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Abstract 
	  
Background The use of contingent workers is an ubiquitous characteristic of 

the hospitality industry, yet their employment poses significant 

challenges and often holds considerable consequences. Since 

the quality of the service delivery depends so heavily on the 

employees’ behavior, it appears pivotal to create a nurturing 

work environment characterized by high levels of both 

employee satisfaction and quality of work life.   

 

Purpose The purpose of this thesis is to deepen the understanding of the 

concept of quality of work life, as well as to gain an insight into 

the mindset and characteristics of contingent workers in the 

hospitality industry. Combining those to topics, this thesis 

additionally aims at identifying factors that positively contribute 

to an improved quality of work life for seasonal employees in 

the hospitality industry.  

 

Design/Methodology To accomplish the research objective, a quantitative research 

design was applied within this thesis. As a method of data 

collection, the researcher chose to conduct a self-administered 

online questionnaire.  

 

Findings  The study identified eight distinct dimensions that contribute to 

an improved quality of work life for contingent workers in the 

hospitality industry. The credibility of leaders and managers 

was found to be the most important dimension, whereas the 

appreciation of employees was identified as the most important 

variable.  

 

Keywords:  Quality of work life, internal service quality, contingent work, 

seasonal employment 
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1. Introduction and Problem Formulation 
“Human resource management affects competitive advantage in any firm, through its role 

in determining the skills and motivation of employees” (Porter 1985, quoted in Smithey 

Fulmer et al., 2003, p. 965). It appears to be the primary task of human resource managers to 

enhance employees’ ultimate work experience and create a work environment capable of 

attracting and retaining potential employees (Lau, 2000; Burchell and Robin, 2011). 

Especially in service-providing organizations, where frontline employees are pivotal for the 

delivery of a consistent and premium customer experience (Ind, 2003; Wallace and de 

Chernatony, 2007), “the quality of service is embedded in the quality and performance of 

HR” (Bansal et al., 2001, p. 64). Scholars hence suggest a paradigm shift from focusing on 

numbers only to focusing on employees, considering them customers rather than servants 

(Heskett et al., 1994; Lau, 2000) and referring to employees as “assets to be invested in rather 

than costs to be controlled” (Bansal et al., 2001, p. 63). Heskett et al.’s (1994) renowned 

service-profit chain framework is based on this assumption, claiming that the improvement of 

a firm’s internal service quality, also referred to as quality of work life, will ultimately drive 

general profits and growth. This link was empirically tested and confirmed by Smithey 

Fulmer et al. (2003), who demonstrated that by creating an attractive work place firms yield 

better financial results and benefit from an improved bottom-line performance. The authors 

claim that “(b)eing an attractive employer may create an important intangible asset, positive 

employee relations, that differentiates firms in a value-producing way” (Smithey Fulmer et 

al., 2003). The creation of a great place to work by implementing quality of work life 

programs may hence be considered the key to competitive advantage in the global 

environment (Smithey Fulmer et al., 2003).  

In the hospitality industry in particular it appears highly important to improve the quality 

of work life for employees.  According to Hatch and Schultz (2009, p. 117), compared to a 

product, whose quality and presentation are rather predictable, “services depend so heavily on 

the behavior of the employees who deliver them”. As a result, since they often serve as a 

single point of contact between customers and the respective service organization, service 

employees’ attitudes and behaviors significantly influence customers’ experiences, 

evaluations and overall satisfaction levels (Lau, 2000; Johnson and Ashforth 2008, cited in 

Buonocore, 2010, p. 378).  

Indisputably, the use of seasonal employees is an ubiquitous characteristic of the 
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hospitality industry. Due to seasonality and its accompanying fluctuations in demand, it 

appears to be rather unfeasible for hospitality organizations to rely on permanent employees 

only (Buonocore, 2010). Contingent workers’ performance therefore appears to be a crucial 

determinant of any hospitality organization’s service quality (Lau, 2000; Johnson and 

Ashforth 2008, cited in Buonocore, 2010, p. 378).  

Having acknowledged the importance of seasonal employees in the hospitality industry, it 

seems rather surprising that literature identifies primarily negative consequences of 

employing contingent workers (Lee-Ross, 1995; Connelly and Gallagher, 2004; Reynolds et 

al., 2004; Ainsworth and Purss, 2009; George et al., 2010; Alverén et al., 2012). Compared to 

permanent employees the levels of commitment, motivation and performance were found to 

be rather low. Moreover, an elevated turnover rate followed by increased costs for both 

recruiting and training appear to be characteristic for seasonal employees (Lee-Ross, 1995; 

Connelly and Gallagher, 2004; Reynolds et al., 2004; Ainsworth and Purss, 2009; George et 

al., 2010; Alverén et al., 2012).  

Considering the inalienability of contingent workers in the hospitality industry, it would 

seem highly beneficial for respective service organizations to detect ways in which to 

improve the quality of the work life, also referred to as internal service quality, for seasonal 

employees. According to Xu and van der Heijden (2005) internal service quality appears to be 

the main contributor to employee satisfaction, which in turn may lead to increased levels of 

commitment, motivation and eventually to an improved bottom-line performance. Hence, 

investing into an improvement of the quality of work life for contingent workers may 

considerably reduce the negative consequences and challenges their employment poses to 

organizations. 

Unfortunately, little research has been conducted with regards to the quality of work life of 

employees in the hospitality industry, as well as rarely any empirical investigations have been 

directed towards seasonal employment in the hospitality industry, regardless of its importance 

and ubiquity (Lee-Ross, 1995; Connelly and Gallagher, 2004). Besides, to date no study has 

combined the two topics and investigated or identified factors determining a high quality of 

work life for contingent workers in the hospitality industry. The lack of research in this area, 

as well as the significance and inalienability of employing contingent workers, constitute 

therefore the purpose of the present study, attempting to answer the following research 

question:  



	   8	  

 

What factors contribute positively to an improved quality of work life for contingent workers 

in the hospitality industry? 

To accomplish this objective, an extensive review of existing literature on contingent work 

and quality of work life was conducted and elaborated in the first part of this thesis. Based on 

the theory, hypotheses were derived, resulting in the proposition of a model identifying 

factors that potentially contribute to an improved quality of work life for seasonal employees. 

Subsequently, the model was tested empirically by conducting an online questionnaire among 

contingent workers in the hospitality industry. Analyses and results of this investigation are 

presented in the final part of this study. The following Figure 1 outlines the structure of this 

thesis in detail.  

 
Fig. 1: Structure of the Thesis. 
Source: Developed for this thesis. 
 
 

• INTRODUCTION AND PROBLEM FORMULATION Chapter 1 
• THEORETICAL BACKGROUND 
• Contingent work in the hospitality industry Chapter 2 
• Quality of work life, Herzberg, Great Place to Work 
• Positive Outcomes 

• MODEL AND HYPOTHESES Chapter 3 
• METHODOLOGY 
• Philosphy, Questionnaire, Sampling Chapter 4 
• RESULTS 
• Hypotheses Testing, One-way ANOVA Chapter 5 
• DISCUSSION AND MANAGERIAL IMPLICATIONS Chapter 6 
• LIMITATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE 
RESEARCH Chapter 7 

• CONCLUSION Chapter 8 



	   9	  

 
2. Theoretical Background 

The subsequent literature review serves as a basis for the derivation of hypotheses to be 

tested later in this study. It provides a detailed overview of the nature of contingent work in 

the hospitality industry, as well as of the concept of quality of work life. Furthermore, 

Herzberg’s Two-factor theory and the Great Place to Work® Model will be presented, and 

positive outcomes of an improved quality of work life outlined. Finally, the importance of 

leadership will be reported and a summary of the key findings of this chapter provided.  

 

2.1 Contingent Work in the Hospitality Industry 

2.1.1 Defining Contingent Work 
As a response to todays ever changing and evolving economy the use of contingent 

workers has become a significant tool for organizations by allowing them to become more 

flexible and reducing labor costs more effectively (de Jong et al., 2007). Contingent work 

agreements, as opposed to standard or permanent ones, are commonly defined as “any job in 

which an individual does not have an explicit or implicit contract for long-term employment 

or one in which the minimum hours worked can vary in a nonsystematic manner” (Polivka 

and Nardone 1989, quoted in Connelly and Gallagher, 2004, p. 960). Though, Connelly and 

Gallagher (2004) propose further categorization of contingent workers into four different 

subgroups since, according to the authors, contingent work agreements differ too much to 

view them as one homogenous group.  

As a first group, Connelly and Gallagher (2004) mention temporary help-service firms or 

temporary staffing agencies, as for instance Manpower or Adecco. Work agreements in this 

category are characterized by involving three parties - the service firm, the worker and the 

client firm. The worker is directly employed by the service firm or agency and is then used at 

different client sites for the fixed duration of a particular assignment (Connelly and Gallagher, 

2004).  

Secondly, Connelly and Gallagher (2004) point out a group referred to as independent 

contractors or freelancers. Workers belonging to this group are widely used within the 

information technology (IT) business and can be defined as “self-employed individuals who 

sell their services to client organizations on a fixed-term or project basis” (Connelly and 

Gallagher, 2004, p. 961).   
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Based on the second characteristic of contingent work, “…one in which the minimum 

hours worked can vary in a nonsystematic manner” (Polivka and Nardone 1989, quoted in 

Connelly and Gallagher, 2004, p. 960), the third group includes direct-hire temporary 

arrangements. This group of contingent workers is often found in larger organizations which 

prefer direct-hire over using temporary staffing agencies due to the high frequency additional 

workers are needed for short-term assignments (Connelly and Gallagher, 2004).  

Finally, the fourth and last subgroup comprises individuals who are directly hired by an 

organization but work on a seasonal contract. This form of work arrangement, mainly 

apparent within the tourism and hospitality industry, falls into the category of contingent 

work since the limited number of weeks of employment (due to seasonality) does not allow 

for long-term contractual arrangements (Connelly and Gallagher, 2004). Hence, seasonal 

work is considered being short-term and of finite duration (Gallagher and McLean Parks 

2001, Lautsch 2002, cited in Ainsworth and Purss, 2009, p. 218).  

As to the present study, the focus will lie on Connelly and Gallagher’s (2004) fourth group, 

contingent workers hired on a seasonal contract.  

 

2.1.2 Characteristics of Contingent Work in the Hospitality Industry 
As mentioned afore, existing literature on contingent workers in the hospitality industry 

depicts rather negative attributes of this employee group, focusing primarily on the aspects of 

turnover, commitment and performance (Lee-Ross, 1995; Connelly and Gallagher, 2004; 

Reynolds et al., 2004; Ainsworth and Purss, 2009; George et al., 2010; Alverén et al., 2012).  

Turnover 

Turnover represents a major issue throughout the hospitality industry, ranging from 60% to 

up to 300% (Worcester 1999, cited in Reynolds et al., 2004, p. 230), thereby causing a 

considerable financial burden to organizations.  According to Lee-Ross (1995) costs may be 

twice as high for organizations that are forced to recruit and then train new seasonal 

employees each year, reflecting the increase in direct costs that a high turnover rate bears. 

Though, also an increase in indirect costs is worth mentioning, including the loss of employee 

expertise, productivity and a reduction in service quality (Alverén et al., 2012). In service-

providing organizations the relationship between customers and employees appears to be 

crucial for generating profits. As Xu and van der Heijden (2005, p. 141) outline, “(l)ong-term 

employees tend to develop personal relationships with their customers”, contributing 
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positively to customer retention. Hence, a high turnover rate may hinder such relationships 

from developing, causing considerable profit losses.  

In addition to that, a high turnover rate may lead to the disruption of social structures and 

networks, which were found to be particularly important with regards to satisfaction and 

motivation levels of seasonal employees (Alverén et al., 2012). 

Besides, Berry (1995, cited in Xu and van der Heijden, 2005, p. 140) found that a high 

turnover rate often discourages management from investing in recruitment, training and 

development practices, leading to a general decrease in employee productivity and 

satisfaction.  

Commitment 

Another issue recurring in the literature regarding characteristics of seasonal employees is 

the level of commitment towards the employing organization. Generally, organizational 

commitment concerns “a person’s sense of attachment to his or her organization” (Arnold et 

al., 1998, p. 210). According to several researchers (Ainsworth and Purss, 2009; George et al., 

2010; Alverén et al., 2012) contingent workers appear to show lower levels of commitment, 

which may accordingly result in lower levels of organizational citizenship behavior (OCB). 

OCB is referred to as “(p)erformance by employees beyond what is required or expected and 

which does not lead to any formal rewards” (Smith et al. 1983, cited in Alverén et al., 2012, 

p. 1958). It appears to be pivotal in service organizations since, due to the direct interaction 

between employees and customers, employees’ attitudes and behaviors seem to determine an 

organization’s success in delivering high quality service to its customers (Lau, 2000; Hatch 

and Schultz, 2009; Johnson and Ashforth 2008, cited in Buonocore, 2010, p. 378).  

Another repercussion that low levels of employee commitment lead to is the decrease of 

the respective organization’s relational wealth. Relational wealth can be defined as “the value 

created by and for a firm through its internal relations among and with employees, as well as 

its external alliances and reputation” (Leana and Rousseau 2000, quoted in George et al., 

2010, p. 530). It is the relationships and connections employees have with each other and the 

firm that make relational wealth an exceptional competitive advantage for any company since 

such relationships are very difficult for competitors to imitate and acquire (Leana and 

Rousseau, 2000).  

Finally, employees showing low levels of organizational commitment are less likely to 

help colleagues (Arnold et al., 1998, p. 213), a condition that may considerably harm overall 
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performance in a characteristically stressful and busy seasonal work environment.  

Performance 

In addition to a high rate of turnover and comparably low levels of commitment, 

contingent workers are often characterized as a low skilled and low performing group of 

workers (Connelly and Gallagher, 2004; Ainsworth and Purss, 2009). Seasonal work is 

considered highly labor intense, not allowing for much additional time that could be used for 

employee training. Moreover, the fact that only few employees return for the next season, a 

high turnover rate, as well as the finite and short duration of employment often leaves 

organizations without any incentive to invest in substantial training programs (Lee-Ross, 

1995; Connelly and Gallagher, 2004; Berry 1995, cited in Xu and van der Heijden, 2005, p. 

140; Ainsworth and Purss, 2009). Hence, contingent workers appear to receive only few 

opportunities for improving their skills and know-how.  

 

Evidently, employing contingent workers poses several challenges to hospitality 

organizations. A high turnover rate and low levels of both commitment and performance 

make this employee group appear rather costly. Though, being aware of the negative 

characteristics may as well serve as an opportunity to improve contingent workers’ work 

conditions and hence, turn their employment into an advantage to any organization. Investing 

into an improvement of contingent workers’ quality of work life may serve as a remedy for 

the challenges they pose to hospitality organizations. The reasons behind this assumption will 

be clarified by deepening our understanding of the quality of work life concept. The 

subsequent part of this study will therefore outline the concept’s origins and definitions.  
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2.2  Explanation of the Quality of Work Life Concept 

2.2.1 Definition of Quality of Work Life 
The origins of the quality of work life concept go back to 1972, where the term was first 

introduced during an international labor relations conference (Hian and Einstein 1990, cited in 

Lau, 2000, p.423). After United Auto Workers and General Motors had launched quality of 

work life programs, the concept attracted additional researchers’ attention, leading to a 

profound body of research defining and identifying the main focus areas of a quality of work 

life program (Robbins, 1989; Havlovic, 1991; Lau and May, 1998; Lau, 2000; Kandasamy 

and Ancheri, 2009).  

Despite the substantial amount of research on the quality of work life concept, no 

universally accepted definition has been made yet (Krueger et al., 2002), leading to a variety 

of definitions explaining quality of work life from different perspectives. According to Davis 

and Cherns (1975, cited in Levine et al. 1984, p. 83) this situation seems appropriate though, 

since “different people have different perspectives as to what makes for a high quality of 

working life”.  However, quality of work life has been recognized as “a multidimensional 

construct” which “may not be universal or eternal” (Lau and May, 1998, p. 212).  

Due to the scope of this thesis, only some of the definitions will be outlined in the 

subsequent. Robbins (1989, p. 207), for instance, classified quality of work life as “a process 

by which an organization responds to employee needs by developing mechanisms to allow 

them to share fully in making the decisions that design their lives at work”.  

Heskett et al. (1994, cited in Xu and van der Heijden, 2005, p. 140) offer another definition of 

quality of work life, or internal service quality as they refer to, by describing the concept as 

“the quality of the work environment that contributes to employee satisfaction”, which can be 

assessed by measuring “the feelings that employees have towards their jobs, colleagues and 

companies” (Heskett et al. 1994, p. 168). In addition to that, the authors note that the way 

people treat and communicate with each other, as well as their attitudes towards one another 

play a crucial part (Heskett et al., 1994; Xu and van der Heijden, 2005).  

According to Davis (1983, quoted in Kandasamy and Ancheri 2009, p. 329) quality of work 

life captures “the quality of the relationship between employees and the total working 

environment with human dimensions added to the usual technical and economic 

consideration”. Carayon (1997, cited in Kandasamy and Ancheri 2009, p. 329) defined the 

concept as a “complex interaction of the elements of a work system”, where individual task, 
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organizational factors, environment, tools and technology are classified as the respective 

elements. A further definition can be found in the work of Walton (1975, cited in Kandasamy 

and Ancheri 2009, p. 329) who named the following to be dimensions of the quality of work 

life concept:  

• adequate and fair compensation,  

• safe and healthy working conditions,  

• opportunities for personal growth and development,  

• satisfaction of social needs at work, 

• protection of employee rights, 

• compatibility between work and non-work responsibilities, 

• and the social relevance of work life.  

Lau and May (1998, p. 213) provide a definition mentioning concrete focus areas of a quality 

of work life program by referring to the concept as “the favorable conditions and 

environments of a workplace that support and promote employee satisfaction by providing 

employees with rewards, job security, and growth opportunity.”  

 

Even though Levering and Moskowitz (1994, cited in Lau and May 1998, p. 217) did not 

use the term quality of work life within their research, their criteria for evaluating the 100 best 

companies to work for in the USA resemble closely the afore outlined definitions since “they 

center around job security, employee growth opportunities, rewards and overall employee 

satisfaction” (Lau and May, 1998, p.217), as well as they capture employee relations towards 

the company, the job and colleagues. As such, the criteria and the sample of their 

accompanying evaluation questions (see Table 1) constitute a valuable source for the 

empirical research of this thesis.1  

 

 

 

 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1	  Further	  details	  in	  Chapter	  4.3.1.1	  Questionnaire	  Structure	  and	  Measurement	  Scale.	  	  
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Criteria Sample Questions For Evaluation  
Pay and benefits Does the company pay at or near the top of its industry?  

Does the company offer unusual or unique benefits? 
Are the health and retirement plans among the best in the industry? 
Is the company sensitive to employees’ work and family needs?  

Opportunities Are training programs available for employees to learn new skills? 
What is the possibility for advancement in ranks and promotion? 
Is the company policy and practice to promote from within? 
How well are women and minorities doing there? 

Job security Does the company have a written or implicit no-layoff policy? 
Has the company recently gone through a difficult period without 
resorting to layoffs? 
Does the company assist employees when layoffs are unavoidable? 

Pride in work and 
company 

Do employees feel a direct connection with the products or services 
the company provide? 
Do employees feel proud of their personal achievement? 
Are employees recognized for their outstanding achievement? 

Openness and 
fairness 

How well are communications between employees and upper-level 
managers in suggestions, criticism, and complaints? 
Are top executives accessible to everyone? 
Does the company have effective evaluation and grievance systems? 

Camaraderie and 
friendliness 

Do employees feel part of a family, team, or special community that 
includes everyone at all ranks? 
Do employees enjoy working (and playing) with one another? 
Do employees socialize together at various functions during the year? 

Tab.1: Criteria for the 100 best Companies to work for. 
Source: Lau and May (1998), p. 218.  
 

Having a closer look at Table 1, one may draw a connection between Levering and 

Moskowitz’s (1994, cited in Lau and May 1998, p. 218) criteria and important theories as 

Herzberg’s Two-Factor Theory and Levering and Lyman’s Great Place to Work® Model. Pay 

and benefits, opportunities, and job security are factors found in Herzberg’s motivation-

hygiene theory, whereas pride in work and company, openness and fairness, and camaraderie 

and friendliness resemble closely the dimensions of the Great Place to Work® Model.  
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2.2.2 Herzberg’s Two-Factor Theory 
Herzberg’s Two-factor theory also referred to as dual-factor theory or motivation-hygiene 

theory is a well-known and universally accepted theory of work motivation, trying to explain 

“how work activities and the nature of one’s job influence motivation and performance” 

(Herzberg 1966, and Herzberg et al. 1959, cited in Steers et al. 2004, p. 381). Herzberg et al. 

(1997, originally published in 1959) depict the difficulty of determining what people actually 

want from their jobs since research provides a variety of contradictory answers. As a 

consequence, Herzberg et al. (1997) developed the Two-factor theory arguing that work 

motivation and job satisfaction stem from so-called ‘motivators’, factors such as 

“achievement, recognition, the work itself, responsibility, advancement, and growth” (Porter 

et al., 2009, p. 9). It is factors that are “associated with the work itself or with outcomes 

directly derived from it” (Robbins and Judge, 2010, p. 90) that have the potential of 

intrinsically rewarding employees and hence leading to job satisfactions. Factors such as 

supervision, interpersonal relations, physical working conditions, salary, company policies 

and administrative practices, benefits, and job security are referred to as ‘hygiene’ factors 

(Herzberg et al., 1997). According to Herzberg et al. (1997) they can be compared to medical 

hygiene, acting as a preventive rather than a curative. They cannot lead to satisfaction; they 

solely have the potentiality of preventing dissatisfaction and poor job performance. 

Herzberg’s theory recognizes job satisfaction and dissatisfaction as two continua, meaning 

that the opposite of job satisfaction is not job dissatisfaction, but no job satisfaction. The same 

is applicable for job dissatisfaction, of which the opposite is no job dissatisfaction (Latham, 

2012).  
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Fig. 2: Herzberg’s Two-Factor Theory. 
Source: Porter et al. (2009) and Herzberg et al. (1997).  
 

Criticism of Herzberg’s theory 

One of the criticisms of Herzberg’s theory concerns the claim that hygiene factors cannot 

lead to satisfaction or job motivation since, according to a study by Pinder (1998), also 

hygiene factors may act as motivators. Another criticism was put forward by Vroom (1964, 

cited in House and Wigdor 2006, p. 371), who questioned the research method Herzberg 

used, namely the storytelling critical-incident method. According to Vroom (1966, quoted in 

House and Wigdor 2006, p. 371/371), “(p)eople tend to take the credit when things go well, 

and enhance their own feelings of self-worth, but protect their self concept when things go 

poorly by blaming their failure on the environment”. Hence, Vroom (1964, cited in House and 

Wigdor 2006, p. 371), criticizes Herzberg’s theory to be method bound, a criticism also 

mentioned in the work of Robbins and Judge (2010). Vroom (1964, cited in House and 

Wigdor 2006, p. 372) goes on claiming that the “necessity for interpretations of the data by a 

rater may lead to contamination of the dimensions so derived”. In addition to that, Ewan 

(1964, cited in House and Wigdor 2006, p. 373) mentions the lack of a measure of overall 

satisfaction as one of the problems of Herzberg’s theory. According to Ewan (1964, cited in 

House and Wigdor 2006, p. 373) calling the factors satisfiers and dissatisfiers appears rather 

questionable in the absence of a measure for overall satisfaction. Besides, some scholars 

criticize the theory for lacking attention to individual differences since they appear to be 
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important moderators with regards to job motivation (Porter et al., 2009).  

Despite the critics, Herzberg’s Two-factor theory remains influential and valuable 

(Furnham et al., 1999, cited in Lundberg et al. 2009, p. 892; Robbins and Judge, 2010). It has 

been stimulating a considerable amount of research in the area of work motivation, and it 

enjoys great popularity among managers all over the world (Porter et al., 2009).  

Finally, considering the similarity of some of its factors with Levering and Moskowitz’s 

(1994, cited in Lau and May 1998, p. 218) criteria for the 100 best companies to work for, it 

appears utterly valuable for the purpose of the present study.  

 

Pay and benefits 

As to the potential of pay and benefits as a motivator or satisfier of employee needs, 

research findings differ considerably. Some researchers, as for instance Taylor (1911, cited in 

Latham 2012, p. 103) mention pay to be the primary incentive to work, whereas others such 

as Viteles (1932, cited in Latham 2012, p. 103) claim the contrary. Viteles (1932, cited in 

Latham 2012, p. 103) mentions money to be only one of the motives of the employee; more 

important appears to be “the wish to enjoy the feeling of worth, recognition, and respect on 

the part of others” (1932, cited in Latham 2012, p. 103). Herzberg et al. (1997) seem to agree 

with that notion, considering salary a factor defining the job situation, being primarily a 

dissatisfier rather than a satisfier. Though, pay and benefits need to be adequate for employees 

not be dissatisfied with their job. Also Lawler (1971, cited in Latham 2012, p. 104) 

emphasizes that “pay is important to the extent that it is perceived to be instrumental in 

satisfying a person’s needs”.  

Putting this relation into the context of the present study on quality of work life, one may 

expect pay and benefits to positively contribute to the quality of work life, leading to the 

following hypothesis: 

 

Hypothesis 1: There is a positive relationship between pay and benefits and the quality of 

work life for contingent workers in the hospitality industry.  
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Opportunities 

The opportunities a work place offers to its employees, such as training and development 

programs or opportunities for promotion, growth and advancement are classified as 

motivators within Herzberg’s theory (Herzberg et al., 1997; Porter et al., 2009.) As such, they 

have the potentiality to lead to job satisfaction and motivation, eventually resulting in 

improved performance and company profitability (Heskett et al., 1994; Herzberg et al., 1997). 

According to Levering and Moskowitz (1994, cited in Lau and May 1998, p. 217) a crucial 

part within the domain of opportunities is the availability of equal opportunities for all 

employees, regardless of gender, age or cultural background.  

Considering the fact that opportunities are recognized as motivators or satisfiers, their 

contribution to an improved quality of work life is expected to be positive. Hence, the 

following hypothesis needs to be stated:  

 

Hypothesis 2: There is a positive relationship between development opportunities and the 

quality of work life for contingent workers in the hospitality industry.  

 

Job Security 

Job security is like pay and benefits recognized as a hygiene factor within Herzberg’s 

Two-factor theory, meaning that its presence and provision lead to the absence of 

dissatisfaction. It is a factor characterizing the job situation, making the work tolerable for the 

employee (Herzberg et al., 1997). According to Lau and May (1998), offering job security an 

organization practices an employee-oriented culture, leading to benefits such as the 

maintenance of know-how and experience.  

As to seasonal employees in the hospitality industry, job security and especially the 

possibility of returning for the next season, are expected to positively contribute to the quality 

of work life of this employee group, leading to the subsequent hypothesis: 

 

Hypothesis 3: There is a positive relationship between job security and the quality of work 

life for contingent workers in the hospitality industry.  
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2.2.3 The Great Place to Work® Model 
Levering and Moskowitz’s 1984 book ‘The 100 best Companies to work for in the USA’, 

has formed the basis of a longsome and detailed body of research on the quality of work life 

concept, leading among other things to the foundation of the Great Place to Work Institute® 

and the Great Place to Work® Model. The Great Place to Work® Model, as illustrated below in 

Figure 3, was developed by the Institute founders Robert Levering and Amy Lyman, 

identifying five distinct dimensions of a so-called great work place – work places with a high 

quality of work life for their employees (Burchell and Robin, 2011). Since 1998, the Great 

Place to Work Institute® has also been administering the employee surveys for the ‘Fortune’s 

100 Best Companies to work for’ list (Smithey Fulmer et al., 2003). 

   

Fig. 3: The Great Place to Work® Model. 
Source: Based on Burchell and Robin (2011), p. 4.  

 
Several studies showed that the Great Place to Work® Model is applicable regardless of the 

size or the geographic location of the company in focus, highlighting the tremendous value of 

it for world and industry wide quality of work life research (Burchell and Robin, 2011).   

Considering the purpose of the present study, the Great Place to Work® Model seems 

utterly valuable and expedient as it offers great insight into the dimensions that constitute a 

work place with a high quality of work life for its employees. It will hence serve as a source 

of reference for the empirical research of this study.2 

 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
2	  Further	  Details	  in	  Chapter	  4.3.1.1	  Questionnaire	  Structure	  and	  Measurement	  Scale.	  	  
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It appears that leaders who incorporate the five dimensions of a great work place – 

credibility, respect, fairness, pride, and camaraderie – into policies and practices, enhance the 

ultimate work experience for their employees. It can therefore be referred to as “the central 

task of effective leadership in today’s organization (Burchell and Robin, 2011, p. 7). 

Simultaneously it contributes to a strengthening of the relationship between employees and 

their leaders, between employees and their job, as well as between employees and each other 

(see Figure 4). In his book from 1998, ‘A great place to work: what makes some employers so 

good – and most so bad, Robert Levering has identified these three relationships to be vital 

indicators of a great place to work, implying that significant attention should be directed 

towards the creation and maintenance of those in order to achieve corporate success.  

 
Fig. 4: The 3 relationships in the Great Place to Work® Model.  
Source: Developed for this thesis.   

The primary and central issue of the Great Place to Work® Model is trust. According to 

Burchell and Robin (2011), trust enhances the quality of a work place by improving both the 

flow of communication and the cooperation between employees and their leaders. In work 

relationships that are characterized by high levels of trust, all parties involved appear to be 

more willing to help and encourage each other, leading to enhanced productivity. Besides, 

employees seem to rely on rather than question leaders’ decisions and courses of action when 

trust shapes their relation. It can therefore be considered the “foundation of leadership” 

(Robbins and Judge, 2010, p. 158).   



	   22	  

Though, in order to experience high levels of trust and benefit from its substantial advantages, 

the following qualities, or dimensions of trust, need to be met: credibility, respect and fairness 

(Burchell and Robin, 2011).  

 

Credibility 

A leader’s credibility is based on his or her trustworthiness, expertise and authenticity. In 

this regard it is pivotal that leaders share information openly, creating a two-way 

communication flow by promoting both informative and accessible communication. When 

talking about informative communication, Burchell and Robin (2011) highlight the 

importance of informing employees about what is expected of them, what their job tasks 

involve, as well as what the company’s status quo, goals, and future aspirations are. 

Accessible communication, on the other hand, goes back to the approachability of leaders and 

their ability to answer employees’ questions at any time, in order for them to avoid any 

ambiguities or misunderstandings regarding job tasks. Employees should feel comfortable 

talking to and approaching their leaders, as well as they should feel heard and considered. 

Generally, information needs to be meaningful to employees and their daily work routines. 

Hence, the quantity and format of the information flow poses a delicate challenge to leaders at 

all levels, making two-way communication one of the most difficult and important tasks at the 

same time (von Marrewijk, 2004; Burchell and Robin, 2011).  

In addition to efficient communication, a leader’s competence is crucial for him or her to 

seem credible. Employees need to feel a certain assurance that their leaders know what they 

are doing. Whether he or she is able to meaningfully distribute responsibilities, take clever 

decisions and keep the overview, as well as his or her ability to communicate and follow the 

company’s vision appear to be key aspects (Burchell and Robin, 2011).  

As a third critical facet of credibility, Burchell and Robin (2011) mention the leader’s 

integrity. According to the authors, “integrity is created through the sum total of leader 

behavior and an intuition about the leader’s intentions” (Burchell and Robin, 2011, p. 44). In 

this regard it is essential for leaders to walk the talk, stand up for their opinion, and be 

reliable, honest and ethical (Burchell and Robin, 2011).  

The Great Place to Work®  Model suggests a positive relationship between credibility and 

the quality of work life. The same is expected to be valid for the quality of work life of 

contingent workers in the hospitality industry, leading to the formulation of Hypothesis 4. 
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Hypothesis 4: There is a positive relationship between the credibility of a company and its 

managerial practices and the quality of work life for contingent workers in the hospitality 

industry.  

 

Respect 

While two-way communication, competence and integrity promote a leader’s credibility, 

the second dimension of trust – respect – appears to be gained through support, collaboration 

and caring. In order for leaders to earn their employees’ respect, a culture of open 

communication needs to be created, where employees are seen and valued, and their opinions 

are heard and considered. Employees also want to receive support from their leaders. Support 

may come in the form of individual training and development options, the provision of all 

necessary resources to get the job done, or deserved recognition for accomplishments (von 

Marrewijk, 2004; Burchell and Robin, 2011).  

Moreover, the level of collaboration contributes to the creation of mutual respect. 

Employees show respect for their leaders when their ideas and suggestions are listened to, 

when they receive constructive feedback on them, and when their creativity is valued. 

Decision-making becomes thereby a collaborative action that each individual can be part of 

(Burchell and Robin, 2011).  

In addition to support and collaboration, caring for your employees is expected to yield 

respect. Employees value organizations that show sincere interest in their well-being by 

creating a safe and pleasant work environment, and offering benefits for both employees’ 

work and personal lives, thereby promoting a suitable work-life balance for each employee. 

Examples of programs that promote work-life balance may be flexible working hours, job 

sharing, on-site childcare, or on-site fitness and wellness centers (von Marrewijk, 2004; 

Burchell and Robin, 2011).  

Based on the above, the following hypothesis was formulated:  

 

Hypothesis 5: There is a positive relationship between the level of respect a company 

shows towards its employees and the quality of work life for contingent workers in the 

hospitality industry.  
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Fairness 

The third dimension of trust and a significantly difficult area to master within the Great 

Place to Work® Model is the employees’ perception of fairness. Burchell and Robin (2011, p. 

97) refer to it as  “the employees’ sense that a level playing field exists with regard to 

decisions that affect them”.  In today’s fast-moving economic world decisions often have to 

be made quickly, leaving little time to include all employees into the process. Transparency 

gets diminished, leading to the perception of fairness being based on the “employees’ faith in 

their leaders’ ability to make egalitarian decisions” (Burchell and Robin, 2011, p. 98). Clearly 

this makes fairness an extremely sensitive area, leaving leaders with the imperative of paying 

great attention to equity, impartiality and justice, also referred to as the three determinants of 

fairness (von Marrewijk, 2004; Burchell and Robin, 2011).  

Equity, to begin with, encompasses the employees’ experience of whether tangible (pay 

and profits) and intangible (recognition and membership in the organization) rewards are 

administered in an equal and balanced way throughout the company (Burchell and Robin, 

2011).  

Impartiality, on the other hand, is concerned with decision-making and whether this 

process is conducted without favoritism, politics, friendship, or personal gain. It is crucial that 

employees perceive that all decisions are made in an equitable and impartial way and that 

they can relate to their leaders’ way of thinking and decision-making process, may that be 

through formal programs or a set of company values (Burchell and Robin, 2011).  

Lastly, justice impacts significantly employees’ perceptions of fairness at the work place. 

It is based on fair treatment of all members of the organization without bias and regardless of 

their age, gender, race or sexual orientation. Besides, for a work environment to become just, 

leaders need to appear credible and be able to walk the talk. Employees should also have the 

possibility to appeal any decision made and receive a fair hearing in return, implying that 

leaders need to be approachable (Burchell and Robin, 2011).  

Organizational justice and a perception of fairness may eventually lead to job satisfaction, 

commitment, as well as to a reduction in intentions to leave the company and theft; outcomes 

beneficial to any organization (Latham, 2012).  

Following this, one may expect openness and fairness to have a positive effect on the 

quality of work life, leading to the subsequent hypothesis:  
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Hypothesis 6: There is a positive relationship between the level of openness and fairness 

within a company and the quality of work life for contingent workers in the hospitality 

industry.  

 

Once credibility, respect and fairness are in place employees develop trust towards their 

leaders, strengthening their relationship and resulting in greater cooperation and effort 

towards achieving company goals, as well as quicker decision-making – all of which 

contribute to increased productivity and eventually enhanced business performance (Burchell 

and Robin, 2011). 

Getting back to the Great Place to Work® Model, trust may not be seen as the sole 

contributor to an excellent work environment. Pride and camaraderie were also found to 

significantly impact on employees’ relationships with their job and with each other, as well as 

they were found to positively affect the overall quality of work life (Burchell and Robin, 

2011). 

 

Pride 

Experiencing pride in their job strengthens considerably the relationship employees have 

towards their work place. It is pivotal that employees feel like they make a difference to the 

organization, that their work is meaningful for the organization’s success and maybe even the 

outside world. Besides, pride may also come in the form of team pride or company pride. 

Being proud of ones team’s accomplishments or being proud of the company, what its stands 

for, its mission and goals. Regardless of the form, pride gives employees a feeling of 

belonging, a feeling of being part of something meaningful, something they are willing to 

give extra for to get the job done. Pride may hence increase commitment, efficiency and 

productivity throughout the organization, as well as it may improve the employees’ quality of 

work life (von Marrewijk, 2004; Burchell and Robin, 2011).  

Based on this, the following hypothesis was formulated:    

 

Hypothesis 7: There is a positive relationship between the pride one has in one’s work and 

company and the quality of work life for contingent workers in the hospitality industry.  
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Camaraderie 

Another important determinant of an exceptional work environment and the fifth 

dimension within the Great Place to Work® Model is camaraderie. When camaraderie 

characterizes the relationship between the employees, a strong sense of family and a great 

team spirit may be sensed throughout the organization. Employees will feel more energized, 

more willing to go the extra mile for the team, be more supportive and be more welcoming to 

new employees. Importantly to mention in this regard, trust and fairness can be considered the 

building blocks and prerequisites of camaraderie. Without trust and fairness, employees will 

rarely be authentic or show the additional support and care for their coworkers. Hence, leaders 

bear great responsibility as to creating a trustworthy environment, and setting out rules and 

procedures to guarantee fair and respectful treatment of all members of the organization 

(Burchell and Robin, 2011). 

Having said that, camaraderie may be broken down into three integral parts: intimacy, 

hospitality and community. Intimacy depicts the sense of care and support employees show 

for one another, especially in times of demanding projects, sickness, or even personal loss. 

Hospitality encompasses both enjoyment and welcoming. Creating a friendly and fun work 

environment, and giving new employees a special warm welcome in order to strengthen the 

feeling of belongingness and the team spirit, as well as fostering a sense of community. 

Considering the organizational environment a community indicates a strong evidence of 

employees’ great team spirit and cooperation, and can be facilitated by leaders’ “role 

modeling, formal programs, and social networking” (Burchell and Robin, 2011, p. 171).  

Camaraderie and a friendly atmosphere are hence expected to contribute positively to an 

improved quality of work life for contingent workers in the hospitality industry:   

 

Hypothesis 8: There is a positive relationship between the level of camaraderie and 

friendliness within a company and the quality of work life for contingent workers in the 

hospitality industry.  

 

As shown above, the Great Place to Work®  Model provides substantial insight into how 

the relationships between employees and their leaders, employees and their job and 

employees with each other can be enhanced and strengthened. As such, it represents a 

significant tool in answering the research question of the present study and will therefore be 
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used for the empirical research as outlined further on in the paper. 

 

2.3  Positive Outcomes of an Improved Quality of Work Life  
In order to understand the real benefit of investing into an improved quality of work life, 

the subsequent part of this study will outline the various advantages it offers and how such 

ameliorations may yield considerable improvements of the contingent workers’ rather 

negative characteristics. As outlined earlier in this study, employing contingent workers may 

pose several challenges to organizations, particularly with regards to turnover, commitment 

and performance. Turnover was identified as being considerably high, whereas commitment 

and performance were found to be rather low compared to permanent employees (Lee-Ross, 

1995; Connelly and Gallagher, 2004; Reynolds et al., 2004; Ainsworth and Purss, 2009; 

George et al., 2010; Alverén et al., 2012).  

 

2.3.1 Reduced Turnover and Absenteeism 
According to several authors (Havlovic, 1991; Lau and May, 1998; Lau, 2000; Burchell 

and Robin, 2011), an improved quality of work life may considerably reduce absenteeism and 

turnover, hence tackle one of the major and most costly issues hospitality organizations are 

facing (Lee-Ross, 1995; Worcester 1999, cited in Reynolds et al., 2004, p. 230). Companies 

known for their great work place culture benefit from more job applications, providing a 

greater pool of talent to choose from, as well as from an increased number of employees who 

wish to make a career within the company and even stay until retirement (Lau and May, 1998; 

Burchell and Robin, 2011). Employees at so-called great work places develop a strongly 

positive attitude towards their job, eliminating their intentions to leave the company 

(Herzberg et al., 1997). A satisfying work environment may hence be recognized for building 

enduring employee loyalty (Hatch and Schultz, 2008). Generally, reduced absenteeism and 

turnover may be traced back to the sense of community, the team spirit and the camaraderie 

apparent in high internal service quality organizations. Employees develop strong 

relationships based on mutual trust with their leaders, their job and their colleagues. Besides, 

organizations investing into an improved quality of the work environment show their 

appreciation to employees, making them feel valued, which leads to greater levels of job 

security and job satisfaction, and hence fewer intentions to leave the company (Lau and May, 

1998; Lau, 2000; Burchell and Robin, 2011).  
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2.3.2 Organizational Commitment 
In addition to reduced turnover and absenteeism, the trust, pride and camaraderie that can 

be found in organizations with a high quality of work life was also found to lead to enhanced 

levels of commitment and effort (Lau and May, 1998; Lau, 2000; Burchell and Robin, 2011). 

Employees feeling at ease with the organization show a greater sense of attachment, which 

may potentially lead to organizational citizenship behavior (OCB), earlier identified as 

“(p)erformance by employees beyond what is required or expected and which does not lead to 

any formal rewards” (Smith et al. 1983, cited in Alverén et al., 2012, p. 1958). Besides OCB, 

organizations may be able to increase their employee ownership quotient, generally referred 

to as the “proportion of all employees who are so satisfied, loyal and committed to the value 

offered by the organization that they contribute ideas for further improvement and help recruit 

high-potential friends to join the cause” (Heskett et al., 2008, p. 2). Following these 

definitions, it is obvious how valuable OCB and a high employee ownership quotient are, 

especially in the service industry where employees are the face of the organization 

influencing customers’ experiences, evaluations and overall satisfaction levels with their 

attitudes and behaviors (Heskett et al., 1994, Johnson and Ashforth 2008, cited in Buonocore, 

2010, p. 378). The additional effort and service such highly committed employees appear to 

be willing to give may yield exceptional results regarding improved organizational 

effectiveness, and eventually increased customer satisfaction and company profitability 

(Heskett et al., 1994; Lau and May, 1998; Alverén, 2012). Besides, a study by LePla (2013) 

found that highly committed employees would rather decrease their salary by up to 15 percent 

than working in a competitive firm.  

Taking the idea of the employee ownership quotient further, the concept of the employee 

as a living brand should be mentioned as an additional potential benefit of investing into an 

improved quality of work life. Karmark (2005) suggests that employees living the brand 

internalize the brand’s values and strongly identify with the organization’s goals, which 

enables them to “deliver the brand’s promises to the consumer” (Karmark, 2005, p. 106). 

Employees are seen as highly committed and loyal to the brand, making them become the 

brand. Personal values of the employee become congruent with brand values, which results in 

the employee as a living brand. The benefits of such loyalty and commitment seem obvious, 

particularly in service-providing organizations: reduced turnover and absenteeism, greater 

effort towards organizational goals, retention of employee knowledge, building of 



	   29	  

relationships between employees and customers resulting in more targeted and efficient 

service, and eventually improved business performance (Heskett et al., 1994; Lau and May, 

1998; Karmark, 2005; Xu and van der Heijden, 2005; Burchell and Robin, 2011).  

 

2.3.3 Growth and Profitability – The Service-Profit Chain 
Evidently investing into an improvement of the quality of work life appears to offer 

considerable advantages for any organization (Heskett et al., 1994; Lee-Ross, 1995; Lau and 

May, 1998; Smithey Fulmer et al., 2003; Burchell and Robin, 2011). Implementing quality of 

work life programs, “a firm can provide a workplace that satisfies its employees and still be 

profitable to its investors” (Lau and May, 1998, p. 224). Organizations known for their 

attractive workplace culture and their appreciation of employees will eventually be rewarded 

with an improved bottom-line performance (Lau and May, 1998). As Smithey Fulmer et al. 

(2003) demonstrated, by being an attractive employer firms produce better financial results 

compared to companies not investing into an improved internal service quality. These 

observations go along with Heskett et al.’s (1994) service-profit chain framework, which 

suggests a link between profitability, customer loyalty and employee satisfaction. According 

to the authors, high levels of employee satisfaction will ultimately lead to satisfied and loyal 

customers, which will drive general profits and growth. More precisely, profit and growth are 

boosted by customer loyalty, which directly results from customer satisfaction. Satisfaction 

levels are influenced by the quality and value of the service offered to customers. This so-

called external service value is created by a satisfied, loyal and productive workforce, whose 

satisfaction stems from high levels of internal service quality and superior support systems 

(Heskett et al., 1994, Lau and May, 1998). One may therefore conclude “the trail of money 

leads back to its source” (Heskett et al., 2003, p. 111): a satisfied, productive and loyal 

workforce (see Figure 5, p. 30).  

The following explanations of the respective links will deepen the understanding of 

the relationships in the service-profit chain and demonstrate how the improvement of the 

quality of work life may yield various advantages to any organization.  
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Fig. 5: The Links in the Service-Profit Chain. 
Source: Heskett et al. (2008).   

 

Customer Loyalty drives Profitability and Growth 

Organizations have come to realize the substantial cost of loosing customers, resulting in 

an increasing number of companies aiming at a zero customer defection culture in order to 

fully reap the benefits of a loyal customer base. As illustrated by Reichheld and Sasser 

(1990), an increase in customer loyalty by as little as 5% can lead to profit increases from 

25% to up to 85%, acknowledging customer loyalty as a more important factor of profit than 

market share. Such tremendous profit increases may be attributed to reduced costs of 

acquiring customers, as well as to profits from increased purchases. Moreover, operating costs 

are substantially reduced for a loyal customer base due to a more efficient and targeted 

service, leading to further increases in profits. In addition to that, loyal customers often 

generate free word-of-mouth advertising and referrals (Reichheld and Sasser, 1990; Howell, 

1996). Hence, loyalty appears to boost the lifetime value of a customer; a concept often 

referred to as “the net of the revenues obtained from that customer over the lifetime of 

transactions with that customer minus the cost of attracting, selling, and servicing that 

customer, taking into account the time value of money” (Berger and Nasr 1998, cited in Jain 

and Singh, 2002, p. 37). As a result, increased customer loyalty and lifetime value may be 
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considered “the single most important driver of long-term financial performance” (Jones and 

Sasser, 1995, p. 91).  

 

Customer Satisfaction drives Customer Loyalty 

For a customer to become loyal, he or she must experience satisfaction with the products 

and services offered. According to Jones and Sasser (1995, p. 91), “(t)he only truly loyal 

customers are totally satisfied customers”, meaning that the slightest reduction in total 

satisfaction may cause considerable reductions in loyalty. The following Table 2 illustrates 

how different levels of satisfaction may be interpreted. 

Response Description Loyalty 

5 Completely satisfied Very loyal 

3 - 4 Satisfied Easily switched to a competitor 

1 - 2 Dissatisfied Very disloyal 

Tab. 2: Interpreting Levels of Satisfaction. 
Source:  Jones and Sasser (1995), p. 98.  

Similar observations can be found in the work of Heskett et al. (1994). The authors illustrate 

how Xerox, a multinational document management corporation, came to realize that 

customers being very satisfied (rating the satisfaction level with a 5) had six times higher 

repurchase intentions than those being merely satisfied (rating the satisfaction level with a 4). 

As a result, instead of focusing on achieving both 4s and 5s, Xerox shifted its major focus 

towards a 100% 5s philosophy. A strategy that may yield a competitive advantage for any 

organization.  

 

Value Customer Satisfaction 

The most common and most universally accepted definition of value as perceived by the 

consumer was made by Zeithaml (1988, p. 14), terming the construct as “the consumer’s 

overall assessment of the utility of a product based on perceptions of what is received and 

what is given”. Hence, value represents “a tradeoff of the salient give and get components” 

(Zeithaml, 1988, p.14). As to the present study, the relationship marketing’s perspective on 

perceived value might be of particular importance considering the exceptional characteristics 

of the service industry – intangibility, heterogeneity, inseparability of production and 

consumption, and perishability (Zeithaml et al. 1985, cited in Wallace and de Chernatony, 
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2007, p. 91). As Ravald and Grönroos (1996) illustrate, value derives from the product and its 

supporting services plus the customer-supplier relationship. Thus, even if the product or 

service’s benefits are low, a good relationship can increase the value for the customer. 

Though, if the relationship is of a negative nature, it may undermine the product or service’s 

benefits, resulting in a decreased value for the customer. Hence, to ensure the creation of 

value and stimulate customer satisfaction considerate employee selection plays a crucial role, 

particularly in the service industry, where employees often are the single point of contact 

between customers and the organization (Hatch and Schultz, 2009; Johnson and Ashforth 

2008, cited in Buonocore, 2010, p. 378).  

 

Employee Productivity drives Value 

As mentioned in the previous paragraph, employees play a pivotal role in creating value 

for the customer. Though, for employees to achieve this ambitious goal the necessary 

resources and support systems need to be available. Generally, the importance of investing in 

employees has to be mentioned in this context. Training and career development appear to be 

fundamental, as well as the creation of an inspiring and service-oriented work environment 

(Bansal et al., 2001; Heskett et al., 2003; Liao and Chuang 2004, cited in Xu and van der 

Heijden 2005, p. 139).  

Heskett et al. (1994), for example, illustrate how exceptional employee productivity creates 

value for customers at Southwest Airlines. The authors describe several of Southwest Airlines 

practices, such as open seating, reusable boarding passes or employees that can perform 

several jobs. All company practices that ultimately create value for the consumer by offering 

“frequent departures, on-time service, friendly employees, and very low fares” (Heskett et al., 

1994, p. 167). Southwest Airlines represents therefore an outstanding example of how 

employee productivity can result in increased perceptions of value.  

 

Employee Loyalty drives Productivity 

According to Heskett et al (1994) and Xu and van der Heijden (2005), loyal and long-

tenured employees are noted for showing higher levels of productivity. They are considered 

more knowledgeable and experienced with regards to job tasks; resulting in increased 

productivity, lower training costs, and indisputably, better customer service (Payne et al. 

2000, cited in Xu and van der Heijden, 2005, p. 140; Xu and van der Heijden, 2005). 
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Moreover, as Xu and van der Heijden (2005, p. 141) outline, “(l)ong-term employees tend to 

develop personal relationships with their customers”, indicating that employee retention 

appears to positively contribute to customer retention and loyalty (Berry, 1995, cited in Xu 

and van der Heijden, 2005, p. 141). With regards to seasonal employment, employee loyalty 

would spare organizations from recruiting and training new employees every year, saving 

time, money and effort and eventually, providing better customer service (Lee-Ross, 1995; 

Xu and van der Heijden, 2005). Besides, the substantial cost of turnover can be reduced by 

having a loyal work force. As mentioned earlier, turnover represents a major issue throughout 

the hospitality industry (Worcester 1999, cited in Reynolds et al., 2004, p. 230). According to 

Berry (1995, cited in Xu and van der Heijden, 2005, p. 140), a high turnover rate often 

discourages management from further investing into elaborate recruitment and training 

procedures, eventually leading to poor employee performance and a loss of employee 

productivity.  

 

Employee Satisfaction drives Loyalty 

Employee satisfaction is generally recognized as a driver of employee loyalty and can be 

defined as “a pleasurable or positive emotional state resulting from the appraisal of one’s job 

or job experiences” (Locke 1976, quoted in Lau, 2000, p.424; Heskett et al., 1994). As 

outlined by Hackman and Oldham (1980, cited in Xu and van der Heijden, 2005, p. 140) 

employees experience high satisfaction levels when rewards from and recognition by the 

employing organization exceed their expectations.  

Employee satisfaction was also found to have a positive impact on customer satisfaction. 

Satisfied employees tend to be loyal to the organization and, as outlined earlier, employee 

retention appears to positively contribute to customer retention, and consequently to increased 

company profitability (Berry 1995, cited in Xu and van der Heijden, 2005, p. 141). 

In addition to that, Heskett et al. (1994) found that 30% of all dissatisfied employees show 

intentions to leave the organization, which corresponds to a three times higher turnover rate 

compared to satisfied employees. Considering both the direct and indirect cost of employee 

turnover, these statistics give good cause to nurture a work environment that promotes 

satisfaction.  
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Internal Quality drives Employee Satisfaction  

As to how organization can create a stimulating and satisfying work environment, Heskett 

et al. (1997) propose improving the level of internal service quality, also referred to as quality 

of work life, as the key to success. Internal service quality has earlier in this thesis been 

defined as “the quality of the work environment that contributes to employee satisfaction” 

(Heskett et al. 1994, cited in Xu and van der Heijden, 2005, p. 140) and can be assessed “by 

measuring the feelings that employees have towards their job, their colleagues and 

companies” (Heskett et al. 1994, cited in Xu and van der Heijden, 2005, p. 140). Lau (2000, 

p. 424) suggests a paradigm shift from “employee as servant” to “employee as customer” in 

order to raise internal service quality levels and promote employee satisfaction. According to 

Heskett et al. (1994) elements of internal service quality are workplace design, job design, 

employee selection and development, employee rewards and recognition, and tools for 

serving customers.  

 

Criticisms of the service-profit chain 

Nevertheless, some scholars criticize the validity of the service-profit chain by referring to, 

for instance, the absence of empirical evidence (Cross, 2000; Kamakura et al., 2002). 

Kamakura et al. (2002) mention that to date empirical investigations of the service-profit 

chain have been focused on retention and revenue maximization only, neglecting the total cost 

of improving internal service quality levels – an action that is required in order to start the 

chain effect of the service-profit chain framework. Hence, the profitability of such 

improvements appears questionable. Besides, Cross (2000) points out that the fragmented 

empirical evidence supporting the service-profit chain framework is “limited to a small 

number of companies” (Cross, 2000, p. 247), yet no study has been supporting all the links of 

the framework (Cross, 2000; Kamakura et al., 2002). In addition to that, Cross (2000) names 

the framework’s complexity and simplicity at the same time as one of its weaknesses. 

Complexity in the way that it “interlinks and integrates many drivers of performance” (Cross, 

2002, p. 246) leading to the framework being difficult to prove and potentially easy to 

disprove. Despite the service-profit chain’s complexity, it appears too simplistic to be 

applicable regardless of the “environmental and operational context” (Cross, 2000, p. 266). 

However, the service-profit chain remains an influential and valuable tool in contemporary 

business research. Despite the criticism it helps understand the drivers behind an 
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organization’s business performance and can be used to set out strategies. As apparent from 

the previous discussion, the potential advantages of an improvement of the internal service 

quality seem substantial. From the possibility of increasing employee and customer 

satisfaction, as well as loyalty levels to boosting a company’s bottom line performance, 

investing into an effective quality of work life program has the potential of yielding 

considerable results for hospitality organizations employing contingent workers.  

 

2.4  The Importance of Leadership 
In order to achieve this paradigm shift from “employee as servant” to “employee as 

customer” (Lau, 2000, p. 424) and promote improved internal service quality, leadership 

appears to be the single most critical determinant of success. Leadership can be defined as 

“the ability to influence a group toward the achievement of a vision or set of goals” (Robbins 

and Judge, 2010, p. 184). It is the task of leaders to not only execute their job but to “instill 

certain beliefs in people” (Burchell and Robin, 2011, p. 1). This may be achieved by 

promoting shared values and a shared vision throughout the whole organization, where both 

values and vision are meaningful for employees to be able to believe in it and identify with it 

(Ind, 2007). Service to both customers and employees is suggested as a basis for developing a 

nurturing organizational culture. In order to create a great place to work, leaders need to show 

a willingness and ability to listen to their employees, as well as understanding, enthusiasm 

and support need to be provided (Heskett et al., 1994; Heskett et al., 2003). Besides, leaders 

need to be trustworthy and fair; they need to act respectfully and “share a sense of 

camaraderie with their coworkers” (Burchell and Robin, 2011, p. 7). In this way, effective 

leadership can improve a team’s effectiveness and efficiency, leading to increased synergy 

and cohesiveness within the work team (Gibson and Cohen, 2003). The emphasis is put on 

developing a relationship between leaders and their employees; a relationship earlier 

identified as a key indicator of a great place to work (Burchell and Robin, 2011). As a result, 

only if management is able to ‘walk the talk’ and show its commitment to the organizational 

vision and values the firm will be successful in reaping the benefits of the service-profit chain 

and create an environment where employees can flourish (Heskett et al., 2003; Ind, 2007).  

Though, literature identifies several approaches to leadership making it difficult for the 

respective organizations to identify the leadership style being most suitable for their 

individual situation. Two generic approaches to leadership are transactional and 
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transformational leadership (Bass, 1990; Gibson and Cohen, 2003; Mohart and Herzog, 2010; 

Robbins and Judge, 2010). As the name suggests, transactional leadership is based on a 

transaction between managers and employees. Employees receive rewards or valued 

outcomes for good performance, and penalties or discipline for poor performance (Bass, 

1990; Mohart and Herzog, 2010). The effectiveness of this leadership style is however 

questionable and it is often considered a “prescription of mediocrity” (Bass, 1990, p. 20). 

Rewards might not be the main motivator for employees to improve their performance, and 

the development of a nurturing relationship between leaders and employees seems absent.  

Transformational leadership on the contrary “involves developing a strategic vision and 

then communicating that vision so that followers are motivated to work toward achieving the 

goals associated with it” (Conger and Kanungo 1998, cited in Gibson and Cohen, 2003, p. 

187). Thus, transformational leadership is highly motivational and inspirational, with leaders 

paying attention to and being aware of employees’ needs, concerns and individual 

development (Gibson and Cohen, 2003; Robbins and Judge, 2010). The following Table 3 

outlines the characteristics of the two approaches in detail.  

Transactional Leader 
 

Transformational Leader 
 

Contingent Reward: Contracts exchange of 
rewards for effort, promises rewards for good 
performance, recognizes accomplishments. 
Management by Exception (active): 
Watches and searches for deviations from 
rules and standards, takes correct action. 
Management by Exception (passive): 
Intervenes only if standards are not met. 
Laissez-Faire: Abdicates responsibilities, 
avoids making decisions.  

Idealized Influence: Provides vision and 
sense of mission, instill pride, gains respect 
and trust. 
Inspirational Motivation: Communicates 
with high expectations, uses symbols to focus 
efforts, expresses important purposes in 
simple ways. 
Intellectual Stimulation: Promotes 
intelligence, rationality, and careful problem 
solving. 
Individualized Consideration: Gives 
personal attention, treats each employee 
individually, coaches, advises.  

Tab. 3: Characteristics of Transactional and Transformational Leaders. 
Source: Bass (1990), p. 22.  

 
With regards to the development of a great place to work and the improvement of 

contingent worker’s quality of work life, transformational leadership appears to be a more 

suitable approach to leadership. Individualized consideration, inspirational motivation, 
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stimulation, and influence represent important characteristics of leaders capable of creating 

and nurturing a sustainable relationship between employees and their leaders, employees and 

their job and employees with each other (Bass, 1990; Burchell and Robin, 2011). As Robbins 

(1989) outlines, at great work places leaders are able to respond to employees’ needs – a 

feature which is more apparent in the transformational leadership style.   

 

2.5  Summary of the Theoretical Background 
The previous chapters served the purpose of deepening the understanding and knowledge 

of the characteristics of contingent workers in the hospitality industry, as well as of the 

concept of quality of work life and its inherent positive outcomes. In order to consolidate the 

gained knowledge, the main findings and concepts of the literature review will be summarized 

in the following.  

 

Contingent workers 

For the purpose of the present study, contingent workers are defined as individuals who are 

directly hired by an organization but work on a seasonal contract (Connelly and Gallagher, 

2004). Defining characteristics for this group of employees are high levels of turnover, as 

well as low levels of performance and commitment to the employing organization (Lee-Ross, 

1995; Connelly and Gallagher, 2004; Reynolds et al., 2004; Ainsworth and Purss, 2009; 

George et al., 2010; Alverén et al., 2012).  

 

Quality of Work Life 

Despite the substantial amount of research, no universally accepted definition has been 

made yet for the concept of quality of work life (Krueger et al., 2002), neither has any study 

investigated the concept within the context of contingent workers in the hospitality industry.  

Some scholars refer to quality of work life as internal service quality, defining it as “the 

quality of the work environment that contributes to employee satisfaction” (Heskett et al. 

1994, cited in Xu and van der Heijden, 2005, p. 140). Others such as Davis (1983, quoted in 

Kandasamy and Ancheri 2009, p.329) claim that quality of work life derives from the 

relationship between employees and the total working environment. More concrete areas of 

quality of work life were depicted by Lau and May (1998, p. 213) defining the concept as “the 

favorable conditions and environments of a workplace that support and promote employee 
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satisfaction by providing employees with rewards, job security, and growth opportunity.” 

 

Herzberg’s Two-factor theory 

Herzberg’s Two-factor theory represents a well-known theory of work motivation with the 

aim of explaining, “how work activities and the nature of one’s job influence motivation and 

performance” (Herzberg 1966, and Herzberg et al. 1959, cited in Steers et al. 2004, p. 381). 

According to the theory, ‘motivators’ have the ability to create job satisfaction, whereas the 

provision of ‘hygiene’ factors prevents job dissatisfaction (Herzberg et al., 1994). Herzberg’s 

theory recognizes job satisfaction and dissatisfaction as two continua, meaning that the 

opposite of job satisfaction is not job dissatisfaction, but no job satisfaction. The same is 

applicable for job dissatisfaction, of which the opposite is no job dissatisfaction (Latham, 

2012). 

 

Great Place to Work® Model  

The Great Place to Work® Model claims that a work place with a high quality of work life 

needs to incorporate the following five dimensions into policies and practices: Credibility, 

Respect, Fairness, Pride, and Camaraderie. Moreover, Burchell and Robin (2011) stress the 

importance of strengthening the relationship between employees and their leaders, between 

employees and their job, and between employees and each other in order to create a great 

work place. Finally, an emphasis is put on the establishment of trust, which consists of the 

dimensions of credibility, respect and fairness. According to the authors, trust enhances the 

quality of a work place considerably by improving the flow of communication and the 

cooperation between employees and their leaders (Burchell and Robin, 2011).  

 

Positive outcomes  

As positive outcomes of an improved quality of work life, the present study identified the 

following within the literature: reduced turnover and absenteeism, organizational commitment 

including OCB, an increased employee ownership quotient, and employees living the brand, 

as well as growth and profitability (Havlovic, 1991; Heskett et al., 1994; Lee-Ross, 1995; Lau 

and May, 1998; Smithey Fulmer et al., 2003; Karmark, 2005; Xu and van der Heijden, 2005; 

Heskett et al., 2008) Burchell and Robin, 2011; Alverén et al., 2012). The latter outcome was 

derived from the links in the service-profit chain, suggesting that profit and growth are 
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boosted by customer loyalty, which directly results from customer satisfaction, which in turn 

is influenced by the quality and value of the services offered to customers. This external 

service value is created by a satisfied, loyal and productive workforce, whose satisfaction 

comes from high levels of internal service quality, also referred to as quality of work life 

(Heskett et al., 1994; Lau and May, 1998).  

 

Leadership 

Leadership can be defined as “the ability to influence a group toward the achievement of a 

vision or set of goals” (Robbins and Judge, 2010, p. 184). In order to be an effective leader 

and change the organizational culture into an employee focused one, leaders need to show a 

willingness and ability to listen to their employees. They need to be trustworthy and act 

respectfully, as well as they need to show enthusiasm and support (Heskett et al., 1994; 

Heskett et al., 2003). Two major approaches to leadership were presented; transactional and 

transformational leadership. The former is based on a transaction between employees and 

leaders, whereas the latter represents an inspirational and motivational approach to leadership, 

attempting to instill beliefs and a vision into employees. As to the creation of great work 

places, transformational leadership was considered the most suitable approach.  
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3. Model and Hypotheses 
Based on the previous discussion the following eight hypotheses were formulated and the 

subsequent model of factors that are assumed to positively contribute to an improved quality 

of work life for contingent workers in the hospitality industry was developed.  

 

Hypothesis 1: There is a positive relationship between pay and benefits and the quality of 

work life for contingent workers in the hospitality industry.  

 

Hypothesis 2: There is a positive relationship between development opportunities and the 

quality of work life for contingent workers in the hospitality industry.  

 

Hypothesis 3: There is a positive relationship between job security and the quality of work 

life for contingent workers in the hospitality industry.  

 

Hypothesis 4: There is a positive relationship between the credibility of a company and its 

managerial practices and the quality of work life for contingent workers in the hospitality 

industry.  

 

Hypothesis 5: There is a positive relationship between the level of respect a company 

shows towards its employees and the quality of work life for contingent workers in the 

hospitality industry.  

 

Hypothesis 6: There is a positive relationship between the level of openness and fairness 

within a company and the quality of work life for contingent workers in the hospitality 

industry.  

 

Hypothesis 7: There is a positive relationship between the pride one has in one’s work and 

company and the quality of work life for contingent workers in the hospitality industry.  

 

Hypothesis 8: There is a positive relationship between the level of camaraderie and 

friendliness within a company and the quality of work life for contingent workers in the 

hospitality industry.  



	   41	  

 
 
Fig. 6: Hypothetic model of factors positively contributing to an improved quality of work life for 
contingent workers in the hospitality industry.  
Source: Developed for this thesis.  
 
 

The model and its inherent hypotheses will be tested empirically and the results outlined in 

the subsequent parts of this study.  
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4. Methodology 

4.1  Research Philosophy 
In order to choose the appropriate research methodology, knowledge of research 

philosophies appears to be highly beneficial for any researcher (Crossan, 2003; Blumberg et 

al., 2011). Research philosophy is generally concerned with how research should be 

conducted, and how reasoning (theory) and observations (data or information) are related 

(Blumberg et al., 2011). According to Crossan (2003) and Blumberg et al. (2011), awareness 

and knowledge of research philosophies assist researchers in clarifying the research design 

and choosing an appropriate research method, as well as it may stimulate creativity resulting 

in the choice of methods previously unknown to the researcher.   

Among the many different research philosophies that can be found within literature, 

positivism and interpretivism appear to be the “two most distinguished” (Blumberg et al., 

2011, p. 16) ones. The subsequent part of this study will provide a brief summary of their 

main claims.  

 

4.1.1 Positivism  
Positivism is adopted from the natural sciences and is based on the following assumptions. 

First of all, “the social world exists externally and is viewed objectively” (Blumberg et al., 

2011, p. 17), implying that the researcher cannot influence the facts to be studied. The 

researcher is independent of the objects under investigation. All social objects can be studied 

like natural objects leading to the establishment of fundamental laws. Secondly, research is 

considered value-free. What to study or how to study a certain object is determined by 

objective criteria rather than the researchers own beliefs or interests (Crossan, 2003; 

Blumberg et al., 2011). The goal is the generalizability of results. Hence, large sample sizes 

representing the whole population are aimed at. Positivists operationalize concepts in order to 

be able to use quantitative research methods since “only research that is quantitative can be 

the basis for valid generalisations and laws” (Crossan, 2003, p. 51). Positivism operates with 

a deductive research approach, testing whether theoretically derived hypotheses hold for the 

situations investigated (Blumberg et al., 2011, p. 19). Besides, according to the positivist 

school of thought, “the social world consists of simple elements to which it can be reduced” 

(Blumberg et al., 2011, p. 17). This reductionism is supposed to assist in investigating certain 

phenomena and understanding its inherent problems (Crossan, 2003; Blumberg et al., 2011). 
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4.1.2 Interpretivism  
In contrast to positivism, an interpretivistic research approach is based on inductive 

reasoning. Interpretivists question the positivistic assumption that the social world can be 

observed objectively. They claim the social world to be constructed and given meaning by 

humans, as well as they see the researcher as a part of the phenomenon under examination. 

Hence, research results are interpreted subjectively, the researcher interprets what he or she 

observes. Besides, interpretivism argues that research is driven by interests, and therefore not 

value-free. The generalizability of research results is not of importance for interpretivists 

either. According to their opinion, the social world is ever changing; it is too complex and 

unique to generalize findings.  

  

For the purpose of this thesis, the author decided to follow the positivistic research 

philosophy, by using a deductive research approach and testing theoretically derived 

hypotheses with the aim of generalizing results to the whole population.  
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4.2 Research Approach  
The classification of research methods into quantitative and qualitative approaches has 

been applied for the last century. Researchers generally show a preference for either type of 

method, reflecting their research philosophical point of view. Proponents of the positivistic 

school of thought commonly use quantitative methods, whereas qualitative methods tend to 

be chosen by researchers with an interpretivistic attitude (Moon and Moon, 2004; Blumberg 

et al., 2011).  

Qualitative research methods generate descriptive data such as words, sentences and 

narratives. They are often used to identify, understand and interpret attitudes or problems. 

Results are generally open and non-standardized, the process is inductive, rather than 

deductive. Types of qualitative research include in-depths interviews, focus groups, 

participant observation, or projective techniques, just to mention a few (Flick et al., 2004; 

Spratt et al., 2004; Nykiel, 2007; Blumberg et al., 2011) 

In contrast, quantitative methods generate numerical data, such as numbers and figures. 

According to Nykiel (2007, p. 55) quantitative methods seek to “establish facts, make 

predictions, and test hypotheses that have already been stated”, hence using a deductive 

approach and establishing objective knowledge. Moreover, quantitative methods are 

considered evaluative, testing theory compared to qualitative methods, which are considered 

generative. A major advantage of quantitative research methods is the generalizability of 

results. If conducted properly, results are statistically reliable can be projected to the 

population. Examples of quantitative research methods include questionnaires, secondary 

analysis and official statistics, or structured observations (Spratt et al., 2004; Nykiel, 2007).  

Following the positivistic school of thought a quantitative research approach was 

considered most appropriate for the purpose of this study since it allows for a larger number 

of respondents, as well as the needed degree of objectivity and the testing of hypotheses.  
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4.3 Method of Data Collection 
To select the most appropriate method of data collection, a variety of quantitative 

approaches were reviewed (Spratt et al., 2004). As presented in the subsequent, considerable 

advantages for the method of self-administered online questionnaires could be identified 

within the literature (Evans and Mathur, 2005; Van Selm and Jankowski, 2006; Sue and 

Ritter, 2007; Blumberg et al., 2011):  

• Speed and Timeliness 

Online questionnaires appear rather time efficient as the distribution and data 

collection period can be considerably minimized.  

• Flexibility 

Online surveys can be distributed in several ways and in several formats. They can be 

attached to an email, a hyperlink can be attached to a website or email, as well as they 

can be presented in plain text or html.  

• Economy 

Both preparation and administration costs are considerably low for online surveys. To 

date, several free survey development tools can be found online, as well as large and 

geographically dispersed samples can be reached at little or no cost. Besides, with 

self-administered online questionnaires there is no need for interviewers, data-entry 

personnel or postage. 

• Reach 

Due to the fact that the number of Internet users worldwide increases constantly, 

online surveys present a great tool of reaching a global audience. Moreover, chat 

rooms, forums, newsgroups and the like facilitate the identification and targeting of 

population elements with specific characteristics. 

• Convenience 

In contrast to telephone surveys, online questionnaires offer the respondents the 

convenience of deciding themselves when and at what speed to answer all the 

questions. Some survey tools even allow leaving the survey and going back to it at a 

later point in time.  

• Question diversity 

Online questionnaires can include a great variety of question types such as multiple-

choice questions, scales, dichotomous questions, open-ended questions, questions in a 
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multimedia format and more.  

• Anonymity  

By conducting a web survey, participants complete the questionnaire independent of 

the researcher allowing them to stay anonymous. As such, online questionnaires 

appear to be more capable of reflecting respondents’ honest opinions and attitudes.  

• Ease of follow-up 

The Internet facilitates considerably the sending of reminders by means such as 

emailing, which leads to a potentially increased response rate.  

• Ease of data entry and analysis 

Online surveys are relatively simple for respondents to complete. For the researcher 

they offer the added benefit of storing all obtained data in a database, which 

considerably facilitates the subsequent analysis of the data.  

• Required completion of answers 

Online surveys can easily be constructed in a way that eliminates the possibility of 

skipping questions, leading to an increased item completion rate.  

(Evans and Mathur, 2005; Van Selm and Jankowski, 2006; Sue and Ritter, 2007; 

Blumberg et al., 2011). 

 

Having acknowledged the method’s usability and advantages, an online survey was 

considered the most suitable method of data collection for the purpose of the present study. It 

appeared to the researcher as the method most capable of meeting the research objective of 

identifying factors that positively contribute to an improved quality of work life for 

contingent workers in the hospitality industry, as it allows for reaching out to a great audience 

in a very cost and time efficient way. Consequently, an online survey was developed by using 

the Survey Xact online software.  
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4.3.1 Questionnaire Design 

4.3.1.1 Questionnaire Structure and Measurement Scale 
By clicking on a hyperlink, respondents were directed to the online survey, which 

consisted of a predetermined set of questions, being the same for all respondents, thereby 

reducing bias and increasing reliability (De Vaus, 2001; Van Selm and Jankowski, 2006). In 

the first part of the questionnaire3 the respondents were asked to rate statements or factors 

according to their importance to the quality of their work life as seasonal employees in the 

hospitality industry. The structure of the questionnaire was based on the order of the 

hypotheses of the present study, followed by a set of personal questions in order to gain an 

insight into the demographics of the sample population. Figure 7 illustrates the structure of 

the questionnaire in detail, with questions regarding pay and benefits as the starting point:  

 

 
 
Fig. 7: Structure of the Questionnaire. 
Source: Developed for this thesis.  

 

 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
3	  See	  Appendix	  A	  and	  Appendix	  B.	  	  

Pay	  and	  
Bene)its	  

Opportunities	  

Job	  security	  

Credibility	  

Respect	  Openness/
Fairness	  

Pride	  in	  work/
company	  

Camaraderie/
Friendliness	  

Personal	  
Questions	  



	   48	  

The statements and factors to be rated were put together by reviewing the Great Place to 

Work® Model, Levering and Moskowitz’s criteria and sample questions for the 100 best 

companies to work for (Lau and May, 1998) and Smithey and Fulmer’s (2003) list of sample 

items from the employee survey of the Great Place to Work Institute® .  

As a rating scale, a five point Likert scale was chosen. The Likert scale represents a great 

tool for measuring attitudes and perceptions and is considered more reliable than other scales. 

Besides, it is supposed to provide a greater volume of data than comparable scales (Nykiel, 

2007; Cooper and Schindler, 2008).  

Respondents were asked to rate the importance of the statements in ascending order:  

1 = Not at all important, 

2 = Unimportant, 

3 = Neither important nor unimportant, 

4 = Important, 

5 = Very important. 

In addition to the five rating options, the respondents were given the possibility of 

choosing the item ‘No answer’ in order to guarantee that only statements on which the 

respondents had an opinion were rated.   

As to the language of the questionnaire, the survey was developed in English and 

afterwards translated into Danish.  

 

4.3.1.2 Choice of Personal Questions 
To gain an insight into the characteristics of the sample population, as well as to test 

empirically whether personal characteristics had an influence on the perception of the quality 

of work life, personal questions were added to the survey4. The researcher was interested in 

personal information about the respondents’ gender, age, nationality and whether he or she 

had a child or children that still live at home and/or needed to be taken care of. In addition to 

that, the researcher intended to gain knowledge about the respondents’ employment details, 

such as the amount of seasons the respondents had worked as seasonal employees, at which 

kind of organization they had worked and in which department. Moreover, whether the 

respondents currently work as seasonal employees in the hospitality industry, if they would 

consider such employment again, and whether they considered themselves seasonal 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
4	  See	  Appendix	  A	  and	  Appendix	  B.	  	  
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employees while they had been working on a seasonal contract.  

 

4.4 Target population 
The target population for this study consisted of all people who had at least for one season 

worked as a contingent employee in the hospitality industry, and who speak Danish or 

English. 5  

 

4.5 Sampling method 
Sampling methods can be divided into two main groups, probability sampling and 

nonprobability sampling. Probability sampling is a “controlled, randomized procedure that 

ensures that each population element is given a known nonzero chance of selection” (Cooper 

and Schindler, 2008, p. 709). In contrast, nonprobability sampling is “an arbitrary and 

subjective procedure in which each population element does not have a known nonzero 

chance of being included” (Cooper and Schindler, 2008, p. 707). Probability samples are 

considered “superior in theory” (Cooper and Schindler, 2008, p. 397), reducing sampling bias 

significantly. However, probability sampling is a rather expensive and time-consuming 

method (Cooper and Schindler, 2008).  

Due to the time and cost limitations, as well as due to the scope of this thesis, 

nonprobability sampling was chosen as a sampling method within the empirical research of 

this study. Purposive sampling, or more precisely, judgment sampling was applied to select 

sample members who conformed to the required criterion of being a current or former 

seasonal employee within the hospitality industry. In addition to judgment sampling, snowball 

sampling was applied since the selected sample members were used to refer to others 

conforming to the required criterion, as well as they were asked to forward the link to the 

survey to other current or former seasonal employees within the hospitality industry (Cooper 

and Schindler, 2008).  

 

 

 

 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
5	  Restrictions	  to	  the	  language	  were	  made	  since	  the	  questionnaire	  was	  only	  provided	  in	  a	  
Danish	  and	  an	  English	  version.	  	  
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4.6 Reliability and Validity  
Reliability and Validity represent two crucial criteria of what may be considered a valuable 

research project. Reliability is “a statistical measure of how reproducible the survey 

instrument’s data are” (Litwin, 1995, p.6); meaning that by repeating a study the same results 

would be obtained (De Vaus, 2001). It can therefore be considered a “characteristic of 

measurement concerned with accuracy, precision, and consistency” (Blumberg et al., 2011, p. 

500). In order to test for the reliability of a study, the following three assessment tools are 

commonly used: test-retest, alternate-form, and internal consistency (Litwin, 1995). The test-

retest reliability measures how reproducible the results of a study are by having the same 

respondents doing the survey at two different points in time. Using the alternate-form 

reliability test, researchers change the wording of response items, or their order within the 

questionnaire. The survey is subsequently presented to the same population at two different 

points in time, testing the reproducibility of the results (Litwin, 1995). For cases where only 

one measurement opportunity exists, the researcher can assess the internal consistency of a 

scale (Meyers et al., 2013). The internal consistency is “an indicator of how well the different 

items measure the same issue” (Litwin, 1995, p. 21) and can be tested by calculating a 

statistic known as Cronbach’s coefficient alpha. Generally, a scale is considered reliable when 

its correlation coefficient is represented with a level of 0.70 or more (Litwin, 1995; Meyers at 

al., 2013).  

Similar to reliability, the validity of a study is a major concern for any researcher. In fact, a 

study can be reliable, yet not valid. Reliability is hence a necessary condition for a study to be 

valid, yet it is not a sufficient one (Litwin, 1995). Generally, validity refers to how well a 

survey “measures what it sets out to measure” (Litwin, 1995, p. 33). It is a characteristic of 

measurement concerned with the fact that a test measures what the researcher intends to 

measure and that “differences with a measurement tool reflect true differences among 

respondents drawn from a population” (Blumberg et al., 2011, p. 505).  

Internal validity is concerned with the extent to which alternative explanations for the 

study’s findings can be eliminated, and unambiguous conclusions can be drawn from the 

results. Internal validity can be increased by for example tracking changes over time or 

comparing groups. In contrast, external validity refers “the extent to which results from a 

study can be generalized beyond that particular study” (De Vaus, 2001, p. 28) and is mainly a 

concern of representative sample sizes. Finally, content validity is expressed by the degree to 
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which a study covers all the aspects of the topic under study, demanding from the researcher 

to conduct a thorough review (Litwin, 1995; De Vaus, 2001; Blumberg et al., 2011). 

As a concluding remark one has to mention that no measure will ever be perfectly reliable 

and perfectly valid, yet the maximization of both reliability and validity should be the aim of 

any researcher (De Vaus, 2001).  
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5. Results 
In order to reach out to the target population, the survey was emailed to 46 employees of 

the restaurant Grøften. The restaurant is situated in Copenhagen’s famous amusement park 

Tivoli. Tivoli was established in 1843 and has since been “a rare mixture of new and old, 

amusements and culture” (Tivoli, 2014). In total, the park is open between seven to eight 

months a year, employing more than 1000 seasonal employees (Tivoli, 2014).  

In addition to emailing the survey, a hyperlink to the questionnaire was posted in two Danish 

hospitality Facebook groups called ‘Kokke og Tjenere’ (2292 members)6 and ‘Tjener & 

Kokke’ (6389 members)7 targeting chefs and waiters from all over Denmark. Besides, based 

on the method of snowball sampling, the link was further distributed by some respondents 

themselves.  

The survey was open for 14 consecutive days, from the 13th of August 2014 to the 27th of 

August 2014. In total, 253 followed the link to the survey, whereof 108 (42.7%) did not 

answer any of the questions and 32 (12.6%) answered only some of the questions. The 

remaining 113 respondents completed the survey, resulting in a response rate of 44.7%. 100 

questionnaires were answered in Danish, 13 in English.  

Subsequently the data was analyzed using IBM’s SPSS Statistics Version 22.0 software.  

 

5.1 Description of the Sample Population 
54.9% male and 45.1% female respondents, with an average age of 34.9 years, represent 

the sample population. The age of the respondents ranged from 18 to 71 years, with more than 

half of the participants (52.2%) being 33 or younger.  

As to nationalities, the majority of the respondents (79.6%) were Danish, followed by 

5.3% Swedish citizens. The nationalities of the remaining 15.1% of the sample population are 

distributed as shown in the following Table 4 and Figure 8.  

 

 

 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
6	  Number	  of	  members	  at	  the	  time	  the	  link	  was	  posted,	  the	  21st	  of	  August	  2014.	  	  
7	  Number	  of	  members	  at	  the	  time	  the	  link	  was	  posted,	  the	  22nd	  of	  August	  2014.	  	  
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Nationality Number of respondents Percentage 

Danish 90 79.6 

Swedish 6 5.3 

Icelandic 3 2.7 

Norwegian 2 1.7 

British 2 1.7 

Italian 2 1.7 

American 1 0.88 

Austrian 1 0.88 

Bulgarian 1 0.88 

Hungarian 1 0.88 

Danish/Greek 1 0.88 

Danish/Lithuanian 1 0.88 

Do not know 2 1.7 

TOTAL 113 100% 

Tab. 4: Nationality distribution of the sample population. 
Source: Own investigation.   
 

 
Fig. 8: Nationality distribution of the sample population.  
Source: Own investigation.  
 

Danish 

Swedish 

Icelandic 

Norwegian 

British 

Italian 

American 

Austrian 

Bulgarian 

Hungarian 

Danish/Greek 

Danish/Lithuanian 

Do not know 



	   54	  

As to whether the respondents had a child or children that still live at home and/or need to 

be taken care of, 19.5% answered with ‘Yes’, compared to 80.5% answering ‘No’.  

The amount of seasons the respondents had worked as seasonal employees in the 

hospitality industry ranged from 1 to 27, whereof more than half of the respondents (53.1%) 

had worked five seasons or less. An overview is presented in the following Figure 9.  

Fig. 9: Number of Seasons worked.  
Source: Own investigation. 
 

Only two of the respondents (1.8%) had worked as seasonal employees in a hotel, 

compared to 79 (69.9%) who had worked in a restaurant and 32 (28.3%) who had worked 

both in a hotel and in a restaurant. The majority of respondents (66.4%) were employed as 

frontline staff, followed by 31.9% who indicated they had worked in the kitchen. Only one 

respondent had worked in the back office, as well as only one respondent chose the answer 

possibility ‘Other’. 54% of the sample population were employed on a seasonal basis in an 

hospitality organization at the time the survey was conducted; the remaining 46% were not. 

Of the 46% who were not working as seasonal employees in the hospitality industry at the 
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time of the study, 48% would consider that form of employment again compared to 52% who 

would not. Interestingly, 37.2% did not consider themselves seasonal employees while 

working on a seasonal contract.  

 

5.2 Reliability and Validity Measures 
Due to the limited time frame of the present study the test-retest and alternate-form 

reliability tests had to be disregarded. Instead Cronbach’s coefficient alpha, which is 

considered the most widely used reliability index, was calculated in order to test for the 

reliability of the survey scale. First of all, Cronbach’s coefficient alpha was assessed for all 39 

scale items, leading to a value of 0.868 (see Appendix E). Subsequently, the researcher 

calculated the coefficient alpha for the eight distinct dimensions, resulting in a value of 0.753 

(see Appendix E). Since for both tests the coefficient alpha exceeded the value of 0.70, the 

scale can be considered reliable.  

As to the validity of the study, the researcher aimed at a maximization of the study’s 

content validity by conducting a thorough and extensive literature review, attempting to 

include all aspects of the quality of work life concept into the survey scale. Due to the scope 

of the thesis and the limited time frame, the internal and external validity might not have been 

maximized to its best. A sample of 113 respondents, as well as the absence of comparisons to 

a comparable group may harm overall validity of the study, representing potential 

improvements for future research.  

 

5.3 Testing of Hypotheses  
In the process of testing the hypotheses, descriptive statistics (means, standard deviations, 

and modes) were analyzed as a first step in order to describe the basic features of the 

variables. Subsequently, the means of all dimensions were compared and hence, the 

dimensions ranked according to their importance for the quality of work life of seasonal 

employees in the hospitality industry. In addition to that, an analysis of variance (ANOVA) 

was conducted in order to identify whether there existed significant differences between 

population elements with different characteristics. The results are as outlined in the following 

parts of this study.  

Due to the fact that some respondents provided ‘No answer’ for certain variables, the 

number of respondents varies between 101 and 113.  
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5.3.1. Pay and Benefits 
In order to test for the existence of a positive relationship between pay and benefits and the 

quality of work life for contingent workers in the hospitality industry, the respondents were 

asked to rate four variables according to their importance. Descriptive statistics of the 

variables are as shown in the following Table 5. 

Variable  Number of 
respondents 

Mean Mode Standard 
Deviation 

s_1: The company pays its employees a 
salary that is at or near the top of its 
industry. 

113 4.12 4 0.867 

s_2: The company offers unusual or unique 
benefits 

113 3.73 4 0.889 

s_3: The company’s health and retirement 
plans are among the best in the industry.  

110 3.73 4 1.124 

s_4: The company is sensitive to 
employees’ work and family needs. 

113 3.85 4 1.054 

Tab. 5: Descriptive statistics of the variables regarding pay and benefits. 
Source: Own investigation.  
 

Within the dimension of pay and benefits, the salary level (s_1) could be identified as the 

most important variable with a mean of 4.12 and a mode of four, displaying that the majority 

of respondents rated this factor with 4 = important. A standard deviation of less than one 

confirms this claim, showing that answers did not vary considerably among the respondents. 

Further interpreting the standard deviations of the different variables, greatest dispersion of 

ratings could be found for variable s_3 concerning health and retirement plans. Answers for 

this variable varied slightly more than for the others, as well as three respondents chose not to 

rate it. Nevertheless, the mean of 3.73 and the mode of four indicate that this variable is of 

importance for the respondents and should hence not be neglected.  

Finally, all variables within the dimension of pay and benefits are represented with a mode of 

four, meaning that 4 = important was the rating possibility that occurred most frequently, 

confirming a general importance of pay and benefits for the quality of work life for contingent 

workers in the hospitality industry.   
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5.3.2 Opportunities 
As to the importance of development opportunities for the quality of work life for 

contingent workers in the hospitality industry, descriptive statistics are as illustrated in the 

following Table 6. 

Variable  Number of 
respondents 

Mean Mode Standard 
Deviation 

s_5: Training programs are available for 
employees to learn new skills. 

113 3.30 4 1.187 

s_6: There is a possibility for advancement 
in ranks and promotion.  

113 3.68 4 1.096 

s_7: It is company policy and practice to 
promote from within.  

113 3.65 4 1.050 

s_8: Women or minorities have equal 
opportunities.  

112 4.15 5 1.050 

Tab. 6: Descriptive statistics of the variables regarding opportunities.  
Source: Own investigation. 

All four variables showed standard deviations above one, implying a certain disagreement 

among respondents. The lowest mean and hence, the least important variable within the 

dimension of opportunities, was found for the availability of training programs. The mode of 

four indicates a trend of rating this variable as important, though the mean of 3.30 confirms 

that training programs appear to be neither important nor unimportant for the sample 

population. As outlined within the theoretical part of this study, training programs are often 

disregarded due to a high turnover rate, the fact that only few employees return for the next 

season, as well as due to the short and finite duration of employment (Lee-Ross, 1995; 

Connelly and Gallagher, 2004; Berry 1995, cited in Xu and van der Heijden, 2005, p. 140; 

Ainsworth and Purss, 2009). The findings of this investigation indicate a certain indifference 

on the part of seasonal employees and may hence justify managers’ disregard of training 

programs.  

Clearly the most important variable within the dimension of opportunities is the 

availability of equal opportunities for women and minorities. With a mean of 4.15 and a mode 

of 5 = very important, this variable stands out from the others. Having a closer look at the 

distribution of the ratings (see Table 7, Figure 10 and Figure 11), the equality of opportunities 

appears to have greater importance for the female respondents of the sample population.  
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s_8: Women or minorities have equal opportunities.  
 
 Number of Male 

Respondents 

Number of Female 

Respondents  

Not at all important 4 1 

Unimportant 3 0 

Neither important nor unimportant  11 4 

Important 23 13 

Very important  20 33 

TOTAL 61 51 

Tab. 7: Distribution of ratings regarding variable s_8.   
Source: Own investigation. 
 

90.0% of females rated this variable as either important or very important, compared to 71.0% 

of male respondents. Among the male respondents, 11.0% even rated this variable as not at all 

important or unimportant.  

 

 
Fig. 10: Male respondents’ ratings of variable s_8. 
Source: Own investigation.  
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Fig. 11: Female respondents’ ratings of variable s_8. 
Source: Own investigation.  

 

6.3.3 Job Security 
Within the dimension of job security, all the variables under investigation showed a mean 

and a mode at or around four, as well as standard deviations below one, pointing to the 

importance of job security for the quality of work life for seasonal employees in the 

hospitality industry. Greatest importance was attached to variable s_10 concerning the 

avoidance of layoffs in difficult periods, represented with a mean of 4.10, as shown in the 

following Table 8.  

Variable  Number of 
respondents 

Mean Mode Standard 
Deviation 

s_9: The company has a written or implicit 
no-layoff policy.  

110 4.04 4 0.995 

s_10: The company manages difficult 
periods without resorting to layoffs.  

110 4.10 4 0.812 

s_11: The company assists employees when 
layoffs are unavailable.  

112 3.96 4 0.929 

s_48: The company offers employees the 
opportunity to return for the next season.  

111 4.03 4 0.939 

Tab. 8: Descriptive statistics of the variables regarding job security.  
Source: Own investigation. 

Based on the respondents’ rating of job security as an important factor, one may confirm 

Herzberg’s theory, which claims job security to be a hygiene factor and hence, a necessity to 
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avoid job dissatisfaction (Herzberg et al., 1997).  

 

5.3.4 Credibility 
The credibility of leaders and management was granted greatest importance by the sample 

population. All six variables forming this dimension showed means above four, and modes at 

four or five. Variable s_14 has both 4 and 5 as a mode, since both values appeared an equal 

amount of times (see Table 9).  

 
s_14: The company shows integrity in carrying out its vision with consistency.   
 
 Number of respondents 

Not at all important 0 

Unimportant 3 

Neither important nor unimportant  5 

Important 50 

Very important  50 

TOTAL 108 

Tab. 9: Distribution of ratings regarding variable s_14. 
Source: Own investigation.  

Standard deviations for all variables were comparably low, as well as they were below one, 

indicating that ratings did not differ considerably among the respondents (see Table 10, p. 

61). Variables s_15 and s_49 stand out as particularly important, being represented with 

means of 4.70 and 4.71 respectively. Respondents hence value an on-going information flow 

within the company, as well as they value leaders that show integrity and competence, and 

that walk the talk. These findings go along with Burchell and Robin’s (2011) study, claiming 

the importance of leaders’ trustworthiness, expertise and authenticity as determinants of a 

high quality of work life for employees. 
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Variable  Number of 
respondents 

Mean Mode Standard 
Deviation 

s_12: The company’s internal 
communications are open and accessible.  

113 4.39 5 0.725 

s_13: The company shows competence in 
coordinating human resources. 

112 4.42 5 0.639 

s_14: The company shows integrity in 
carrying out its vision with consistency.  

108 4.36 4/5 0.703 

s_15: Management keeps employees 
informed about important issues. 

113 4.70 5 0.498 

s_49: Management follows up on its words 
with actions.  

110 4.71 5 0.531 

s_16: Employees are given a lot of 
responsibility, enabling them to fulfill job 
tasks and solve problems independently.  

111 4.14 4 0.933 

Tab. 10: Descriptive statistics of the variables regarding credibility.  
Source: Own investigation. 

 
5.3.5 Respect 

Also the dimension of respect enjoyed great importance within the sample population of 

the present study. Similar to the credibility dimension, all variables in this category showed a 

mean at or above four, as well as a mode of four or five.  

Variable  Number of 
respondents 

Mean Mode Standard 
Deviation 

s_17: The company supports professional 
development.  

112 4.22 4 0.694 

s_46: The company shows appreciation 
towards its employees.   

113 4.78 5 0.458 

s_18: The company collaborates with 
employees on relevant decisions regarding 
their job and the company’s situation.  

111 4.23 5 0.852 

s_19: The company cares for its employees 
as individuals with personal lives.  

113 4.00 5 1.069 

s_20: Management involves employees in 
decisions that affect their jobs or work 
environment.  

113 4.25 4 0.738 

Tab. 11: Descriptive statistics of the variables regarding respect. 
Source: Own investigation. 

Clearly the most important variable within the dimension of respect was variable s_46, 
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concerning the appreciation the company shows towards its employees. The variable was 

represented with a mean of 4.78, a mode of five and a comparably low standard deviation of 

0.458. As such, it constitutes the variable being rated most important of all within the present 

study and should hence receive considerable attention. One can conclude that appreciating 

employees by, for instance, recognizing their accomplishments and offering support and 

caring (Burchell and Robin, 2011), hospitality organizations can improve the quality of work 

life of their seasonal employees substantially and consequently, benefit from a satisfied and 

loyal work force (Heskett et al., 1994).  

Greatest dispersion of ratings could be observed for variable s_19 concerning the 

company’s care for its employees as individuals with personal lives. With a mean of 4.00, this 

variable represents the least important one within the dimension of respect, yet the ratings 

imply it constitutes an important factor contributing to an improved quality of work life for 

seasonal employees in the hospitality industry.  
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5.3.6 Openness and Fairness 
As a next dimension respondents were asked to rate the importance of openness and 

fairness for the quality of their work life. Results, as illustrated in the following Table 12, 

showed means between 3.78 and 4.45, and modes at four and five, making also this 

dimension an important contributor to the quality of work life for contingent workers in the 

hospitality industry.  

Variable s_25 (Favoritism in hiring and promotion is absent) was represented with the 

lowest mean within this dimension, as well as it had a standard deviation above one, 

indicating a certain disagreement among respondents. Moreover, twelve respondents did not 

provide a rating for this variable. Plausible reasons for the disagreement and the absence of 

ratings cannot be provided at this point and would require further investigations by the 

researcher.  

Variable  Number of 
respondents 

Mean Mode Standard 
Deviation 

s_21: The communication between 
employees and upper-level managers in 
suggestions, criticism, and complaints is 
open and ongoing.  

113 4.42 5 0.652 

s_22: Top executives are accessible to 
everyone.  

113 4.04 4 0.944 

s_23: The company’s evaluation and 
grievance systems are transparent, fair and 
available to all employees.  

109 4.17 5 0.891 

s_24: Treatment in terms of rewards is equal 
and balanced for all employees. 

111 4.01 5 1.132 

s_25: Favoritism in hiring and promotion is 
absent.  101 3.78 5 1.128 

s_26: There is no form of discrimination 
throughout the company.  108 4.45 5 0.790 

Tab. 12: Descriptive statistics of the variables regarding openness and fairness. 
Source: Own investigation. 

In contrast, the most important variable within the dimension of openness and fairness was 

represented with a mean of 4.45 and a mode of 5, and concerns the absence of any form of 

discrimination throughout the company. Having a closer look at the ratings (see Table 13, p. 

64), one can see that female respondents attached greater importance to the absence of 

discrimination than the male group. 97.9% of all females rated this variable as either 
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important or very important, compared to 67.8% of the male respondents. These results 

resemble closely the ratings of variable s_8 regarding equal opportunities for women and 

minorities, which as well was rated more importantly by the female respondents.  

 
s_26: There is no form of discrimination throughout the company.  
 
 Male respondents Female respondents  

Not at all important 0 0 

Unimportant 5 0 

Neither important nor unimportant  4 1 

Important 15 19 

Very important  35 29 

TOTAL 59 49 
Tab. 13: Distribution of ratings regarding variable s_26. 
Source: Own investigation.  

 

5.3.7 Pride in work and company 
The importance of pride in work and company for the quality of work life for contingent 

workers in the hospitality industry becomes apparent within this investigation. Variables 

within this dimension were represented with means between 3.96 and 4.56, as well as with 

modes of four or five. Besides, standard deviations were below one for all variables, 

confirming agreement among respondents’ ratings. Detailed statistics are as illustrated in 

Table 14 (p. 65). With means of 4.56 and 4.48 respectively, s_28 (I feel proud of my personal 

achievement) and s_29 (I feel proud of my team’s or work group’s achievement) turned out to 

be the most important variables within the dimension of pride in work and company. As 

outlined earlier in this study, being proud of one’s job and one’s achievements increases the 

feeling of belonging to the company, as well as employees feel like they are an asset to the 

organization they work for. As a result, employees may experience satisfaction with their job 

and their quality of work life may be considerably improved (Burchell and Robin, 2011). The 

present study confirms thereby the significant role of pride in work and company for the 

quality of work life of contingent workers in the hospitality industry.  
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Variable  Number of 
respondents 

Mean Mode Standard 
Deviation 

s_27: I feel proud of the products or 
services the company provides.   

111 4.33 5 0.767 

s_28: I feel proud of my personal 
achievement within the company.  

113 4.56 5 0.597 

s_29: I feel proud of my team’s or work 
group’s achievement.  

113 4.48 5 0.642 

s_30: I get recognition from my colleagues 
for my outstanding achievement.  

112 3.96 4 0.894 

s_47: I get recognition from my manager for 
my outstanding achievement.  

112 4.27 4 0.771 

Tab. 14: Descriptive statistics of the variables regarding pride in work and company. 
Source: Own investigation. 

 

5.3.8 Camaraderie and Friendliness 
As a last dimension, this study investigated the importance of camaraderie and friendliness 

on the quality of work life. Respondents’ ratings were represented with means between 3.86 

to 4.50, and modes at four or five. Moreover, standard deviations were below one for all five 

variables within this dimension, indicating agreement among respondents’ ratings (see Table 

15).  

Variable  Number of 
respondents 

Mean Mode Standard 
Deviation 

s_31: I feel part of a family, team, or special 
community that includes everyone at all 
ranks.  

112 4.18 5 0.942 

s_32: I enjoy working with my colleagues.  113 4.50 5 0.733 
s_33: I socialize with my colleagues at 
various functions during the year.  

112 3.86 4 0.967 

s_34: The work atmosphere is friendly and 
welcoming.  

113 4.58 5 0.547 

s_35: Cooperation is encouraged and 
rewarded.  

112 4.20 4 0.804 

Tab. 15: Descriptive statistics of the variables regarding camaraderie and friendliness. 
Source: Own investigation. 

Highest ratings could be found for variable s_34 and s_32, asking respondents about the 

importance of a friendly and welcoming atmosphere, and whether they considered it 



	   66	  

important that they enjoyed working with their colleagues. Given the intensity of labor and 

long working hours that are characteristic for seasonal employment in the hospitality industry, 

the importance of those two variables, seem comprehensible (Lee-Ross, 1995; Connelly and 

Gallagher, 2004; Ainsworth and Purss, 2009). Long working hours and the limited duration of 

employment may also explain the comparably low score of variable s_33 (I socialize with my 

colleagues at various functions during the year), represented with a mean of 3.68 and hence, 

the least important variable within the dimension of camaraderie and friendliness.  Seasonal 

employment does not allow for much free time, putting socializing into a less important 

position.  

 

5.4 Comparison of the Eight Dimensions 

5.4.1 General Findings 
In order to compare the eight dimensions identified within this study and draw conclusions 

as to their importance for the quality of work life for contingent workers in the hospitality 

industry, arithmetic means were calculated. As illustrated in the subsequent Table 16, the 

mean scores varied between 3.70 and 4.48, implying that all eight dimensions may be 

considered important contributors to the quality of work life of contingent workers in the 

hospitality industry.  

Dimension Mean Standard 

Deviation 
Pay and Benefits 3.87 0.652 
Opportunities 3.70 0.821 
Job Security 4.04 0.651 
Credibility 4.48 0.385 
Respect 4.31 0.545 
Openness and Fairness 4.20 0.619 
Pride in Work and Company 4.31 0.463 
Camaraderie and Friendliness 4.27 0.614 

Tab. 16: Comparison of the mean scores of all eight dimensions.  
Source: Own investigation.  

As to the present study, the level of credibility was found to be the most important factor 

contributing to a higher perceived internal service quality for seasonal employees; followed 
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by pride in work and company, respect, camaraderie and friendliness, openness and fairness, 

job security, pay and benefits, and, rated as the least important dimension, opportunities (see 

Figure 12).  

Fig. 12: Comparison of the mean scores of all eight dimensions. 
Source: Own investigation.  
 

As apparent in Table 16, both respect and pride in work and company showed a mean 

score of 4.31, yet pride in work in company was given a more important rank than respect. 

This can be justified by illustrating three decimals within the statistical analysis (see 

Appendix D). Respect is then represented with a mean score of 4.306, whereas pride in work 

in company is represented with a mean of 4.313. 

The dimensions based on the dimensions of the Great Place to Work® Model – credibility, 

respect, fairness, pride, camaraderie - were found to be the strongest and most important 

contributors to the quality of work life for seasonal employees in the hospitality industry. The 

dimensions originating in Herzberg’s Two-factor theory – pay and benefits, opportunities and 
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job security – were given less importance by the sample population. However, due to the fact 

that the lowest mean score of all eight dimensions was 3.70 and all dimensions consequently 

appear as important contributors to an improved quality of work life for contingent workers in 

the hospitality industry, the hypotheses derived within the theoretical part of this study can be 

verified. The subsequent Table 17 will outline the eight hypotheses and their results in detail.   

 
HYPOTHESES 
 

RESULT 

H1: There is a positive relationship between pay and benefits and the 
quality of work life for contingent workers in the hospitality industry.  
 

Verified 

H2: There is a positive relationship between development opportunities and 
the quality of work life for contingent workers in the hospitality industry.  
 

Verified 

H3: There is a positive relationship between job security and the quality of 
work life for contingent workers in the hospitality industry.  
 

Verified 

H4: There is a positive relationship between the credibility of a company 
and its managerial practices and the quality of work life for contingent 
workers in the hospitality industry.  
 

Verified 

H5: There is a positive relationship between the level of respect a company 
shows towards its employees and the quality of work life for contingent 
workers in the hospitality industry. 
 

Verified 

H6: There is a positive relationship between the level of openness and 
fairness within a company and the quality of work life for contingent 
workers in the hospitality industry.  
 

Verified 

H7: There is a positive relationship between the pride one has in one’s work 
and company and the quality of work life for contingent workers in the 
hospitality industry.  

 

Verified 

H8: There is a positive relationship between the level of camaraderie and 
friendliness within a company and the quality of work life for contingent 
workers in the hospitality industry.  
 

Verified 

Tab. 17: Results of the Hypotheses Testing.  
Source: Own investigation.  
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Based on the results of the hypotheses testing, Figure 68 was revised and the following 

model of the quality of work life for contingent workers in the hospitality industry was 

developed (see Figure 13). The model indicates the importance of the respective dimensions 

with numbers ranging from 1 = most important to 8 = least important. As such, the model 

may serve as a tool and as an orientation for hospitality managers and leaders to develop 

strategies to improve the quality of work life for their employees.  

 

 

 
 
Fig. 13:  Model of the quality of work life for contingent workers in the hospitality industry. 
Source: Developed for this thesis.  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
8	  Recall	  Figure	  6:	  Hypothetic	  model	  of	  factors	  positively	  contributing	  to	  an	  improved	  
quality	  of	  work	  life	  for	  contingent	  workers	  in	  the	  hospitality	  industry,	  p.	  41.	  	  
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5.4.2 Results of the one-way ANOVA  
In the subsequent part of this study, the results of the one-way ANOVA will be presented 

(see Appendix F). The researcher statistically tested all eight dimensions as to whether there 

existed significant differences between population elements with specific characteristics as 

asked within the personal questions part of the online survey. As a significance level p < 0.05 

was chosen.  

In detail, the researcher attempted to answer the following questions: 

a) Is there a significant difference between male and female respondents? 

b) Is there a significant difference between respondents within different age groups? 

c) Is there a significant difference between respondents that have children that still live at 

home and/or need to be taken care of and respondents that do not have children? 

d) Is there a significant difference between respondents that have worked a different 

amount of seasons as contingent workers in the hospitality industry?  

e) Is there a significant difference between respondents that worked as seasonal 

employees in the frontline, the back office or the kitchen respectively? 

f) Is there a significant difference between respondents that at the time of the study were 

working as seasonal employees in the hospitality industry and respondents that did 

not? 

g) Is there a significant difference between respondents that while working on a seasonal 

contract considered themselves seasonal employees and respondents that did not? 

Gender 

With regards to differences between male and female respondents, the one-way ANOVA 

lead to significant results for the dimensions of opportunities, job security, credibility, and 

openness and fairness. Significance levels are as illustrated in the following Table 18. 

TEST FACTOR: GENDER 

Significance Level 

Opportunities 0.033 

Job Security 0.018 

Credibility 0.046 

Openness and Fairness 0.009 
Tab. 18: Significant results of the one-way ANOVA with gender as a test factor.  
Source: Own investigation.  
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With a significance level of 0.033, the dimension of opportunities showed a clear 

difference between male and female respondents. Looking at the descriptive statistics within 

this dimension, it appears that the availability of opportunities was given greater importance 

by the female part of the sample population. As outlined earlier in this thesis, variable s_8 

(Women or minorities have equal opportunities) was rated as important or very important by 

90.5% of the female population, compared to 70.5% of the male respondents. A similar trend 

could be observed for the remaining three variables within the dimension of opportunities, 

yielding mean scores of 3.88 and 3.55 for female and male respondents respectively, and 

hence leading to a significant difference for gender as a test factor.  

Within the dimension of job security one could as well observe higher ratings of 

importance on behalf of the female part of the sample population. For this dimension, the 

empirical research found a mean of 4.20 for female respondents, compared to a mean of 3.91 

for their male counterparts. In fact, all four variables under investigation within this 

dimension were given greater importance by female respondents.  

Similar observations can be made for the dimension of credibility. The one-way ANOVA 

yielded a significant difference between male and female respondents at a significance level 

of 0.046. For this dimension, mean scores of 4.41 and 4.59 for male and female respondents 

respectively could be stated. Compared to the mean scores of the other dimensions showing a 

significant difference for gender as a test factor – opportunities, job security, openness and 

fairness – the least difference between male and female respondents could be observed for the 

dimension of credibility, where the difference in means is merely 0.18. Nevertheless, as the 

one-way ANOVA showed, the difference is a significant one.  

As a fourth dimension with a significant difference between male and female respondents, 

openness and fairness needs to be mentioned. With p = 0.009 this dimension stands out as 

having the most significant differences between male and female respondents within the 

present study. Female respondents’ ratings were represented with a mean of 4.36, compared 

to a mean of 4.06 for male respondents’ ratings. Variables s_23 (The company’s evaluation 

and grievance systems are transparent, fair and available to all employees) and s_24 

(Treatment in terms of rewards is equal and balanced for all employees) were represented 

with significance levels of 0.040 and 0.014 respectively. Notably, variable s_24 concerned 

with equality showed a great difference between male and female respondents. The analysis 

yielded a mean of 4.30 on behalf of the female population, compared to a mean of 3.77 for 
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male respondents. As observed earlier in this study, there appears to be trend for variables 

concerned with equality issues as they enjoyed remarkably high ratings by female 

respondents. Generally, all variables within the dimension of openness and fairness showed 

higher mean scores for female respondents than for male ones. These observations go along 

with the finding from the other dimensions within the category of gender differences.  

 

Age 

In order to determine whether there existed significant differences between respondents at 

different ages, the researcher divided the sample population into two groups. As outlined 

earlier, 52.2% of the participants were aged 33 or younger, resulting as a first step, in a 

division of the population into two age groups.  Age group Y (young), ranging from 18 to 32 

years and representing 49.6% of the sample population, and age group O (old), ranging from 

33 to 71 years, representing the remaining 50.4% of the sample population. Running a one-

way ANOVA of all eight dimensions with the two age groups as test factors, a significant 

difference could be observed for the dimension of camaraderie and friendliness with a 

significance level of 0.048. Age group Y showed a mean of 4.39, compared to a mean of 4.16 

for age group O implying that camaraderie and friendliness appears to be more important for 

seasonal employees at a younger age. In order to yield more precise results as to which age 

groups value camaraderie and friendliness highly, the researcher further divided the sample 

population. This time the sample was divided based on the following stages human life.  

LIFE STAGE AGE 

Adolescent 10 - 19 

Young Adult 20 - 29 

Adult 30 - 39 

Middle Age 40 - 60 

Independent Elder 60 + 
Tab. 19: The stages of human life. 
Source: Personal Futures Network (2014). 
 
Due to the fact that merely one respondent was at an age below 20, as well as merely two 

respondents were aged 60 or older, the researcher decided to combine the first two and the 

last two stages of human life for the purpose of the present study. As a result, a one-way 

ANOVA was conducted for the following three age groups:  
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• Age Group 1: 18 – 29 years (31.9% of respondents) 

• Age Group 2: 30 – 39 years (44.2% of respondents) 

• Age Group 3: 40 – 71 years (23.9% of respondents) 

For the division of the sample population into three age groups, a significant difference at p = 

0.043 could be stated. Analyzing the descriptive statistics of the three age groups one can 

observe age group 1 attaching greatest importance to camaraderie and friendliness at the work 

place, rating this dimension with a mean of 4.48, compared to a mean of 4.18 and 4.15 for age 

group 2 and age group 3 respectively. Tukey’s HSD post-hoc test (see Appendix F) was 

conducted to run a multiple comparison of the three age groups, yet no significant results 

could be observed. However, in general the data suggests that with rising age the importance 

of camaraderie and friendliness as a contributor to an improved quality of work life for 

contingent workers in the hospitality industry decreases.  

 
Children 

In addition to gender and age differences, the researcher was interested in whether the 

sample population showed significant differences between respondents having children that 

still live at home and/or need to be taken care of and respondents not having any children. The 

one-way ANOVA yielded significant results for the dimension of openness and fairness (p = 

0.010). Comparing the mean scores of the two groups, one can observe openness and fairness 

being more important for respondents without children whose ratings are represented with a 

mean of 4.27, compared to a mean of 3.89 for respondents with children.  

 

Amount of seasons 

As a further topic of interest, the researcher tested for significant differences between 

respondents who had worked a different amount of seasons as contingent workers in the 

hospitality industry. In order to run the statistical analysis, the amount of seasons, ranging 

from one to 27 was divided into four groups. Divisions were roughly based on taking 

quartiles of the data set.  

• Group 1: 1 – 2 seasons (27% of respondents) 

• Group 2: 3 – 5 seasons (26.1% of respondents) 

• Group 3: 6 – 10 seasons (25.2% of respondents) 

• Group 4: 11 – 27 seasons (21.6% of respondents)   
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Running a one-way ANOVA for all eight dimensions, no statistically significant results could 

be observed, leading to the conclusion that the amount of seasons participants had been 

working as contingent workers in the hospitality industry is not affecting their opinion as to 

what contributes to an improved quality of their work life. 

 

Department 

Furthermore, all eight dimensions were tested with regards to whether the ratings of 

respondents working in different departments differed significantly. Within the questionnaire, 

respondents were asked to indicate whether they worked as frontline, back office, kitchen or 

‘other’ seasonal employees. Conducting a one-way ANOVA with the four departments as a 

test factor, a significant difference was observed for the dimension of pay and benefits (p = 

0.049). Due to the fact that there was only one respondent having worked in the back office 

and only one who indicated to have worked in an‘other’ department, the researcher decided to 

exclude those two for further analysis as a single respondent did not appear to be a valid 

representation of the target population.  

With the departments ‘frontline’ and ‘kitchen’ only, a one-way ANOVA was conducted 

once more, yielding again a significant difference (p = 0.024) for the dimension of pay and 

benefits. The data showed that with a mean of 3.97 pay and benefits appear to have greater 

importance for the quality of work life of seasonal frontline employees than seasonal kitchen 

employees (M = 3.67).  

 

Currently workings as seasonal employee 

Within the present investigation, no significant differences could be observed for 

respondents who worked as seasonal employees in the hospitality industry at the time the 

study was conducted and respondents who did not.  

 

Consider yourself a seasonal employee 

As a last factor to be tested, the researcher was interested in whether there was significant 

differences between respondents who considered themselves seasonal employees while 

working on a seasonal contract in the hospitality industry and respondents who did not 

consider themselves seasonal employees. Conducting a one-way ANOVA showed a 

significant difference for the dimension of opportunities (p = 0.014). Interestingly, 
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respondents who did not consider themselves seasonal employees while working on a 

seasonal contract rated this dimension with greater importance (M = 3.95) than respondents 

who considered themselves seasonal employees (M = 3.56).  
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6. Discussion and Managerial Implications 
The previous statistical analysis provides several interesting insights into the mindset of 

contingent workers in the hospitality industry. As outlined in the beginning of this study, 

seasonal employees are represented with rather negative characteristics. High levels of 

turnover, as well low levels of performance and commitment often cause considerable costs 

and challenges for hospitality organizations (Lee-Ross, 1995; Connelly and Gallagher, 2004; 

Reynolds et al., 2004; Ainsworth and Purss, 2009; George et al., 2010; Alverén et al., 2012). 

The findings of this investigation may therefore represent a highly valuable source of 

information and support for hospitality managers. Recalling the research question of the 

present study - What factors contribute positively to an improved quality of work life for 

contingent workers in the hospitality industry? - several findings need to be mentioned.  

 

First of all, as the testing of the hypotheses showed, all eight dimensions were rated 

important contributors to the quality of work life for seasonal employees. However, to 

facilitate the implementation of strategies and programs for hospitality managers and leaders, 

one may stress the particular importance of the dimensions based on the Great Place to Work® 

Model – credibility, respect, openness and fairness, pride in work and company, and 

camaraderie and friendliness. The dimensions derived from Herzberg’s Two-factor theory - 

pay and benefits, opportunities and job security - were rated as less important contributors to 

an improved quality of work life for contingent workers in the hospitality industry, with 

opportunities being the least important one. Generally, the results suggest that soft values like 

emotions and perceptions such as trust, camaraderie and pride play a more important role than 

hard values like pay, security and opportunities. These findings go along with Viteles’ (1932, 

cited in Latham 2012, p. 103) notion claiming “the wish to enjoy the feeling of worth, 

recognition, and respect on the part of others” are more important job motives than money. 

Hospitality managers are therefore advised to shift focus from hard values to soft values and 

aim at creating a great work environment as suggested by the Great Place to Work® Model 

(Burchell and Robin, 2011). However, since pay and benefits and job security are referred to 

as hygiene factors, the provision of those is a basic requirement in order to avoid job 

dissatisfaction and should not be completely disregarded (Herzberg et al., 1994). 

 

Credibility stands out as the most important dimension within the present investigation and 
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hence, the strongest determinant for an improved quality of work life for seasonal employees 

in the hospitality industry. It is therefore crucial for hospitality managers and leaders to be 

trustworthy, authentic, and competent, as well as it is pivotal for them to provide employees 

with on-going and accessible information, and to follow up on their words with actions as this 

will considerably affect the perception of the quality of work life for contingent workers 

(Burchell and Robin, 2011).  

 

As a second most important dimension within the present investigation, pride in work and 

company needs to be mentioned. Pride enhances considerably the relationship employees 

have towards their work place, as well as it increases their levels of commitment. Particularly 

important for the improvement of the quality of work life of contingent workers in the 

hospitality industry appears to be the pride in one’s own personal achievement within the 

company. Showing appreciation and recognition towards the respective employees may 

enhance this feeling of being proud of one’s work (Burchell and Robin, 2011). As a matter of 

fact, being part of the dimension of respect, variable s_46 (The company shows appreciation 

towards its employees) was found to be the most important variable within the present study, 

emphasizing again how important the receiving of appreciation is for the quality of work life 

of seasonal employees in the hospitality industry.   

 

With a slightly smaller mean score than pride in work and company, respect is represented 

as the third most important contributor to an improved internal service quality. For hospitality 

organization to create a work atmosphere characterized by mutual respect, employees need to 

be valued, their opinions heard and considered, and their achievements recognized (Burchell 

and Robin, 2011). As mentioned above, recognition and appreciation were identified as 

particularly important for contingent workers’ quality of work life. Considering the stressful 

seasonal work environment, characterized by long working hours and few days off, as well as 

the generally very labor-intense hospitality industry, it appears plausible for contingent 

workers to strive for recognition and appreciation of their work. Hospitality managers and 

leaders are therefore highly recommended to take the time and effort to show appreciation to 

their employees and value their hard work as this will enhance their feeling of pride, raise 

internal service quality and employee satisfaction levels, and eventually lead to better 

customer service and an improved bottom-line performance (Heskett et al., 1994).  
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Considering the details of the Great Place to Work® Model, the ratings of credibility and 

respect as the number one and number three contributors to an improved quality of work life 

for contingent workers in the hospitality industry provide some interesting implications. 

Together with fairness, credibility and respect are the dimensions forming trust. The findings 

of the present study imply that trust is a pivotal determinant of contingent workers’ quality of 

work life. Trust is also what characterizes a strong relationship between employees and their 

leaders (Burchell and Robin, 2011). Hospitality managers and leaders are therefore advised to 

create a working environment characterized by high levels of trust by reinforcing strategies 

and actions enhancing credibility, respect and fairness at the work place. In detail, they are 

recommended to: 

• ensure open communication, 

• show competence and integrity, 

• provide support, 

• collaborate with and care about employees, 

• ensure equal treatment without favoritism, 

• and avoid discrimination (Burchell and Robin, 2011).  

Following these steps, a trustworthy work atmosphere can be created and the quality of work 

life enhanced.  

 

Within the theoretical part of this study, a transformational leadership style was 

recommended as the most suitable approach for organizations aiming at the improvement of 

employees’ quality of work life.  A characteristic of a transformational leader is that he or she 

gains respect and trust in order to exert an idealized influence on the employees (Bass, 1990). 

Transformational leaders consider the individual employee and give them personal attention 

(Bass, 1990), an aspect that was rated as highly important by the participants of the present 

study. The importance of this aspect, as well as the importance of trust and as a determinant 

of contingent workers’ quality of work life confirm the appropriateness of a transformational 

leadership style for creating a great place to work. Hospitality managers and leaders are hence 

advised to act as transformational leaders by being inspirational and motivational, and by 

responding to the individual employee’s needs (Bass, 1990; Gibson and Cohen, 2003).  

 

Furthermore, the dimension of camaraderie and friendliness provides interesting results. 
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As identified within the statistical analysis, the younger generations attach greater importance 

to camaraderie and friendliness. In fact, the importance of camaraderie and friendliness 

decreases steadily with rising age. The findings suggest that hospitality organizations may 

first analyze the age distribution of their employees before focusing on the implementation of 

strategies to improve the camaraderie and friendliness within the company. Having a rather 

young work force, organizations may aim at creating a family-like work atmosphere with 

various get-togethers and activities to increase employees’ enjoyment of working with their 

colleagues. In contrast, having an elderly work force, organizations may still focus on a 

creating a welcoming and friendly atmosphere but neglect get-togethers and social activities.  

 

Within the dimension of openness and fairness, the researcher observed a significant 

difference between respondents with children and respondents without children. Interestingly, 

openness and fairness was rated more importantly by respondents without children, implying 

that issues such as equity, impartiality, justice, and the accessibility of managers are more 

valued by employees without children. Considering the rather small part of the sample 

population (19.5%) with children, the findings may be due to chance and the researcher 

recommends further investigations to determine reasons behind the present findings.  

 

Equity and justice, meaning fair and balanced treatment and the absence of discrimination 

were found to be particularly important for the female population. Hospitality managers and 

leaders are therefore highly advised to ensure fairness and equality at the work place as the 

disregard of these aspects may considerably decrease the quality of work life for female 

employees. In addition to that, the female population attached greater importance to the 

availability of opportunities, to job security and to credibility compared to their male 

counterparts. The findings suggest hospitality managers to develop an awareness towards 

female employees’ need for security. Security in terms of job security, as well as in terms of 

demanding a trustworthy, authentic and competent leader. Besides, since female seasonal 

employees attached greater importance to the availability of opportunities than male seasonal 

employees, offering training programs and promotions, as well as providing equal 

opportunities for all employees should be part of management’s agenda when dealing with 

female employees in the hospitality industry.  
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Staying within the topic of opportunities, another interesting finding needs to be 

mentioned. The study showed that respondents who did not consider themselves seasonal 

employees while actually working on a seasonal contract rated the availability of 

opportunities as more important than respondents who considered themselves seasonal 

employees. As mentioned earlier, opportunities for advancement are often disregarded in the 

seasonal hospitality sector due to a high turnover rate, the fact that only few employees return 

for the next season, as well as due to the short and finite duration of employment (Lee-Ross, 

1995; Connelly and Gallagher, 2004; Berry 1995, cited in Xu and van der Heijden, 2005; 

p.140). Even though opportunities was rated the least important dimension within the present 

study, the findings imply that this dimension should not be entirely disregarded. Employees 

who do not consider themselves seasonal employees, supposedly because they have been 

returning to the same organization several times, will appreciate the opportunity of advancing 

themselves, their skills and their know-how, and hence experience a higher quality of work 

life. To this point however, the precise reasons for some employees not considering 

themselves contingent workers can only be assumed and require further research. 

 

Another interesting conclusion is the fact that the amount of seasons employees have been 

working as contingent workers in the hospitality industry has no effect on their evaluation and 

ratings of the quality of work life dimensions. Within the present study the amount of seasons 

ranged from one season only to up to 27, yet respondents’ answers did not vary significantly. 

Seniority does therefore not affect employees’ attitude towards what makes a work place a 

great one; a finding considerably facilitating hospitality managers’ and leaders’ task of 

creating the ultimate work experience.  

 

When deciding on the levels of pay and benefits, the analysis of this investigation shows 

that special attention should be given to the salary and bonuses of frontline employees as they 

rated this dimension as significantly more important than kitchen employees. Pay and benefits 

turn out to have a greater impact on frontline employees’ quality of work life than on the 

quality of work life of employees working in the kitchen department. Considering the nature 

of frontline jobs in the hospitality industry with gratuity being a major source of income, the 

importance of the dimension of pay and benefits appears evident.  
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In summary, the present study provides a great insight into contingent workers’ attitude 

and needs regarding the quality of work life concept. The findings appear utterly useful for 

hospitality organizations to improve their levels of internal service quality since they provide 

clear recommendations as to which factors need to be given attention to in various situations. 

Following the implications outlined within this study, hospitality organizations employing 

contingent workers may be able to fully reap the benefits of the service-profit chain and 

improve their bottom-line performance.  
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7. Limitations and Recommendations for future Research 

7.1 Limitations 
The present study encounters several limitations. First of all, the scope of the thesis, and 

financial and timely restrictions need to be mentioned. Due to the allowed length of the paper, 

as well as the predetermined time frame, the researcher had to set limitations as to the length 

and depth of the study, causing certain limitations with regards to external and internal 

validity. Another limitation caused by time and cost restrictions is the use of a nonprobability 

sampling method. According to Cooper and Schindler (2008), nonprobability sampling is a 

subjective procedure in which, in contrast to probability sampling, “each population element 

does not have a known nonzero chance of being included” (Cooper and Schindler, 2008, p. 

707). Nonprobability sampling appears therefore inferior in theory. More precisely, judgment 

and snowball sampling were used to identify population elements, posing a limitation to this 

study, as the researcher primarily reached out to Tivoli employees.  

In addition to the sampling method, the point in time the study was distributed may have 

an impact on respondents’ evaluations of the respective dimensions and hence represent 

another limitation to the study. Considering the part of the respondents being employed in 

Tivoli, conducting the survey in August, one month before the end of the Tivoli summer 

season, may influence their evaluations due to so-called ‘seasonal fatigue’. At the beginning 

of the season employees appear to be more motivated and energetic, a condition that might 

lead to different results as to what factors improve their quality of work life.  

Furthermore, due to the translation of the questionnaire from English to Danish, the 

original sense may disperse and therefore, the significance of the results may suffer. Also the 

addition of self-chosen variables to the dimensions to be tested may harm the overall result of 

the investigation.  

In general, the use of a quantitative research approach eliminates the possibility of 

obtaining in-depths descriptive data as would be generated using a qualitative research 

approach. Hence, quantitative data falls short on identifying, understanding and interpreting 

attitudes or problems. 

Finally, conducting an online survey as a method of data collection poses the following 

challenges and limitations to any study (Evans and Mathur, 2005; Sue and Ritter, 2007): 
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• Abandonment of the survey 

Respondents can easily quit the survey halfway or even consider it as junk mail and 

not participate at all. Spam has become a major problem in modern society leading 

to a comparably low response rate for online surveys.  

• Limited population 

Even though having Internet access is becoming the norm, there are still parts of 

the population that do not use or do not have access to the World Wide Web, 

leading to a potential misrepresentation of the general population.  

• Unclear answering instructions 

Due to the fact that online questionnaires are self-administered and respondents are 

on their own in the answering process, instructions and question formulations need 

to be very clear in order to avoid respondents getting frustrated, confused or even 

quit the survey.   

• Dependence on software and technology 

Choosing the most suitable online survey tool may be challenging for the novice, 

since they vary considerably in cost, ease of use, and flexibility. Besides, online 

questionnaires are heavily affected by the type of Internet connection and the 

respondent’s computer configurations.  

(Evans and Mathur, 2005; Sue and Ritter, 2007) 

 

7.2 Recommendations for Future Research 
Considering the afore identified limitations of the study, the following recommendations 

for future research need to be outlined. In order to achieve results being more representative 

for the target population and thereby increasing validity, a nation-wide research may be 

recommended including all tourist destinations in Denmark that employee seasonal workers. 

To be able to further generalize the results on an international basis, a comparison of different 

countries and the inherent hospitality industries may be taken into consideration.  With regard 

to the limited time and the point in time the survey was conducted, a recommendation for 

future research would be an all year round survey. This might reveal a different response 

pattern and a greater diversity of sample population profiles.  

Due the above-identified challenges of self-administered online questionnaires, the 

consideration of an additional or alternative method of data collection has to be mentioned as 
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a further recommendation. As Levine et al. (1984) remark, quality of work life is a very 

personal concept and can vary considerably from one person to another. Conducting a 

qualitative study may therefore yield a greater insight into contingent workers’ attitudes and 

reasoning behind the evaluation of the respective dimensions of quality of work life. Besides, 

a qualitative study may be able to explain one very interesting finding of this study, namely 

why some contingent workers do not consider themselves seasonal employees while working 

on a seasonal contract.  

In addition to that, future research might want to investigate the quality of work life for 

permanent employees compared to the quality of work life for contingent workers, as well as 

for contingent workers that did not consider themselves seasonal employees.  

Finally, as set out by the service-profit chain framework, an investment into the 

improvement of internal service quality levels has the potential of boosting an organization’s 

bottom-line performance. Though, to date a lack of empirical investigations regarding the 

profitability of such investments exists and may discourage hospitality managers from 

implementing quality of work life programs. Hence, future research might want to test the 

model as proposed within this thesis – the model of the quality of work life for contingent 

workers in the hospitality industry 9  – regarding its effect on a company’s return on 

investment. As a result, hospitality organizations might be better able to judge to what extent 

a quality of work life program represents a profitable investment.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
9	  See	  Figure	  13	  ,	  p.	  69.	  	  
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8. Conclusion 
The prevailing objective of this thesis was to provide a substantial overview of the quality 

of work life concept within the context of contingent employment in the hospitality industry. 

In detail, the researcher attempted to answer the following research question: 

What factors contribute positively to an improved quality of work life for contingent 

workers in the hospitality industry? 

To accomplish the research objective, this thesis opened with an extensive literature review 

on the nature and characteristics of contingent work, the concept of quality of work life, its 

inherent positive outcomes and the importance of leadership in this context. Moreover, the 

Great Place to Work® Model and Herzberg’s Two-factor theory were presented, as they 

resemble closely Levering and Moskowitz’s criteria for the 100 best companies to work for 

(Lau and May, 1998), and hence appeared utterly usable for the empirical research.  

Contingent work and the employment of seasonal workers were identified as ubiquitous 

characteristics of the hospitality industry, as the seasonality and fluctuations in demand 

considerably complicate the employment of permanent staff (Buonocore, 2010). Despite its 

inalienability, literature identified this employee group as having low levels of performance 

and commitment, combined with high levels of turnover (Lee-Ross, 1995; Connelly and 

Gallagher, 2004; Reynolds et al., 2004; Ainsworth and Purss, 2009; George et al., 2010; 

Alverén et al., 2012). As a remedy for these rather negative characteristics, the present study 

proposed an improvement of contingent workers’ quality of work life. Yet to date, no study 

had investigated what factors contributed positively to an improved quality of work life for 

seasonal employees, which constituted the purpose of this study. As a consequence, eight 

hypotheses were derived from current literature, resulting in the proposition of a model of 

factors that potentially contribute positively to an improved quality of work life for contingent 

workers in the hospitality industry. The model was tested empirically by conducting a self-

administered online survey among seasonal employees in the hospitality industry and 

provided some interesting findings. 

Ranked according to their importance, the present study identified the following eight 

factors, or rather referred to as dimensions, as contributing positively to contingent workers’ 

quality of work life: (1) credibility, (2) pride in work and company, (3) respect, (4) 

camaraderie and friendliness, (5) openness and fairness, (6) job security, (7) pay and benefits, 

and, (8) opportunities. Besides, the appreciation of employees was identified as the most 
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important variable contributing to an improved quality of work life within the context of 

seasonal employment in the hospitality industry. The findings from the present study 

additionally suggested hospitality managers and leaders to pay attention to and be aware of 

certain demographics and characteristics of their seasonal employees when setting out 

strategies to raise internal service quality levels, since significant differences as to the 

perceptions of quality of work life could be observed for seasonal employees with different 

gender and a different perception of themselves, as well as for seasonal employees within a 

different stage in life.  

As such, this thesis constitutes a valuable source of reference and advice for any hospitality 

organization encountering challenges with employing seasonal workers. The model of factors 

positively contributing to an improved quality of work life, as proposed within this study, 

may serve as a great tool assisting hospitality organization in creating the ultimate work 

experience for their seasonal work force; thereby yielding competitive advantage and reaping 

the benefits of the service-profit chain. Yet further research is recommended in order to gain a 

greater insight into contingent workers’ perception of a great place to work, as well as to 

identify clear strategies as to how the quality of work life for contingent workers in the 

hospitality industry may be improved. This thesis may therefore serve as an inspiration and 

motivation for other researchers to investigate the topic in further detail.  
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Appendix A) Online Survey English Version 
	  
Dear	  respondent,	  
	  
Thank	  you	  for	  your	  willingness	  to	  complete	  this	  questionnaire.	  The	  purpose	  of	  this	  
survey	  is	  to	  identify	  factors	  that	  positively	  contribute	  to	  an	  improved	  quality	  of	  work	  
life	  for	  contingent	  workers	  in	  the	  hospitality	  industry.	  
	  
Completing	  the	  questionnaire	  should	  not	  take	  more	  than	  10	  minutes.	  This	  is	  an	  
anonymous	  and	  confidential	  survey.	  You	  cannot	  be	  identified	  and	  the	  answers	  you	  
provide	  will	  be	  used	  for	  the	  purpose	  of	  this	  Masters	  Thesis	  only.	  
	  
Please	  answer	  all	  the	  questions.	  There	  are	  no	  right	  or	  wrong	  answers.	  
	  
	  
Questions	  regarding	  contingent	  workers’	  quality	  of	  work	  life	  	  
	  
Please	  rate	  the	  following	  factors	  or	  statements	  according	  to	  their	  importance	  to	  your	  
work	  life.	  
	  

Pay and Benefits 

 
Not at al l  
important 

Unimportan
t 

Neither 
important 

nor 
unimportan

t 

Important 
Very 

important 
No answer 

1. The company pays its 

employees a salary that is at 

or near the top of its industry. 

(1) q (2) q (3) q (4) q (5) q (6) q 

2. The company offers 

unusual or unique benefits. 
(1) q (2) q (3) q (4) q (5) q (6) q 

3. The company’s health and 

retirement plans are among 
the best in the industry. 

(1) q (2) q (3) q (4) q (5) q (6) q 

4. The company is sensitive 

to employees’ work and 

family needs. 

(1) q (2) q (3) q (4) q (5) q (6) q 
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Opportunities	  

 
Not at al l  
important 

Unimportan
t 

Neither 
important 

nor 
unimportan

t 

Important 
Very 

important 
No answer 

5. Training programs are 

available for employees to 

learn new skills. 

(1) q (2) q (3) q (4) q (5) q (6) q 

6. There is a possibility for 

advancement in ranks and 

promotion. 

(1) q (2) q (3) q (4) q (5) q (6) q 

7. It is company policy and 

practice to promote from 

within. 

(1) q (2) q (3) q (4) q (5) q (6) q 

8. Women or minorities have 
equal opportunities. 

(1) q (2) q (3) q (4) q (5) q (6) q 

	  
	  

Job Security 

 
Not at al l  
important 

Unimportan
t 

Neither 
important 

nor 
unimportan

t 

Important 
Very 

important 
No answer 

9. The company has a written 

or implicit no-layoff policy. 
(1) q (2) q (3) q (4) q (5) q (6) q 

10. The company manages 

difficult periods without 

resorting to layoffs. 

(1) q (2) q (3) q (4) q (5) q (6) q 

11. The company assists 
employees when layoffs are 

unavoidable. 

 

 

(1) q (2) q (3) q (4) q (5) q (6) q 
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Not at al l  
important 

Unimportan
t 

Neither 
important 

nor 
unimportan

t 

Important 
Very 

important 
No answer 

12. The company offers 

employees the opportunity to 

return for the next season.  

(1) q (2) q (3) q (4) q (5) q (6) q 

	  
	  

Credibi l i ty 

 
Not at al l  
important 

Unimportan
t 

Neither 
important 

nor 
unimportan

t 

Important 
Very 

important 
No answer 

13. The company's internal 

communications are open 

and accessible. 

(1) q (2) q (3) q (4) q (5) q (6) q 

14. The company shows 
competence in coordinating 

human resources.  

(1) q (2) q (3) q (4) q (5) q (6) q 

15. The company shows 

integrity in carrying out its 
vision with consistency. 

(1) q (2) q (3) q (4) q (5) q (6) q 

16. Management keeps 

employees informed about 

important issues. 

(1) q (2) q (3) q (4) q (5) q (6) q 

17. Management follows up 

on its words with actions.  
(1) q (2) q (3) q (4) q (5) q (6) q 

18. Employees are given a lot 

of responsibility, enabling 
them to fulfill job tasks and 

solve problems 

independently. (Example: 

(1) q (2) q (3) q (4) q (5) q (6) q 
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Not at al l  
important 

Unimportan
t 

Neither 
important 

nor 
unimportan

t 

Important 
Very 

important 
No answer 

Waiter decides independently 

on compensation for 

complaining guest) 

	  
	  

Respect 

 
Not at al l  
important 

Unimportan
t 

Neither 
important 

nor 
unimportan

t 

Important 
Very 

important 
No answer 

19. The company supports 

professional development.  
(1) q (2) q (3) q (4) q (5) q (6) q 

20. The company shows 

appreciation towards its 
employees.  

(1) q (2) q (3) q (4) q (5) q (6) q 

21. The company 

collaborates with employees 

on relevant decisions 
regarding their job and the 

company's situation.  

(1) q (2) q (3) q (4) q (5) q (6) q 

22. The company cares for its 

employees as individuals with 

personal lives. 

(1) q (2) q (3) q (4) q (5) q (6) q 

23. Management involves 

employees in decisions that 

affect their jobs or work 

environment. 

(1) q (2) q (3) q (4) q (5) q (6) q 
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Openness and Fairness 

 
Not at al l  
important 

Unimportan
t 

Neither 
important 

nor 
unimportan

t 

Important 
Very 

important 
No answer 

24. The communication 

between employees and 

upper-level managers in 

suggestions, criticism, and 
complaints is open and 

ongoing. 

(1) q (2) q (3) q (4) q (5) q (6) q 

25. Top executives are 

accessible to everyone. 
(1) q (2) q (3) q (4) q (5) q (6) q 

26. The company's evaluation 

and grievance systems are 

transparent, fair and available 

to all employees.  

(1) q (2) q (3) q (4) q (5) q (6) q 

27. Treatment in terms of 

rewards is equal and 

balanced for all employees. 

(1) q (2) q (3) q (4) q (5) q (6) q 

28. Favoritism in hiring and 
promotion is absent. 

(1) q (2) q (3) q (4) q (5) q (6) q 

29. There is no form of 

discrimination throughout the 

company. 

(1) q (2) q (3) q (4) q (5) q (6) q 
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Pride in work and company 

 
Not at al l  
important 

Unimportan
t 

Neither 
important 

nor 
unimportan

t 

Important 
Very 

important 
No answer 

30. I feel proud of the 

products or services the 

company provides. 

(1) q (2) q (3) q (4) q (5) q (6) q 

31. I feel proud of my 

personal achievement within 

the company.  

(1) q (2) q (3) q (4) q (5) q (6) q 

32. I feel proud of my team’s 
or my work group’s 

achievement. 

(1) q (2) q (3) q (4) q (5) q (6) q 

33. I get recognition from my 

colleagues for my outstanding 

achievement. 

(1) q (2) q (3) q (4) q (5) q (6) q 

34. I get recognition from my 

manager for my outstanding 

achievement.  

(1) q (2) q (3) q (4) q (5) q (6) q 

	  
	  

Camaraderie and Friendl iness 

 
Not at al l  
important 

Unimportan
t 

Neither 
important 

nor 
unimportan

t 

Important 
Very 

important 
No answer 

35. I feel part of a family, 

team, or special community 

that includes everyone at all 

ranks. 

(1) q (2) q (3) q (4) q (5) q (6) q 

36. I enjoy working with my 

colleagues. 
(1) q (2) q (3) q (4) q (5) q (6) q 
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Not at al l  
important 

Unimportan
t 

Neither 
important 

nor 
unimportan

t 

Important 
Very 

important 
No answer 

37. I socialize with my 

colleagues at various 

functions during the year. 

(1) q (2) q (3) q (4) q (5) q (6) q 

38. The work atmosphere is 
friendly and welcoming. 

(1) q (2) q (3) q (4) q (5) q (6) q 

39. Cooperation is 

encouraged and rewarded. 
(1) q (2) q (3) q (4) q (5) q (6) q 

	  
	  

Which gender are you? 
(1) q Male 

(2) q Female 

	  
	  

How old are you? 

________________________________________ 
	  
	  

Which national i ty are you? 

________________________________________ 
	  
	  

Do you have a chi ld/chi ldren that st i l l  l ive(s) at home and need(s) to be taken 
care of? 
(1) q Yes 

(2) q No 
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How many seasons have you worked as a seasonal employee in the 
hospital i ty industry? 

________________________________________ 
	  
	  

Where have you been working as a seasonal employee? 
(1) q Hotel 

(2) q Restaurant 

(3) q Both 

	  
	  

In which department have you been working mainly? 
(1) q Frontline (restaurant, bar, reception) 

(2) q Backoffice 

(3) q Kitchen 

(4) q Other 

	  
	  

Are you currently working on a seasonal basis in a hospital i ty organization? 
(1) q Yes 

(2) q No 

	  
	  

I f  you answered the previous question with 'N0',  would you consider working 

as a seasonal employee in the hospital i ty industry again? 
(1) q Yes 

(2) q No 

	  
	  

While you were working on a seasonal contract, did you consider yourself  a 
seasonal employee? 
(1) q Yes 

(2) q No 

	  
	  
You	  have	  now	  completed	  the	  survey!	  
THANK	  YOU	  for	  your	  participation!	  
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Appendix B) Online Survey Danish Version 
	  
Kære	  deltager,	  	  
	  
tak	  for	  din	  medvirken	  og	  hjælp	  til	  at	  udfylde	  dette	  spørgeskema.	  Formålet	  med	  denne	  
undersøgelse	  er	  at	  identificere	  faktorer,	  der	  positivt	  bidrager	  til	  en	  forbedret	  kvalitet	  
af	  arbejdslivet	  for	  sæsonarbejder	  indenfor	  hotel	  og	  restaurationsbranchen.	  
	  
Udfyldelsen	  af	  spørgeskemaet	  bør	  ikke	  tage	  mere	  end	  10	  minutter.	  Det	  er	  en	  anonym	  
og	  fortrolig	  undersøgelse.	  Du	  kan	  ikke	  identificeres,	  og	  de	  svar,	  du	  giver	  vil	  kun	  blive	  
anvendt	  til	  denne	  kandidatafhandling.	  
	  
Besvar	  venligst	  alle	  spørgsmål.	  Der	  findes	  ikke	  nogle	  rigtige	  eller	  forkerte	  svar.	  
	  
	  
Spørgsmål	  om	  sæsonarbejdernes	  kvalitet	  af	  arbejdsliv	  	  
	  
Bedøm	  venligst	  følgende	  faktorer	  i	  henhold	  til	  deres	  betydning	  for	  dit	  arbejdsliv.	  
	  
	  

Løn og Personalegoder 

 
Slet ikke 

vigtigt 
Ikke vigtigt 

Hverken 
vigtigt el ler 

uvigtigt 
Vigtigt 

Meget 
vigt igt 

Intet svar 

1. Virksomheden betaler sine 

medarbejder en løn som er 

den højeste eller tæt på det 

højeste niveau i sin branche.  

(1) q (2) q (3) q (4) q (5) q (6) q 

2. Virksomheden tilbyder 

usædvanlige eller unikke 

fordele.  

(1) q (2) q (3) q (4) q (5) q (6) q 

3. Virksomhedens sundheds- 

og pensionsordninger er 

blandt de bedste i branchen.  

(1) q (2) q (3) q (4) q (5) q (6) q 

4. Virksomheden er 
opmærksom på og bevidst 

om medarbejdernes arbejds- 

og familiebehov.  

(1) q (2) q (3) q (4) q (5) q (6) q 
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Muligheder 

 
Slet ikke 

vigtigt 
Ikke vigtigt 

Hverken 
vigtigt el ler 

uvigtigt 
Vigtigt 

Meget 
vigt igt 

Intet svar 

5. Uddannelsesprogrammer 

er tilgængelige for 

medarbejdere.  

(1) q (2) q (3) q (4) q (5) q (6) q 

6. Der er mulighed for at 
avancere indenfor 

virksomhedens egne rækker.  

(1) q (2) q (3) q (4) q (5) q (6) q 

7. Det er virksomhedens 

politik og praksis at 
forfremme og udvikle egne 

medarbejdere.  

(1) q (2) q (3) q (4) q (5) q (6) q 

8. Kvinder eller minoriteter 

har ligeværdige muligheder. 
(1) q (2) q (3) q (4) q (5) q (6) q 

	  
	  

Jobsikkerhed 

 
Slet ikke 

vigtigt 
Ikke vigtigt 

Hverken 
vigtigt el ler 

uvigtigt 
Vigtigt 

Meget 
vigt igt 

Intet svar 

9. Virksomheden har en 

skrevet eller implicit 

opsigelsespolitik for at 
beskytte medarbejderne.  

(1) q (2) q (3) q (4) q (5) q (6) q 

10. Virksomheden håndterer 

vanskelige perioder uden at 

ty til afskedigelser. 

(1) q (2) q (3) q (4) q (5) q (6) q 

11. Virksomheden støtter 

medarbejderne, når 

afskedigelser er uundgåelige. 

(1) q (2) q (3) q (4) q (5) q (6) q 
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Slet ikke 

vigtigt 
Ikke vigtigt 

Hverken 
vigtigt el ler 

uvigtigt 
Vigtigt 

Meget 
vigt igt 

Intet svar 

12. Virksomheden tilbyder 

ansatte muligheden for at 

arbejde i efterfølgende 

sæson.  

(1) q (2) q (3) q (4) q (5) q (6) q 

	  
	  

Troværdighed 

 
Slet ikke 

vigtigt 
Ikke vigtigt 

Hverken 
vigtigt el ler 

uvigtigt 
Vigtigt 

Meget 
vigt igt 

Intet svar 

13. Virksomhedens interne 

kommunikation er åben og 

tilgængelig.  

(1) q (2) q (3) q (4) q (5) q (6) q 

14. Virksomheden forstår at 

koordinere medarbejdernes 

kompetencer.  

(1) q (2) q (3) q (4) q (5) q (6) q 

15. Virksomheden udfører sin 

vision konsekvent og med 

integritet.  

(1) q (2) q (3) q (4) q (5) q (6) q 

16. Ledelsen holder 
medarbejderne informeret om 

vigtige forandringer og 

emner.  

(1) q (2) q (3) q (4) q (5) q (6) q 

17.  (1) q (2) q (3) q (4) q (5) q (6) q 

18. Ansatte bliver tildelt stort 

ansvar, så de uafhængigt af 

ledelsen kan udføre deres job 

og løse eventuelle problemer 

individuelt. 
(Eks.: Tjener beslutter 

selvstændigt hvordan der 

(1) q (2) q (3) q (4) q (5) q (6) q 
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Slet ikke 

vigtigt 
Ikke vigtigt 

Hverken 
vigtigt el ler 

uvigtigt 
Vigtigt 

Meget 
vigt igt 

Intet svar 

eventuelt skal kompenseres i 

forhold til utilfredse gæster) 

	  
	  

Respekt 

 
Slet ikke 

vigtigt 
Ikke vigtigt 

Hverken 
vigtigt el ler 

uvigtigt 
Vigtigt 

Meget 
vigt igt 

Intet svar 

19. Virksomheden støtter 

faglig udvikling.  
(1) q (2) q (3) q (4) q (5) q (6) q 

20. Virksomheden 

værdsætter sine 
medarbejder.  

(1) q (2) q (3) q (4) q (5) q (6) q 

21. Virksomheden 

samarbejder med 

medarbejderne om relevante 
beslutninger vedrørende 

deres job og virksomhedens 

siutation.  

(1) q (2) q (3) q (4) q (5) q (6) q 

22. Virksomheden 
interesserer sig for sine 

ansatte som individer med 

individuelle liv.  

(1) q (2) q (3) q (4) q (5) q (6) q 

23. Ledelsen involverer 

medarbejderne i beslutninger, 
der vedrører deres job eller 

arbejdsmiljø. 

(1) q (2) q (3) q (4) q (5) q (6) q 
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Åbenhed og Retfærdighed 

 
Slet ikke 

vigtigt 
Ikke vigtigt 

Hverken 
vigtigt el ler 

uvigtigt 
Vigtigt 

Meget 
vigt igt 

Intet svar 

24. Kommunikationen mellem 

medarbejdere og 

mellemledere i forhold til kritik 

og klager er åben og 
løbende.  

(1) q (2) q (3) q (4) q (5) q (6) q 

25. Øverste ledere er 

tilgængelige for alle.  
(1) q (2) q (3) q (4) q (5) q (6) q 

26. Virksomhedens 

evaluerings- og 

klagepunktssystemer er 

gennemskuelige, retfærdige, 

og tilgængelige for alle 
ansatte.  

(1) q (2) q (3) q (4) q (5) q (6) q 

27. Belønninger og bonusser 

er afbalanceret og lige for alle 

medarbejdere.  

(1) q (2) q (3) q (4) q (5) q (6) q 

28. Favorisering i ansættelser 

og forfremmelser, er 

fraværende.  

(1) q (2) q (3) q (4) q (5) q (6) q 

29. Der findes ingen form for 
diskrimination i hele 

virksomheden. 

(1) q (2) q (3) q (4) q (5) q (6) q 
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Stolthed i  arbejdet og virksomheden 

 
Slet ikke 

vigtigt 
Ikke vigtigt 

Hverken 
vigtigt el ler 

uvigtigt 
Vigtigt 

Meget 
vigt igt 

Intet svar 

30. Jeg er stolt over de 

produkter eller 

serviceydelser, som 

virksomheden tilbyder.  

(1) q (2) q (3) q (4) q (5) q (6) q 

31. Jeg er stolt af min 

personlige præstation 

indenfor virksomheden.  

(1) q (2) q (3) q (4) q (5) q (6) q 

32. Jeg er stolt af mit holds 

eller min arbejdsgruppes 

præstation.  

(1) q (2) q (3) q (4) q (5) q (6) q 

33. Jeg får anerkendelse af 
mine kollegaer for min 

fremragende præstation. 

(1) q (2) q (3) q (4) q (5) q (6) q 

34. Jeg får anerkendelse af 

min leder for min 
fremragende præstation.  

(1) q (2) q (3) q (4) q (5) q (6) q 

	  
	  

Kammeratskab og Venlighed 

 
Slet ikke 

vigtigt 
Ikke vigtigt 

Hverken 
vigtigt el ler 

uvigtigt 
Vigtigt 

Meget 
vigt igt 

Intet svar 

35. Jeg er en del af en 

familie, et team eller et 
specielt fællesskab, der 

omfatter alle på alle niveauer.  

(1) q (2) q (3) q (4) q (5) q (6) q 

36. Jeg nyder at arbejde med 

mine kolleger.  
(1) q (2) q (3) q (4) q (5) q (6) q 

37. Jeg hygger mig med mine (1) q (2) q (3) q (4) q (5) q (6) q 
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Slet ikke 

vigtigt 
Ikke vigtigt 

Hverken 
vigtigt el ler 

uvigtigt 
Vigtigt 

Meget 
vigt igt 

Intet svar 

kollegaer ved forskellige 

sociale arrangementer.  

38. Arbejdsmiljøet er venligt 
og imødekommende.  

(1) q (2) q (3) q (4) q (5) q (6) q 

39. Samarbejde fremmes og 

belønnes.  
(1) q (2) q (3) q (4) q (5) q (6) q 

	  
	  

Hvilket køn er du? 
(1) q Mand 

(2) q Kvinde 

	  
	  

Hvor gammel er du? 

________________________________________ 
	  
	  

Hvilken national i tet er du? 

________________________________________ 
	  
	  

Har du et barn/børn, der stadig bor hjemme og har brug for at bl ive passet? 
(1) q Ja 

(2) q Nej 

	  
	  

Hvor mange sæsoner har du arbejdet som sæsonarbejder indenfor hotel og 

restaurationsbranchen?  

________________________________________ 
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Hvor har du arbejdet som sæsonarbejder?  
(1) q Hotel 

(2) q Restaurant 

(3) q Både 

	  
	  

I  hvi lken afdel ing har du primært arbejdet? 
(1) q Frontline (restaurant, bar, reception) 

(2) q Kontor 

(3) q Køkken 

(4) q Andet 

	  
	  

Er du på nuværende t idspunkt ansat som sæsonarbejder indenfor hotel og 

restaurationsbranchen?  
(1) q Ja 

(2) q Nej 

	  
	  

Hvis du har svaret ’nej ’  t i l  ovenstående spørgsmål, v i l le du overveje at arbejde 
som sæsonarbejder i  hotel og restaurationsbranchen igen? 
(1) q Ja 

(2) q Nej 

	  
	  

Anså du dig selv som sæsonarbejder, da du var ansat på en sæsonbetinget 

kontrakt? 
(1) q Ja 

(2) q Nej 

	  
	  
Du	  har	  nu	  afsluttet	  spørgeskemaet.	  
TAK	  for	  din	  medvirken!	  	  
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Appendix C) Frequency Tables  

 
s_1_Pay_Benefits 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Valid unimportant 5 4,4 4,4 4,4 

neither important 
nor unimportant 

21 18,6 18,6 23,0 

important 42 37,2 37,2 60,2 
very important 45 39,8 39,8 100,0 
Total 113 100,0 100,0  

 

 
s_2_Pay_Benefits 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Valid not at all important 1 ,9 ,9 ,9 

unimportant 11 9,7 9,7 10,6 
neither important 
nor unimportant 

25 22,1 22,1 32,7 

important 57 50,4 50,4 83,2 
very important 19 16,8 16,8 100,0 
Total 113 100,0 100,0  

 

 
s_3_Pay_Benefits 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Valid not at all important 6 5,3 5,3 5,3 

unimportant 11 9,7 9,7 15,0 
neither important 
nor unimportant 

19 16,8 16,8 31,9 

important 45 39,8 39,8 71,7 
very important 29 25,7 25,7 97,3 
no answer 3 2,7 2,7 100,0 
Total 113 100,0 100,0  
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s_4_Pay_Benefits 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Valid not at all important 2 1,8 1,8 1,8 

unimportant 14 12,4 12,4 14,2 
neither important 
nor unimportant 18 15,9 15,9 30,1 

important 44 38,9 38,9 69,0 
very important 35 31,0 31,0 100,0 
Total 113 100,0 100,0  

 

 
s_5_Opportunities 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Valid not at all important 8 7,1 7,1 7,1 

unimportant 25 22,1 22,1 29,2 
neither important 
nor unimportant 23 20,4 20,4 49,6 

important 39 34,5 34,5 84,1 
very important 18 15,9 15,9 100,0 
Total 113 100,0 100,0  

 

 
s_6_Opportunities 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Valid not at all important 3 2,7 2,7 2,7 

unimportant 16 14,2 14,2 16,8 
neither important 
nor unimportant 25 22,1 22,1 38,9 

important 39 34,5 34,5 73,5 
very important 30 26,5 26,5 100,0 
Total 113 100,0 100,0  
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s_7_Opportunities 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Valid not at all important 4 3,5 3,5 3,5 

unimportant 14 12,4 12,4 15,9 
neither important 
nor unimportant 

22 19,5 19,5 35,4 

important 50 44,2 44,2 79,6 
very important 23 20,4 20,4 100,0 
Total 113 100,0 100,0  

 

 
s_8_Opportunities 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Valid not at all important 5 4,4 4,4 4,4 

unimportant 3 2,7 2,7 7,1 
neither important 
nor unimportant 

15 13,3 13,3 20,4 

important 36 31,9 31,9 52,2 
very important 53 46,9 46,9 99,1 
no answer 1 ,9 ,9 100,0 
Total 113 100,0 100,0  

 

 
s_9_Job_Security 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Valid not at all important 2 1,8 1,8 1,8 

unimportant 10 8,8 8,8 10,6 
neither important 
nor unimportant 10 8,8 8,8 19,5 

important 48 42,5 42,5 61,9 
very important 40 35,4 35,4 97,3 
no answer 3 2,7 2,7 100,0 
Total 113 100,0 100,0  
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s_10_Job_Security 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Valid not at all important 1 ,9 ,9 ,9 

unimportant 4 3,5 3,5 4,4 
neither important 
nor unimportant 

13 11,5 11,5 15,9 

important 57 50,4 50,4 66,4 
very important 35 31,0 31,0 97,3 
no answer 3 2,7 2,7 100,0 
Total 113 100,0 100,0  

 

 
s_11_Job_Security 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Valid not at all important 1 ,9 ,9 ,9 

unimportant 8 7,1 7,1 8,0 
neither important 
nor unimportant 

20 17,7 17,7 25,7 

important 48 42,5 42,5 68,1 
very important 35 31,0 31,0 99,1 
no answer 1 ,9 ,9 100,0 
Total 113 100,0 100,0  

 

 
s_48_Job_Security 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Valid not at all important 1 ,9 ,9 ,9 

unimportant 7 6,2 6,2 7,1 
neither important 
nor unimportant 

20 17,7 17,7 24,8 

important 43 38,1 38,1 62,8 
very important 40 35,4 35,4 98,2 
no answer 2 1,8 1,8 100,0 
Total 113 100,0 100,0  
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s_12_Credibility 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Valid unimportant 3 2,7 2,7 2,7 

neither important 
nor unimportant 7 6,2 6,2 8,8 

important 46 40,7 40,7 49,6 
very important 57 50,4 50,4 100,0 
Total 113 100,0 100,0  

 

 
s_13_Credibility 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Valid unimportant 1 ,9 ,9 ,9 

neither important 
nor unimportant 6 5,3 5,3 6,2 

important 50 44,2 44,2 50,4 
very important 55 48,7 48,7 99,1 
no answer 1 ,9 ,9 100,0 
Total 113 100,0 100,0  

 

 
s_14_Credibility 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Valid unimportant 3 2,7 2,7 2,7 

neither important 
nor unimportant 5 4,4 4,4 7,1 

important 50 44,2 44,2 51,3 
very important 50 44,2 44,2 95,6 
no answer 5 4,4 4,4 100,0 
Total 113 100,0 100,0  
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s_15_Credibility 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Valid neither important 

nor unimportant 
2 1,8 1,8 1,8 

important 30 26,5 26,5 28,3 
very important 81 71,7 71,7 100,0 
Total 113 100,0 100,0  

 

 
s_49_Credibility 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Valid neither important 

nor unimportant 
4 3,5 3,5 3,5 

important 24 21,2 21,2 24,8 
very important 82 72,6 72,6 97,3 
no answer 3 2,7 2,7 100,0 
Total 113 100,0 100,0  

 

 
s_16_Credibility 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Valid not at all important 2 1,8 1,8 1,8 

unimportant 6 5,3 5,3 7,1 
neither important 
nor unimportant 

11 9,7 9,7 16,8 

important 47 41,6 41,6 58,4 
very important 45 39,8 39,8 98,2 
no answer 2 1,8 1,8 100,0 
Total 113 100,0 100,0  
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s_17_Respect 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Valid unimportant 2 1,8 1,8 1,8 

neither important 
nor unimportant 11 9,7 9,7 11,5 

important 59 52,2 52,2 63,7 
very important 40 35,4 35,4 99,1 
no answer 1 ,9 ,9 100,0 
Total 113 100,0 100,0  

 

 
s_46_Respect 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Valid neither important 

nor unimportant 2 1,8 1,8 1,8 

important 21 18,6 18,6 20,4 
very important 90 79,6 79,6 100,0 
Total 113 100,0 100,0  

 

 
s_18_Respect 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Valid unimportant 6 5,3 5,3 5,3 

neither important 
nor unimportant 12 10,6 10,6 15,9 

important 43 38,1 38,1 54,0 
very important 50 44,2 44,2 98,2 
no answer 2 1,8 1,8 100,0 
Total 113 100,0 100,0  
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s_19_Respect 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Valid not at all important 3 2,7 2,7 2,7 

unimportant 10 8,8 8,8 11,5 
neither important 
nor unimportant 16 14,2 14,2 25,7 

important 39 34,5 34,5 60,2 
very important 45 39,8 39,8 100,0 
Total 113 100,0 100,0  

 

 
s_20_Respect 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Valid unimportant 2 1,8 1,8 1,8 

neither important 
nor unimportant 14 12,4 12,4 14,2 

important 51 45,1 45,1 59,3 
very important 46 40,7 40,7 100,0 
Total 113 100,0 100,0  

 

 
s_21_Openness_and_Fairness 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Valid unimportant 2 1,8 1,8 1,8 

neither important 
nor unimportant 4 3,5 3,5 5,3 

important 51 45,1 45,1 50,4 
very important 56 49,6 49,6 100,0 
Total 113 100,0 100,0  
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s_22_Openness_and_Fairness 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Valid unimportant 10 8,8 8,8 8,8 

neither important 
nor unimportant 18 15,9 15,9 24,8 

important 43 38,1 38,1 62,8 
very important 42 37,2 37,2 100,0 
Total 113 100,0 100,0  

 

 
s_23_Openness_and_Fairness 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Valid not at all important 1 ,9 ,9 ,9 

unimportant 5 4,4 4,4 5,3 
neither important 
nor unimportant 14 12,4 12,4 17,7 

important 43 38,1 38,1 55,8 
very important 46 40,7 40,7 96,5 
no answer 4 3,5 3,5 100,0 
Total 113 100,0 100,0  

 

 
s_24_Openness_and_Fairness 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Valid not at all important 4 3,5 3,5 3,5 

unimportant 8 7,1 7,1 10,6 
neither important 
nor unimportant 22 19,5 19,5 30,1 

important 26 23,0 23,0 53,1 
very important 51 45,1 45,1 98,2 
no answer 2 1,8 1,8 100,0 
Total 113 100,0 100,0  
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s_25_Openness_and_Fairness 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Valid not at all important 3 2,7 2,7 2,7 

unimportant 10 8,8 8,8 11,5 
neither important 
nor unimportant 29 25,7 25,7 37,2 

important 23 20,4 20,4 57,5 
very important 36 31,9 31,9 89,4 
no answer 12 10,6 10,6 100,0 
Total 113 100,0 100,0  

 

 
s_26_Openness_and_Fairness 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Valid unimportant 5 4,4 4,4 4,4 

neither important 
nor unimportant 5 4,4 4,4 8,8 

important 34 30,1 30,1 38,9 
very important 64 56,6 56,6 95,6 
no answer 5 4,4 4,4 100,0 
Total 113 100,0 100,0  

 

 
s_27_Pride_in_work_and_company 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Valid unimportant 4 3,5 3,5 3,5 

neither important 
nor unimportant 8 7,1 7,1 10,6 

important 46 40,7 40,7 51,3 
very important 53 46,9 46,9 98,2 
no answer 2 1,8 1,8 100,0 
Total 113 100,0 100,0  

 



	   121	  

 
s_28_Pride_in_work_and_company 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Valid unimportant 1 ,9 ,9 ,9 

neither important 
nor unimportant 3 2,7 2,7 3,5 

important 41 36,3 36,3 39,8 
very important 68 60,2 60,2 100,0 
Total 113 100,0 100,0  

 

 
s_29_Pride_in_work_and_company 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Valid unimportant 2 1,8 1,8 1,8 

neither important 
nor unimportant 3 2,7 2,7 4,4 

important 47 41,6 41,6 46,0 
very important 61 54,0 54,0 100,0 
Total 113 100,0 100,0  

 

 
s_30_Pride_in_work_and_company 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Valid not at all important 1 ,9 ,9 ,9 

unimportant 6 5,3 5,3 6,2 
neither important 
nor unimportant 23 20,4 20,4 26,5 

important 49 43,4 43,4 69,9 
very important 33 29,2 29,2 99,1 
no answer 1 ,9 ,9 100,0 
Total 113 100,0 100,0  
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s_47_Pride_in_work_and_company 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Valid not at all important 2 1,8 1,8 1,8 

unimportant 1 ,9 ,9 2,7 
neither important 
nor unimportant 

7 6,2 6,2 8,8 

important 57 50,4 50,4 59,3 
very important 45 39,8 39,8 99,1 
no answer 1 ,9 ,9 100,0 
Total 113 100,0 100,0  

 

 
s_31_Camaraderie_and_Friendliness 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Valid not at all important 2 1,8 1,8 1,8 

unimportant 5 4,4 4,4 6,2 
neither important 
nor unimportant 

14 12,4 12,4 18,6 

important 41 36,3 36,3 54,9 
very important 50 44,2 44,2 99,1 
no answer 1 ,9 ,9 100,0 
Total 113 100,0 100,0  

 

 
s_32_Camaraderie_and_Friendliness 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Valid not at all important 1 ,9 ,9 ,9 

neither important 
nor unimportant 

10 8,8 8,8 9,7 

important 32 28,3 28,3 38,1 
very important 70 61,9 61,9 100,0 
Total 113 100,0 100,0  
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s_33_Camaraderie_and_Friendliness 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Valid not at all important 1 ,9 ,9 ,9 

unimportant 9 8,0 8,0 8,8 
neither important 
nor unimportant 

28 24,8 24,8 33,6 

important 41 36,3 36,3 69,9 
very important 33 29,2 29,2 99,1 
no answer 1 ,9 ,9 100,0 
Total 113 100,0 100,0  

 

 
s_34_Camaraderie_and_Friendliness 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Valid neither important 

nor unimportant 
3 2,7 2,7 2,7 

important 41 36,3 36,3 38,9 
very important 69 61,1 61,1 100,0 
Total 113 100,0 100,0  

 

 
s_35_Camaraderie_and_Friendliness 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Valid unimportant 4 3,5 3,5 3,5 

neither important 
nor unimportant 

15 13,3 13,3 16,8 

important 48 42,5 42,5 59,3 
very important 45 39,8 39,8 99,1 
no answer 1 ,9 ,9 100,0 
Total 113 100,0 100,0  
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s_36_Gender 

 
Frequenc

y Percent 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Valid Male 62 54,9 54,9 54,9 

Femal
e 

51 45,1 45,1 100,0 

Total 113 100,0 100,0  

 

 
 
s_37_Age   
N Valid 112 

Missing 1 
Mean 34,77 
Median 32,50 
Mode 31a 

 

 
s_37_Age 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Valid 18 1 ,9 ,9 ,9 

20 2 1,8 1,8 2,7 
22 2 1,8 1,8 4,5 
23 5 4,4 4,5 8,9 
24 7 6,2 6,3 15,2 
25 5 4,4 4,5 19,6 
26 1 ,9 ,9 20,5 
27 2 1,8 1,8 22,3 
28 4 3,5 3,6 25,9 
29 7 6,2 6,3 32,1 
30 5 4,4 4,5 36,6 
31 8 7,1 7,1 43,8 
32 7 6,2 6,3 50,0 
33 3 2,7 2,7 52,7 
34 5 4,4 4,5 57,1 
35 8 7,1 7,1 64,3 
36 2 1,8 1,8 66,1 
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37 5 4,4 4,5 70,5 
38 5 4,4 4,5 75,0 
39 2 1,8 1,8 76,8 
40 2 1,8 1,8 78,6 
41 1 ,9 ,9 79,5 
42 2 1,8 1,8 81,3 
43 2 1,8 1,8 83,0 
44 1 ,9 ,9 83,9 
45 1 ,9 ,9 84,8 
46 2 1,8 1,8 86,6 
47 1 ,9 ,9 87,5 
48 1 ,9 ,9 88,4 
50 3 2,7 2,7 91,1 
53 1 ,9 ,9 92,0 
54 2 1,8 1,8 93,8 
55 2 1,8 1,8 95,5 
56 1 ,9 ,9 96,4 
57 1 ,9 ,9 97,3 
58 1 ,9 ,9 98,2 
63 1 ,9 ,9 99,1 
71 1 ,9 ,9 100,0 
Total 112 99,1 100,0  

Missing System 1 ,9   
Total 113 100,0   

 

 
 

s_38_Nationality 

 
Frequenc

y Percent 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Valid ????? 1 ,9 ,9 ,9 

American 1 ,9 ,9 1,8 
Austria 1 ,9 ,9 2,7 
British 1 ,9 ,9 3,5 
Bulgarian 1 ,9 ,9 4,4 
Danish 1 ,9 ,9 5,3 
Danmark 2 1,8 1,8 7,1 
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Dansk 55 48,7 48,7 55,8 
dansk 15 13,3 13,3 69,0 
Dansk/Gr?s
k 1 ,9 ,9 69,9 

Dansk/litaus
k 1 ,9 ,9 70,8 

DK 5 4,4 4,4 75,2 
Dk 7 6,2 6,2 81,4 
dk 5 4,4 4,4 85,8 
English 1 ,9 ,9 86,7 
hungarian 1 ,9 ,9 87,6 
Isl?ndsk 1 ,9 ,9 88,5 
Islandsk 1 ,9 ,9 89,4 
islandsk 1 ,9 ,9 90,3 
Italian 1 ,9 ,9 91,2 
Italiensk 1 ,9 ,9 92,0 
Norwegian 2 1,8 1,8 93,8 
Svensk 1 ,9 ,9 94,7 
svensk 2 1,8 1,8 96,5 
Svensker 1 ,9 ,9 97,3 
Swedish 2 1,8 1,8 99,1 
Ved ikke 1 ,9 ,9 100,0 
Total 113 100,0 100,0  

 
 

s_39_Children 

 
Frequenc

y Percent 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Valid Yes 22 19,5 19,5 19,5 

No 91 80,5 80,5 100,0 
Total 113 100,0 100,0  
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s_40_Amount_of_seasons 

 
Frequenc

y Percent 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Valid 1 13 11,7 11,7 11,7 

2 17 15,3 15,3 27,0 
3 11 9,9 9,9 36,9 
4 10 9,0 9,0 45,9 
5 8 7,2 7,2 53,2 
6 5 4,5 4,5 57,7 
7 7 6,3 6,3 64,0 
8 4 3,6 3,6 67,6 
9 5 4,5 4,5 72,1 
10 7 6,3 6,3 78,4 
11 3 2,7 2,7 81,1 
12 2 1,8 1,8 82,9 
13 3 2,7 2,7 85,6 
14 4 3,6 3,6 89,2 
15 3 2,7 2,7 91,9 
17 2 1,8 1,8 93,7 
18 1 ,9 ,9 94,6 
20 4 3,6 3,6 98,2 
25 1 ,9 ,9 99,1 
27 1 ,9 ,9 100,0 
Total 111 100,0 100,0  

 

 
 

s_41_Type_of_Organization 

 
Frequenc

y Percent 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Valid Hotel 2 1,8 1,8 1,8 

Restauran
t 

79 69,9 69,9 71,7 

Both 32 28,3 28,3 100,0 
Total 113 100,0 100,0  
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s_42_Department 

 
Frequenc

y Percent 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Valid Frontline 75 66,4 66,4 66,4 

Backoffic
e 

1 ,9 ,9 67,3 

Kitchen 36 31,9 31,9 99,1 
Other 1 ,9 ,9 100,0 
Total 113 100,0 100,0  

 
 

s_43_Currently_seasonal_employee 

 
Frequenc

y Percent 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Valid Yes 61 54,0 54,0 54,0 

No 52 46,0 46,0 100,0 
Total 113 100,0 100,0  

 
 

s_44_Seasonal_job_again 

 
Frequenc

y Percent 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Valid Yes 37 32,7 56,1 56,1 

No 29 25,7 43,9 100,0 
Total 66 58,4 100,0  

Missin
g 

Syste
m 47 41,6   

Total 113 100,0   

 
s_45_Consider_yourself_seasonal_employee 

 
Frequenc

y Percent 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Valid Yes 71 62,8 62,8 62,8 

No 42 37,2 37,2 100,0 
Total 113 100,0 100,0  
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Appendix D) SPSS Output of the Descriptive Statistics of Dimension 

Variables 

 

 

 
s_1_Pay_Bene

fits 
s_2_Pay_Bene

fits 
s_4_Pay_Bene

fits 
N Valid 113 113 113 

Missing 0 0 0 
Mean 4,12 3,73 3,85 
Mode 5 4 4 
Std. Deviation ,867 ,889 1,054 

 

 
 

s_3_Pay_Benefits   
N Valid 110 

Missing 0 
Mean 3,73 
Mode 4 
Std. Deviation 1,124 

 

 
s_5_Opportunit

ies 
s_6_Opportunit

ies 
s_7_Opportunit

ies 
N Valid 113 113 113 

Missing 0 0 0 
Mean 3,30 3,68 3,65 
Mode 4 4 4 
Std. Deviation 1,187 1,096 1,050 
 

s_8_Opportunities   
N Valid 112 

Missing 0 
Mean 4,15 
Mode 5 
Std. Deviation 1,050 
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s_9_Job_Security   
N Valid 110 

Missing 0 
Mean 4,04 
Mode 4 
Std. Deviation ,995 

 
s_10_Job_Security   
N Valid 110 

Missing 0 
Mean 4,10 
Mode 4 
Std. Deviation ,812 

 
s_11_Job_Security   
N Valid 112 

Missing 0 
Mean 3,96 
Mode 4 
Std. Deviation ,929 

 
 
s_48_Job_Security   
N Valid 111 

Missing 0 
Mean 4,03 
Mode 4 
  
Std. Deviation ,939 

 
 

 
s_12_Credibilit

y 
s_15_Credibilit

y 
N Valid 113 113 

Missing 0 0 
Mean 4,39 4,70 
Mode 5 5 
Std. Deviation ,725 ,498 
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s_13_Credibility   
N Valid 112 

Missing 0 
Mean 4,42 
Mode 5 
Std. Deviation ,639 

 
s_14_Credibility   
N Valid 108 

Missing 0 
Mean 4,36 
Mode 4a 
Std. Deviation ,703 

 
s_49_Credibility   
N Valid 110 

Missing 0 
Mean 4,71 
Mode 5 
Std. Deviation ,531 

 
s_16_Credibility   
N Valid 111 

Missing 0 
Mean 4,14 
Mode 4 
Std. Deviation ,933 

 
 
 
 
s_17_Respect   
N Valid 112 

Missing 0 
Mean 4,22 
Mode 4 
Std. Deviation ,694 
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s_18_Respect   
N Valid 111 

Missing 0 
Mean 4,23 
Mode 5 
Std. Deviation ,852 

 
 s_46_Respect s_19_Respect s_20_Respect 
N Valid 113 113 113 

Missing 0 0 0 
Mean 4,78 4,00 4,25 
Mode 5 5 4 
Std. Deviation ,458 1,069 ,738 

 
s_23_Openness_and_Fairness   
N Valid 109 

Missing 0 
Mean 4,17 
Mode 5 
Std. Deviation ,891 

 
 
 
s_24_Openness_and_Fairness   
N Valid 111 

Missing 0 
Mean 4,01 
Mode 5 
Std. Deviation 1,132 

 
 
 
 
s_25_Openness_and_Fairness   
N Valid 101 

Missing 0 
Mean 3,78 
Mode 5 
Std. Deviation 1,128 
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s_26_Openness_and_Fairness   
N Valid 108 

Missing 0 
Mean 4,45 
Mode 5 
Std. Deviation ,790 

 
 

 

 

s_21_Opennes
s_and_Fairnes

s 

s_22_Opennes
s_and_Fairnes

s 
N Valid 113 113 

Missing 0 0 
Mean 4,42 4,04 
Mode 5 4 
Std. Deviation ,652 ,944 

 

s_27_Pride_in_work_and_comp
any   
N Valid 111 

Missing 0 
Mean 4,33 
Mode 5 
Std. Deviation ,767 

 

s_30_Pride_in_work_and_comp
any   
N Valid 112 

Missing 0 
Mean 3,96 
Mode 4 
Std. Deviation ,894 
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s_47_Pride_in_work_and_comp
any   
N Valid 112 

Missing 0 
Mean 4,27 
Mode 4 
Std. Deviation ,771 

 

 

 

s_28_Pride_in_
work_and_com

pany 

s_29_Pride_in_
work_and_com

pany 
N Valid 113 113 

Missing 0 0 
Mean 4,56 4,48 
Mode 5 5 
Std. Deviation ,597 ,642 

 

s_31_Camaraderie_and_Friend
liness   
N Valid 112 

Missing 0 
Mean 4,18 
Mode 5 
Std. Deviation ,942 

 
 
 
 
s_33_Camaraderie_and_Friend
liness   
N Valid 112 

Missing 0 
Mean 3,86 
Mode 4 
Std. Deviation ,967 
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s_35_Camaraderie_and_Friend
liness   
N Valid 112 

Missing 0 
Mean 4,20 
Mode 4 
Std. Deviation ,804 

 

 

 

s_32_Camarad
erie_and_Frien

dliness 

s_34_Camarad
erie_and_Frien

dliness 
N Valid 113 113 

Missing 0 0 
Mean 4,50 4,58 
Mode 5 5 
Std. Deviation ,733 ,547 

 
 
 

Statistics 
PAY_BENEFITS   
N Valid 113 

Missing 0 
Mean 3,87 
Mode 4 
Std. Deviation ,652 

 
 
	  

Statistics 
OPPORTUNITIES   
N Valid 113 

Missing 0 
Mean 3,70 
Mode 4 
Std. Deviation ,821 
	  



	  
	  
	  
	  
	  

136	  

 
Statistics 

JOB_SECURITY   
N Valid 110 

Missing 0 
Mean 4,04 
Mode 4 
Std. Deviation ,651 
	  

Descriptive Statistics 
 N Mean Std. Deviation 
CREDIBILITY 113 4,4794 ,38456 
Valid N (listwise) 113   
	  

Descriptive Statistics 
 N Mean Std. Deviation 
RESPECT 113 4,3062 ,54450 
Valid N (listwise) 113   
	  

Descriptive Statistics 
 N Mean Std. Deviation 
OPEN_FAIR 111 4,1952 ,61868 
Valid N (listwise) 111   
	  

Descriptive Statistics 
 N Mean Std. Deviation 
PRIDE 111 4,3135 ,46289 
Valid N (listwise) 111   
	  
	  
	  

Descriptive Statistics 
 N Mean Std. Deviation 
CAM_FRIEND 113 4,2743 ,61423 
Valid N (listwise) 113   
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Appendix E) SPSS output Cronbach’s Coefficient Alpha 
 
 

Reliability Statistics – all scale 
items 

Cronbach's 
Alpha 

Cronbach's 
Alpha Based 

on 
Standardize

d Items 
N of 

Items 
,868 ,872 39 

 

 
 

Reliability Statistics – the eight 
dimensions  

Cronbach's 
Alpha 

Cronbach's 
Alpha Based 

on 
Standardize

d Items 
N of 

Items 
,753 ,763 8 
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Appendix F) SPSS Output of the one-way ANOVA 

 

ANOVA-GENDER 

 
Sum of 

Squares df 
Mean 

Square F Sig. 
OPPORTUNIT
IES 

Between 
Groups 3,046 1 3,046 4,668 ,033 

Within Groups 72,436 111 ,653   
Total 75,482 112    

 

Descriptives 
OPPORTUNITIES  / Gender 

 N Mean 
Male 62 3,55 
Female 51 3,88 
Total 113 3,70 

 
ANOVA-GENDER 

 
JOB_SECURITY   

 
Sum of 

Squares df 
Mean 

Square F Sig. 
Between 
Groups 

2,337 1 2,337 5,749 ,018 

Within Groups 43,893 108 ,406   
Total 46,230 109    

 
 
Descriptives 
JOB_SECURITY / Gender 

 N Mean 
Male 61 3,91 
Female 49 4,20 
Total 110 4,04 
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ANOVA-GENDER 
CREDIBILITY   

 
Sum of 

Squares df 
Mean 

Square F Sig. 
Between 
Groups 

,587 1 ,587 4,079 ,046 

Within Groups 15,976 111 ,144   
Total 16,563 112    

 
Descriptives 
CREDIBILITY / Gender   

 N Mean 
Male 62 4,4140 
Female 51 4,5588 
Total 113 4,4794 

 
 

ANOVA-GENDER 
OPEN_FAIR   

 
Sum of 

Squares df 
Mean 

Square F Sig. 
Between 
Groups 

2,546 1 2,546 7,016 ,009 

Within Groups 39,558 109 ,363   
Total 42,104 110    

 
 
 
 
Descriptives 
OPEN_FAIR / Gender 

 N Mean 
Male 60 4,0556 
Female 51 4,3595 
Total 111 4,1952 
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ANOVA-AGE (2 groups) 
CAM_FRIEND   

 
Sum of 

Squares df 
Mean 

Square F Sig. 
Between 
Groups 1,467 1 1,467 3,992 ,048 

Within Groups 40,789 111 ,367   
Total 42,256 112    

 
	  
Descriptives 
CAM_FRIEND / Age 2 groups 

 N Mean 
1,00 56 4,3893 
2,00 57 4,1614 
Total 113 4,2743 

 
 

ANOVA-AGE (3 groups) 
CAM_FRIEND   

 
Sum of 

Squares df 
Mean 

Square F Sig. 
Between 
Groups 2,341 2 1,171 3,226 ,043 

Within Groups 39,914 110 ,363   
Total 42,256 112    

 
 
Descriptives 
CAM_FRIEND / Age 3 groups 

 N Mean 
1,00 36 4,4833 
2,00 50 4,1920 
3,00 27 4,1481 
Total 113 4,2743 
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Multiple Comparisons 

Dependent Variable:   CAM_FRIEND   
Tukey HSD   

(I) 
AGE 

(J) 
AGE 

Mean 
Difference 

(I-J) 
Std. 
Error Sig. 

95% Confidence 
Interval 

Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

1,00 2,00 ,29133 ,13167 ,073 -,0215 ,6042 
3,00 ,33519 ,15336 ,078 -,0292 ,6995 

2,00 1,00 -,29133 ,13167 ,073 -,6042 ,0215 
3,00 ,04385 ,14386 ,950 -,2979 ,3856 

3,00 1,00 -,33519 ,15336 ,078 -,6995 ,0292 
2,00 -,04385 ,14386 ,950 -,3856 ,2979 

 
CAM_FRIEND 
Tukey HSDa,b   

AGE N 

Subset for 
alpha = 0.05 

1 
3,00 27 4,1481 
2,00 50 4,1920 
1,00 36 4,4833 
Sig.  ,055 

 
 
 
 

ANOVA-CHILDREN 
OPEN_FAIR   

 
Sum of 

Squares df 
Mean 

Square F Sig. 
Between 
Groups 

2,490 1 2,490 6,852 ,010 

Within Groups 39,614 109 ,363   
Total 42,104 110    
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Descriptives 
OPEN_FAIR / Children 

 N Mean 
Yes 22 3,8939 
No 89 4,2697 
Total 111 4,1952 

 
ANOVA – Consider yourself seasonal 

 
Sum of 

Squares df 
Mean 

Square F Sig. 
OPPORTUNI
TIES 

Between 
Groups 4,016 1 4,016 6,237 ,014 

Within 
Groups 

71,467 111 ,644   

Total 75,482 112    
 

Descriptives 
OPPORTUNITIES/ Consider yourself seasonal  

 N Mean 
Yes 71 3,56 
No 42 3,95 
Total 113 3,70 

 
 

ANOVA – Department (all four departments) 

 
Sum of 

Squares df 
Mean 

Square F Sig. 
PAY_BENEFI
TS 

Between 
Groups 3,292 3 1,097 2,697 ,049 

Within Groups 44,347 109 ,407   

Total 47,639 112    
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Descriptives 
PAY_BENEFITS / Departments  

 N Mean 
Frontline 75 3,97 
Backoffice 1 3,00 
Kitchen 36 3,67 
Other 1 4,50 
Total 113 3,87 

 
 
 

ANOVA-Department (Frontline/kitchen) 
PAY_BENEFITS   

 
Sum of 

Squares df 
Mean 

Square F Sig. 
Between 
Groups 

2,137 1 2,137 5,252 ,024 

Within Groups 44,347 109 ,407   
Total 46,484 110    

 
 

 
 


