	0.00
	
	0.01
	
	-0.06
	

	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.04)
	
	(0.08)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Perceptions of Justice
	0.01
	
	0.24
	**
	0.05
	

	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.09)
	
	(0.15)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Performance Standard
	-0.02
	
	0.03
	
	
	

	
	(0.08)
	
	(0.40)
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Heckman Coefficient
	0.93
	
	-1.82
	
	-0.56
	

	
	(0.82)
	
	(6.04)
	
	(7.72)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Adjusted R Square/Chi Square
	0.27
	
	21.85
	***
	0.25
	

	Number of Observations
	145
	
	214
	
	271
	

	Model F Value/DF
	3.85
	***
	18
	
	6.03
	***


†       p < 0.10  

*       p < 0.05

**     p < 0.01

***   p < 0.001               

All significance tests are two-tailed.
APPENDIX A:  Measures of Key Variables*

Affective Commitment (Allen & Meyer, 1990)

1. I really feel as if (this organization’s) problems are my own.

2. I do not feel like “part of the family at (this organization) (reverse coded).

3. I do not feel “emotionally attached” to (this organization) (reverse coded).

4. (This organization) has a great deal of personal meaning for me.

5. I do not feel a strong sense of belonging to (this organization) (reverse coded).

Supervisor Satisfaction (Quinn & Staines, 1979)
1.  My supervisor is competent in doing his/her job.

2. My supervisor is very concerned about the welfare of those under him/her.

3. My supervisor is successful in getting people to work together.

4. My supervisor is helpful to me in getting my job done.

5. My supervisor is friendly.

Social Integration (O’Reilly, Caldwell and Barnett, 1989; Quinn & Staines, 1979)
1. My coworkers in my department often help each other on the job.

2. My coworkers in my department really stick together.

3. My coworkers in my department usually get along with each other.

4. Members of my department are quick to defend each other from criticism by people outside the department.  

5. My coworkers in my department take a personal interest in me.

6. My coworkers in my department take a personal interest in me.

Continuance Commitment (Meyer, Allen & Smith, 1993)
1. It would be very hard for me to find a job outside of (this organization) right now, even if I wanted to.

2. Too much in my life would be disrupted if I decided I wanted to leave (this organization) right now.

3. I feel that I have too few job options to consider leaving (this organization).

4. One of the few serious consequences of leaving (this organization) would be the scarcity of available jobs.

Satisfaction with Pay (from Quinn & Staines, 1979)

1. I am satisfied with my fringe benefits.

2. I am satisfied with the amount of pay I receive.

Facet Free Job Satisfaction (from Quinn & Staines, 1979)

1. Generally speaking, I am satisfied with my job.

2. Knowing what I know now, if I had to decide all over again, I would still take my current job.

3. My job des not measure up to the sort of job I wanted when I took it (reverse coded).

4. I would not recommend my job to a friend (reverse coded).

Helping Behaviors (Morrison, 1994)
How frequently do you engage in the following behaviors?  (1= Never; 3=Sometimes; 5=Always)

1. Handling work of coworkers who are absent or are on break.

2. Helping coworkers who have heavy workloads.

3. Helping orient new people even when not asked.

4. Helping coworkers with work when they have been absent.

5. Giving time to help coworkers with work related problems.

6. Volunteering to do things without being asked.

Formal and Informal Interaction (1= Never; 3=Sometimes; 5=Always)
1. How frequently do you interact with part-time employees from your department in order to do your job?

2. How frequently do you interact with temporary employees from your department in order to do your job?

3. How frequently do you interact socially with part-time employees from your department while at work (e.g., on breaks, lunch)?

4. How frequently do you interact socially with temporary workers from your department while at work (e.g., on breaks, lunch)?

Labor Market Perceptions

1. Right now, there are plenty of other jobs I could have if I left (this organization).

2. If I were to leave my current job, it would be difficult to find another job that was just as good (reverse coded).

Other Dependence (Pearce & Gregersen, 1991)
1. I am frequently interrupted by requests for information from others in my department.

2. In my job, I am frequently called on to provided information and advice to others in my department.

3. The way I perform my job has a significant impact on others in my department.

Dependence on Others (Pearce & Gregersen, 1991)
1. I work fairly independently of others in my department in doing my work.

2. I can plan my own work with little need to coordinate with others in my department.

3. I frequently must coordinate my efforts with others in my department (reverse coded).

4. My own work is relatively unaffected by the performance of others in my department.

5. I rarely have to obtain information from others in my department to complete my own work.

Perceptions of Procedural Justice (McFarlin & Sweeney, 1992)
1. The general procedures used to determine my pay increases are fair.

2. The general procedures used to evaluate my performance are fair.

* All items on a 5 point scale (1=“strongly disagree” or “never” and 5=“strongly agree” or “always”) unless otherwise noted.

� Our characterization of part-time work as being open-ended only applies to direct hire part-time work.  Part-time work that is for a fixed duration is considered a temporary work arrangement.


� Due to missing data on some dependent variables, the minimum number of respondents included in the analyses of attitudes and helping behaviors reported in Tables 2-4 was 218 standard workers, 26 part-time workers, and 21 temporary workers.


� Productivity data were collected for 120 standard, 17 part-time, and 8 temporary workers.  Agency temporary workers did not participate in the organization’s performance appraisal process so our data include appraisals for 195 standard and 19 part-time workers.
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