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Abstract 

Currently, the Netherlands struggles with a labour shortage in many sectors. Due to the tightness in the 

labour market, there is a change in employee demands. This can cause a shift in what employeesô value 

in their jobs. In a tight labour market, companies compete with each other to attract employees. 

Therefore, it is important to understand what is needed to satisfy employees. A theory that tests the job 

aspects that induce job satisfaction is Frederick Herzbergôs (1959) two-factor theory. This study 

examines whether the two-factor theory is still relevant in a tight labour market. A literature review was 

performed to get a broad understanding of the two-factor theory. Building on this theory, a survey was 

created. In this survey, the importance of the Herzbergôs (1959) factors for the respondentsô job 

satisfaction was measured.  The survey was distributed via LinkedIn among employees in certain 

professions with various degrees of tightness in the labour market. The results showed that the tightness 

in the labour market affects the typology of motivational and hygiene factors. The relative importance 

of the factors for job satisfaction are also influenced by the tightness in the labour market. This study 

suggests that factors can be classified as a base factor or variable factor, which indicate how the tightness 

in the labour market influences the relative importance of the factor for job satisfaction. This study 

concludes that both the relative importance and the typology of factors are influenced by the tightness 

in the labour market. Therefore, Herzbergôs (1959) factors do explain job satisfaction differently in tight 

labour markets.  
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1. Introduction 
This chapter introduces the problem which will be addressed in this research. The context of the problem 

will be clarified in paragraph 1.1. The relevance can be found in paragraph 1.2. The central research 

question, together with the sub research questions, is placed in paragraph 1.3 and the key concepts and 

definitions in paragraph 1.4. 

1.1 Context 

A labour market may experience a mismatch between supply and demand, much like many other 

markets. This mismatch typically manifests as an excess of supply, which causes unemployment 

(Obadic, 2006). However, the opposite can also occur as there is currently, in 2023, a labour supply 

shortage on the Dutch labour market, resulting in a tight labour market (Remery et al., 2003). According 

to the Central Bureau of Statistics in the Netherlands, the unemployment rate dropped in 2021 to its 

lowest level in more than 10 years (CBS, 2022). There is a severe shortage in the Netherlands in a 

number of fields, including IT, education, and healthcare. In addition, a large number of job vacancies 

are present in many other sectors across the country. Since there are more job openings than there are 

qualified applicants, the labour market is expected to remain tight (CBS, 2022; Dolls et al., 2019). 

 

In times of labour shortage, companies compete among each other to keep their staff up to level (Das 

& Baruah, 2013; Remery, 2005). Employers have a small pool of employees they can attract, while the 

employees have much choice in where to work (CBS, 2022; Brigden & Thomas, 2003). Employers 

should be wary to not lose employees to other employers, and thus aim to retain employees next to 

recruiting new ones (Das & Baruah, 2013). Employees can choose between multiple employers, since 

there are more job openings than applicants (CBS, 2022). Lesser et al. (2003) found employers in tight 

labour markets to be highly responsive to employee demands, which enables employees to increase 

their demands. Changing employee demands can cause shifts in what employees' value in their jobs, 

and what they will ask from their employers (Suciu et al., 2022). Ultimately, other job aspects can be 

required in order to induce job satisfaction for the employee in a tight labour market. These aspects of 

a job can increase or decrease job satisfaction (Herzberg et al., 1959: Roelen et al., 2008; Acker, 2004). 

Job satisfaction is negatively correlated with employee turnover, which means job satisfaction is 

important to keep the employees from seeking employment elsewhere (Das & Baruah, 2013). Cahill et 

al. (2015) found a relation between unemployment rate and job satisfaction, as increasing 

unemployment can influence job satisfaction, based on the interpretation of impact on the workerôs job. 

Ultimately, increasing job satisfaction could be important to recruit and retain employees within the 

company and keep the staff up to level in a tight labour market.  

 

A theory that explains the job aspects that induce job satisfaction is Frederick Herzbergôs (1959) two-

factor theory. This theory is based on the idea that there are two kinds of factors of work that can 

influence an individualôs job satisfaction. These two kinds of factors are hygiene factors and 

motivational factors. Hygiene factors are those that can cause dissatisfaction if not present, but not 

increase satisfaction if present. Motivational factors are those that can lead to satisfaction but cannot 

bring dissatisfaction if not present (Herzberg et al., 1959). Scholars which replicate Herzbergôs (1959) 

theory in different sectors, age groups or cultures can use the two-factor theory to explain the differences 

in job satisfaction (Smerek & Peterson, 2007).  
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There is a lack of research on the combination of job satisfaction with labour shortages, emphasizing 

the knowledge gap. Frederick Herzbergôs suggested further research to investigate the relative 

importance of the two-factor theory factors in specific situations. Scholars who aimed to replicate the 

two-factor theory in different situations, found the typology and relative importance of factors to be 

different than in Herzbergôs (1959) original work (Rantz, 1996; Thant & Chang, 2020; Tamosaitis & 

Schwenker, 2002). The goal of this study was to quantitatively test what effect a tight labour market 

has on the typology of Frederick Herzbergôs (1959) two-factor theory factors, and its relative 

importance for job satisfaction. This was achieved by analysing which factors are important for job 

satisfaction between employees with various degrees of tightness in the labour market.  

 

1.2 Relevance 

1.2.1 Scientific relevance   

The two-factor theory of Frederick Herzberg (1959) has been extensively researched in job satisfaction 

literature. However, there is a lack of literature on the two-factor theory in a tight labour market. Cahill 

et al. (2015) found that different macroeconomic situations, such as the degree of unemployment, affect 

job satisfaction. Workers who interpret unemployment rates as relevant to their own job, encounter a 

different change in job satisfaction than workers who do no interpret unemployment rates as relevant 

to their own jobs (Cahill et al., 2015). This suggests the degree of tightness in the labour market of the 

worker can affect job satisfaction.  Herzberg (1959) suggested further research was needed on the 

importance of his factors in different situations. The objective of this study was to examine the 

importance of Herzberg factors for job satisfaction, in the specific situation of a tight labour market. 

The findings of this study can help expand the knowledge on job satisfaction and the change of 

Herzbergôs (1959) factors in labour shortages. This study is expected to help to get a better 

understanding of employees' the contributors to job satisfaction in a tight labour market.  

1.2.2 Managerial relevance 

The current tight labour market in the Netherlands urges HR departments and managers to keep 

companies staff levels up to standard (CBS, 2022). Managers should invest in meeting the demands that 

the workforce has (Suciu et al., 2022). To do so, managers should help HR departments in creating a 

work environment that is conducive to employee needs. Favourable work conditions for employees are 

vital in binding current and new employees to the company in times of labour shortage (Parent-

Lamarche, 2022). This study gives managers information on what factors employees' value in their job, 

what current motivational factors are, and what current hygiene factors are. With this information, 

managers can design better strategies to attract and retain employees.  
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1.3 Central research question 

‘To what extent do Herzberg’s (1959) motivational and hygiene factors explain job satisfaction 

in tight  labour markets?’ 

 

1.3.1 Sub research questions:   

 

1. What is the relevance of Herzbergôs (1959) two-factor theory factors for job satisfaction in a 

tight labour market?  

  

2. To what extent does Herzberg's (1959) distinction between motivational and hygiene factors 

apply to tight labour markets? 

 

3. To what extent does labour market tightness influence the relative importance of motivational 

and hygiene factors for job satisfaction? 

 

 

Sub research question 1 aimed to reveal the link between tightness in the labour market and Herzbergôs 

(1959) two-factor theory. Sub research question 2 tested whether the typology ómotivationalô or 

óhygieneô variated per factor from Herzbergôs (1959) study in a tight labour market. Sub research 

question 3 tested the relative importance of factors for job satisfaction in a tight labour market.  
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1.4 Key concepts and definitions 

The research question is based on multiple key concepts, namely, tight labour market, motivational 

factors, hygiene factors, and job satisfaction. In the following section, the general definitions of these 

concepts for this research will be given. 

 

A Tight labour market  occurs when job openings exceed job applicants on a larger scale in one or 

multiple sectors (Remery et al., 2003). When a labour market is tight, there is either a mismatch between 

supply and demand, or a shortage of available workers (Brigden & Thomas, 2003). A tight labour 

market can also be called ólabour shortageô. Tightness in the labour market refers to a tight labour 

market (Brigden & Thomas, 2003). In this study, ótightness in the labour marketô is frequently 

abbreviated as óTLMô. The abbreviation TLM-high stands for high tightness in the labour market, and 

TLM-low stands for low tightness in the labour market. 

 

Herzberg factors refers to the motivational and hygiene factors developed by Frederick Herzberg, 

Bernard Mausner, and Barbara Snyderman (1959). Throughout this study, the motivational and hygiene 

factors proposed by Herzberg et al. (1959) is frequently referred to as the óHerzberg factorsô (Herzberg 

et al., 1959). Hygiene factors are those that can cause dissatisfaction if not present, but not increase 

satisfaction if present. Motivational factors are those that can lead to satisfaction but cannot bring 

dissatisfaction if not present (Herzberg et al., 1959). The motivational factors are: Achievement, 

recognition, the work itself, responsibility, advancement, and possibility of growth. These hygiene 

factors are: Company policy and administration, supervision-technical, interpersonal relations-superior, 

working conditions, salary, interpersonal relations-peers, personal life, interpersonal relations-

subordinates, status, and security (Herzberg et al., 1959). 

 

Job satisfaction is the main studied concept in the theory of Herzberg (1959), as well as in this research. 

Frederick Herzberg (1959) refers in his definition of job satisfaction to the work of Hoppock et al. in 

1935. As Zhu (2013) cited, the view of Hoppock on job satisfaction is the subjective reflections of 

employees on working scenarios. In this research, the definition of job satisfaction follows the views of 

Herzberg (1959) and Hoppock (1935) cited by Herzberg and Zhu (2013). Next to the studied concept 

of job satisfaction Herzberg (1959) also studies job dissatisfaction, because as Herzberg (1987) defines: 

óóThe opposite of job satisfaction is not job dissatisfaction but, rather, no job satisfaction; and similarly, 

the opposite of job dissatisfaction is not job satisfaction, but no job dissatisfactionôô (Herzberg et al., 

1987, 3). 
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2. Literature review 

This chapter includes the information that has been found through the systematic literature review. The 

two-factor theory of Herzberg (1959) will be discussed in paragraph 2.1. In paragraph 2.1.1 the 

motivational factors are described, and in paragraph 2.1.2 the hygiene factors are described. In 

paragraph 2.2 the relevance of Herzbergôs two-factor theory (1959) in modern work culture will be 

elaborated. The interlinkage of tight labour markets and Herzbergôs (1959) two-factor theory is 

elaborated in paragraph 2.3. In paragraph 2.4 the conceptual framework can be found. 

2.1 Two-factor theory 

Herzberg (1959) investigated job satisfaction. Together with his colleagues, he conducted 203 

interviews with engineers and accountants (Herzberg et al., 1959). From these coded interviews, 16 

factors were identified which represented aspects that could influence the job satisfaction of employees. 

10 of the 16 factors showed a significant difference in having a positive or negative impact on job 

satisfaction. Frederick Herzberg (1959) categorized the factors of the two-factor theory in motivational 

and hygiene factors, according to their influence on job satisfaction. Motivational factors increase job 

satisfaction when present, but they will not decrease job satisfaction when not present. Motivational 

factors are achievement, recognition, the work itself, responsibility, advancement, and possibility of 

growth (Appendix 1, Table 1). When hygiene factors are present in a job, this brings no satisfaction to 

the employee. The employee will, however, be dissatisfied if hygiene factors are absent from a job. 

Hygiene factors are company policy and administration, supervision-technical, relationship-superior, 

working conditions, salary, relationship-peers, personal life, relationship-subordinates, status, and 

security (Appendix 1, Table 1). Although Herzbergôs classification of motivational and hygiene factors, 

factors can occasionally increase as well as decrease job satisfaction. This means factors can 

theoretically be part of both groups (Herzberg et al., 1959). The motivational and hygiene factors differ 

in their influence to job satisfaction. So is achievement the most influential motivational factor to 

increase job satisfaction. Company policy and administration is the most influential hygiene factor to 

increase job dissatisfaction. The importance of factors can be seen in Appendix 1, figure 1. 

2.1.1 Motivational factors  

This chapter will introduce the motivational factors: Achievement, recognition, the work itself, 

responsibility, advancement, and possibility of growth. As Herzberg (1959) defined: Motivational 

factors can increase job satisfaction, yet the absence of motivational factors cannot induce job 

dissatisfaction. The first motivational factor is achievement, this is defined by Herzberg et al. (1959) as 

the satisfaction of completing a task. He argued achievement could increase job satisfaction and is, 

therefore, a motivator in his theory. Herzberg (1959) found that achievement is the most important 

factor contributing to satisfaction and a sense of achievement often coincides with giving an employee 

more responsibility. Thant and Chang (2020) find achievement to solely provide satisfaction while not 

influencing the dissatisfaction. As second motivational factor, Herzberg (1959) defined recognition as 

the acknowledgment of professional achievements. Employee satisfaction could increase as a result of 

recognition, which could also be a cause of dissatisfaction when it is absent (Thant & Chang, 2020). 

With job promotions or by giving the employee new responsibilities, recognition can be demonstrated 

(Thant & Chang, 2020). Studies that do not focus on Herzberg's (1959) two-factor theory have also 

come to the same conclusion about the importance of recognition for job satisfaction (Li Li, 2014; 

Ramlall, 2003). The third motivational factor, the work itself, occurs when the work is varied, 

interesting, and challenging, and it is considered to provide job satisfaction (Herzberg et al., 1959). 37 



10 
 

years later, Herzberg's studies (1959) were replicated in a study by Rantz et al. (1996), and the 

significance of work itself was once more demonstrated in this study. Also, Thant & Chang (2020) 

found that the work itself was the most significant factor for job satisfaction. 

 

The fourth motivational factor, responsibility, increases job satisfaction and motivation (Herzberg et 

al., 1959). Responsibility is an important work motivator for employees (Li et al., 2014; Rantz 1996; 

Tamosatis & Schwenker, 2002), while it can also be important as hygiene factor (Tamosatis & 

Schwenker, 2002) However, Thant & Chang (2020) dispute the importance of responsibility for either 

job satisfaction as dissatisfaction. The fifth motivational factor is advancement, and was defined by 

Herzberg (1959) as promotion opportunities. While Herzberg (1959) concluded that advancement could 

increase job satisfaction, Thant and Chang (2020) found no influence of advancement on either 

satisfaction or dissatisfaction. Also, Rantz (1996) found in his study that advancement has dropped 

significantly in importance over time. The decrease in importance might be caused by the increase of 

flat organisations, as they tend to provide less need and opportunity for advancement (Rantz, 1996). 

The sixth motivational factor is growth opportunities. Satisfaction can be increased by having growth 

opportunities, the employee must be able to increase their skills and learn new things (Herzberg et al., 

1959; Thant & Chang, 2020). Growth opportunities can increase satisfaction, although they can also 

lead to dissatisfaction (Herzberg et al., 1987). Rantz (1996) saw a significant decrease in the ranking of 

importance of possibility of growth. Thant & Chang (2020) found possibility of growth to be influencing 

job satisfaction as well as job dissatisfaction. Managers should identify the development needs of their 

employees and establish training programs for these needs (Arnold, 2005), as they tend to stay longer 

in the organisation when receiving regular training (Kumar, 2022).  

2.1.2 Hygiene factors 

The Hygiene factors of the two-factor theory (Herzberg et al., 1959) are: Company policy and 

administration, supervision-technical, interpersonal relations-superior , working conditions, salary, 

interpersonal relations-peers, personal life, interpersonal relations-subordinates, status, and job 

security. As Herzberg (1959) defined: Hygiene factors cannot increase job satisfaction, yet the absence 

of hygiene factors can induce job dissatisfaction. The first hygiene factor is company policy and 

administration. Herzberg (1959) identified two main characteristics of company policy. The first one is 

the adequacy or inadequacy of company organization and management, the second mostly personnel 

policies. When for instance the company policies for an employee are unclear, the employee can get 

frustrated (Herzberg et al., 1959). Especially, when the rules are not applied equally among employees, 

for example about a leave request. Company policy and administration is not providing satisfaction 

employees but can prevent dissatisfaction among employees, communication strategies are also part of 

the companyôs policies (Herzberg et al., 1959).  The study by Faltas (2021) showed that an effective 

and efficient communication strategy helps the organization to keep their employees motivated and 

satisfied, which leads to a lower employee turnover rate. By using an effective and efficient 

communication strategy, the employee and the employer can have an even better relationship (Faltas, 

2021). According to research in Human Resource Management International Digest (2008), simply 

listening to your employees as an employer already makes a difference in this relationship. The 

employee then feels valued and will be more motivated to stay in the company. In addition, in the study 

of Thant & Chang (2020), policy and administration also has a positive effect on retaining employees. 

Good leave policy, welfare programs and provision of accommodations made the employee feel 

satisfied with their job. The second hygiene factor is supervision-technical (Herzberg et al., 1959). This 

factor is related to the relationship-superior factor, which will be discussed in the next paragraph. 

However, the supervision-technical factor solely focuses on the competence and fairness of the 
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supervisor (Herzberg et al., 1959). Herzberg (1959) also coded the willingness to delegate and the 

degree of criticism under this factor. The technique of the supervisor is also of great importance for the 

employeesô job satisfaction (Thant & Chang, 2020). There is a possibility that the supervisor acts 

unfairly toward employees. Some employees can be treated in a biased way, or an employee may be a 

favourite of the supervisor. When this occurs, employees will be dissatisfied (Thant & Chang, 2020).  

 

The third hygiene factor is relationship-superior (Herzberg et al., 1959). The relationship-superior 

factor of Herzberg two factor theory (1959) posits that relationships with superiors, such as supervisors 

or managers, can have a major impact on job satisfaction. This factor stresses the importance of 

supervisors to create a positive work environment and provide employees with recognition and 

appreciation. These positive relationships can lead to increased motivation, job satisfaction, and 

commitment to the organization. However, negative relationships with superiors, such as those 

characterized by lack of trust, respect, or recognition, can lead to decreased motivation, job 

dissatisfaction, and decreased commitment to the organization. Ultimately, the relationship-superior 

factor emphasizes the importance of positive relationships in the workplace (Herzberg et al., 1959). The 

fourth hygiene factor is working conditions (Herzberg et al., 1959), stories on physical conditions of 

work, amount of work, and workplace facilities were coded under this factor. A study by Ramlall (2003) 

stated that in a good and positive work environment, the employees feel more valued. This kind of work 

environment can, for example, be achieved by working with flexible working schedules. Flexibility is 

one of the main reasons for an employee to stay in an organization, according to the study by Ramlall 

(2003). The fifth hygiene factor is salary (Herzberg et al., 1959). This factor includes wage increases, 

amount of salary, and the amount of salary compared to others with similar jobs. Employees are more 

likely to resign if they feel their wages or compensation are unjust (Arnold, 2005). It is therefore 

paramount that managers pay close attention to wage and compensation equity between employees, 

departments, and job roles (Arnold, 2005). Equity in pay and compensation is associated with increased 

job satisfaction, and when employees feel their pay is commensurate with their contribution to the 

organization and fair in comparison to fellow employees (Igalens & Roussel, 1999). The sixth hygiene 

factor is relationship-peers (Herzberg et al., 1959). According to Herzberg (1959), the quality of the 

relationships between workers and their peers has a considerable impact on job satisfaction. Subsequent 

research by Thant and Chang (2020) has found that having a positive relationship with co-workers is 

an important factor in an employee's overall satisfaction. Poor relationships between colleagues can 

lead to dissatisfaction and can ultimately result in personnel seeking employment elsewhere (Herzberg 

et al., 1959).  

 

The seventh hygiene factor is personal life (Herzberg et al., 1959). The personal life factor includes 

mainly the effects of a job on the personal life or family of the employee (Herzberg et al., 1959). When 

the employer takes the personal life of the employee into account, the employee feels more valued 

(Thant & Chang, 2020). This can be done by making an opportunity to live with their family or to care 

for their children. The eighth hygiene factor is interpersonal relations-subordinates, this factor shows 

the difference between senior and junior employees (Herzberg et al., 1959). There is a possibility that 

senior employees take a leading role in the organization and that junior employees do not want to listen, 

this creates frustration and dissatisfaction among senior employees (Thant & Chang, 2020). The ninth 

hygiene factor is status, Herzberg (1959) made the distinction between status inferred from other 

factors, and the status inferred by receiving an appurtenance as an employee. Status can be recognized 

from the factors advancement and recognition, as this specific status factor aims at receiving signs of 

status as, for instance, a secretary or a company car. The status factor is part of the hygiene factors, as 

it provides a feeling of recognition and respect among colleagues (Herzberg et al., 1959). The tenth 
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hygiene factor is job security, coded under this factor were the feelings and expectations of continuity 

of their current employment (Herzberg et al., 1959).  

2.2 Relevance of the two-factor theory in modern work culture 

Herzberg's two-factor theory (1959) has been introduced more than 60 years ago. The needs of 

employees, working conditions and work culture has changed significantly since that time, and therefore 

some scholars replicated the study from Herzberg (1959) (Rantz,et al., 1996; Sanjeev & Surya, 2016; 

Bundtzen, 2020). Herzberg claimed in 1987 that his book óThe motivation to workô (1959) was the most 

replicated study in his area of research. Next to replication, numerous studies applied the two-factor 

theory on a specific target group or sector, and compared their results to Herzbergôs (1959) theory 

(Holmberg et al., 2018; Thant & Chang, 2020). 

 

Some scholars question whether the two-factor theory can still persist in modern environments (Rantz 

et al., 1996; Bundtzen, 2020). The study by Rantz et al. (1996) was one of the first to compare the results 

of two-factor theory (1959) with contemporary data. The primary conclusion of this study lies in 

comparing the ranking of importance of Herzbergôs (1959) motivational and hygiene factors. 

Recognition, the work itself, and responsibility remain critical factors for job satisfaction (Rantz, 1996). 

However, in this study interpersonal relations with subordinate seem to be the most influential factor 

on job satisfaction (Rantz et al., 1996). Also, Bundtzen (2020) replicated the two-factor theory in a 

contemporary environment with more volatility, uncertainty, complexity and ambiguity (VUCA). A 

new economic environment, a new generation, and new leadership styles encourage the need to check 

the applicability of the two-factor theory in the present day. The study concludes the theory is still 

reproducible to a wide extent (Bundtzen, 2020).  

 

While Herzberg (1959) solely includes the opinion of engineers and accountants, many studies have 

tested the same factors among different professions (Smerek & Peterson, 2007; Sanjeev & Surya, 2016; 

Holmberg et al., 2018; Thant & Chang, 2020). Smerek and Peterson (2007) applied the two-factor 

theory among non-academic employees at universities. The results did not indicate such clear results as 

Herzberg (1959) suggested. Still the Herzberg (1959) two-factor theory factors were more important in 

predicting job satisfaction than personal characteristics or job characteristics (Smerek & Peterson, 

2007). The study by Sanjeev and Surya (2016) aimed to verify Herzbergôs (1959) two-factor theory in 

a modern environment. This study used an exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis among sales 

and marketing staff in the Indian pharmaceutical industry. Concluded was the confirmation of the 

motivational ï hygiene factor structure where employees can be motivated with only motivational 

factors. The factors can, however, variate and change between being a motivational or hygiene factor 

Sanjeev & Surya, 2016). Holmberg et al. (2018) studied the two-factor theory in relation to job 

satisfaction among Swedish mental health nursing personnel. The researchers (Smerek & Peterson, 

2007; Sanjeev & Surya, 2016) stated Herzbergôs (1959) theory proved useful for studying job 

satisfaction in this setting, while some results contradicted the theory (Holmberg et al., 2018). The study 

by Thant and Chang (2020) examined the Herzbergôs (1959) two-factor theory factors on governmental 

employees in Myanmar. They found that all factors can contribute to satisfaction or dissatisfaction, 

except advancement. Also, they found no proof that the absence of status, job security, and achievement 

can cause dissatisfaction (Thant & Chang, 2020). 
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2.3 Tight labour markets and the two-factor theory 

Fewer workers will be available on the labour market as the baby boomer generation approaches 

retirement age (Dolls et al., 2019). In times of labour shortage, a high labour turnover can be highly 

dysfunctional for companies (Korder et al., 2023). In addition, workers are more likely to quit their job 

when many alternatives are available (Rubenstein et al., 2018). The job satisfaction of employees is 

frequently researched in combination with employee turnover and often shows correlation, which is 

why studies frequently use it as a predictor of turnover (Korder et al., 2023). Korder et al. (2023) show 

in their results a correlation between job satisfaction and intentions to quit, suggesting a lower job 

satisfaction can increase the intention to quit.  Das and Baruah (2013) came to the same conclusion, as 

they stated job satisfaction is negatively correlated with employee turnover, which means job 

satisfaction is important to keep the employees from seeking employment elsewhere. As tight labour 

markets and retention are interlinked (Korder et al., 2023; Rubenstein et al., 2018), and retention is 

interlinked with job satisfaction (Korder et al., 2023; Das & Baruah, 2013), this literature suggests a 

possible interlinkage between tight labour markets and job satisfaction. Frederick Herzbergôs (1959) 

two-factor theory measures job satisfaction. Literature shows variation on the two-factor theory after 

replication in specific situations ((Rantz,et al., 1996; Sanjeev & Surya, 2016; Thant & Chang, 2020), or 

with contemporary data (Bundtzen, 2020). 

 

Present, there are some suggestions that a tight labour market could influence factors of the two-factor 

theory. First, Smith (2022) names achievement and possibility of growth the most important factors for 

employee motivation in a tight labour market. He elaborates in his article about mastery and purpose. 

Purpose is part of the achievement interview code by Herzberg (1959), and mastery is part of possibility 

of growth. Therefore, this article suggests an influence of a tight labour market on the factors 

achievement and possibility of growth (Smith, 2022). Furthermore, Smith (2022) quotes an article of 

De Smet et al. (2022), for the use of retention and recruitment as strategy to counter tight labour markets. 

De Smet et al. (2022) indicate advancement, salary, supervision-technical, relationship-superior, 

working conditions, relationship-peers, and achievement are all important factors for employees to quit 

their job. Additionally, Hegyes and Fekete-Farkas (2019) reasoned that internal CSR can be used in as 

a strategic tool to reduce labour shortages. Increasing job satisfaction on salary, working conditions and 

the personal life of the employee could increase recruitment and retention of employees in the current 

tight labour market situation (Hegyes and Fekete-Farkas, 2019). A study of Brunow et al. (2022) also 

suggested a relation between a tight labour market and salary, demonstrating that the tight labour market 

explained wage growth in Germany. Tran (n.d.) wrote an article about what employees want in a tight 

labour market. In the article he claims that next to salary, personal life, possibility of growth, and 

company policy and administration are important factors for employees (Tran, n.d.).  To attract 

employees in a tight labour market it is suggested that job description and title are important as well, 

implying the importance of the factor the job itself (ñAttracting and Hiring the Right Talent in a Tight 

Labor Market,ò 2021). Landry et al. (2017) found that salary, achievement and recognition becomes 

increasingly more important for employers to recruit and retain in a tight labour market. Lastly, an 

article of DiRenzo (2022) describes that even in the current tight labour market employees are worried 

about job security, due to the risk of a recession or reduced company growth. However, labour shortages 

can also increase the importance job security (Akomah et al., 2020). Several factors of the two-factor 

theory are suggested to change in importance due to the current tight labour market. This emphasizes 

the importance of studying the effect of a tight labour market on the typology and relative importance 

of Herzbergôs (1959) factors.  
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2.4 Conceptual framework 

Frederick Herzberg (1959) suggested further researchers to expand his two-factor theory in specific 

situations. Up till date, no scientific research is performed on the effect that a tight labour market has 

on the way Herzbergôs (1959) factors explain job satisfaction. Cahill et al. (2015) found that different 

macroeconomic situations affect job satisfaction. Therefore, it is expected that a tight labour market 

will cause a shift in the relative importance of Herzbergôs (1959) factors for job satisfaction. Scholars 

who aimed to replicate the two-factor theory in different situations, found the typology and relative 

importance of factors to be different than in Herzbergôs (1959) original work (Rantz, 1996; Thant & 

Chang, 2020; Tamosaitis & Schwenker, 2002). This study investigates the effect of a tight labour market 

on the typology of factors, and the relative importance of Herzberg factors (1959) for job satisfaction. 

The tightness in the labour market (TLM)  in this study was used as the independent variable. The TLM 

influences the importance of Herzberg factors for job satisfaction, the dependent variable. This study 

compares the typologies of factors, and the ranking of relative importance in a tight labour market to 

the initial work of Herzberg (1959). Figure 2 displays the conceptual model.   

 

Rantz (1996) and Thant and Chang (2020) studied the influence of two-factor theory factors on job 

satisfaction and job dissatisfaction in specific situations. In both studies, the results were different than 

in Herzbergôs (1959) original work (Rantz, 1996; Thant & Chang, 2020), and could thus differ in 

typology as motivational or hygiene factor. This indicates that different situations influence the 

typology of factors, and a change of typology was therefore also expected in the situation of a tight 

labour market. However, the lack of literature on the behaviour of Herzbergôs (1959) factors leaves a 

gap in knowledge, resulting in no expectations on how the typologies could change. Hypothesis 1 

expects a change in typology for some factors. 

 

Hypothesis 1: second sub research question 

H:0 There is no change in classification of motivational and hygiene factors in a tight labour market. 

H:1 There is a change in classification of motivational and hygiene factors in a tight labour market. 

 

Although a research gap that combines TLM and the two-factor theory is present, existing literature 

could suggest how the behaviour of factors change in a tight labour market. In times of labour shortage, 

a high labour turnover can be highly dysfunctional for companies (Korder et al., 2023). In addition, 

workers are more likely to quit their job when many alternatives are available (Rubenstein et al., 2018). 

The job satisfaction of employees is frequently researched in combination with employee turnover and 

often shows correlation, which is why studies frequently use it as a predictor of turnover (Korder et al., 

2023). Lesser et al. (2003) found employers in tight labour markets to be highly responsive to employee 

demands, which enables employees to increase their demands. Changing employee demands can cause 

shifts in what employees' value in their jobs, and what they will ask from their employers (Suciu et al., 

2022). Increasing job satisfaction on salary, working conditions and the personal life of the employee 

could increase recruitment and retention of employees in the current tight labour market situation 

(Hegyes and Fekete-Farkas, 2019). Landry et al. (2017) found that salary, achievement and recognition 

becomes increasingly more important for employers to recruit and retain in a tight labour market. A 

study of Brunow et al. (2022) also suggested a relation between a tight labour market and salary, 

demonstrating that the tight labour market explained wage growth in Germany. Hypothesis 2 expects a 

change relative importance for job satisfaction for some factors.  
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Hypothesis 2: third sub research question 

H:0 = There is no change observed in the relative importance of Herzbergôs (1959) factors for job 

satisfaction in a tight labour market.   

H:1 = There is change observed in the relative importance of Herzbergôs (1959) factors for job 

satisfaction in a tight labour market. 

 

 

 
 

Figure 2: Conceptual model. 
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3. Research design  

This study investigated how the relative importance of Herzbergôs (1959) two-factor theory factors for 

job satisfaction, and the typology of those factors, is influenced by the tightness in the labour market. 

In Figure 3, the overall research design is shown. The research was descriptive, aiming to discover what 

the impact of a tight labour market is on the typology and relative importance of Herzbergôs (1959) 

two-factor theory factors for job satisfaction.  

 

The research was designed according to a two-stage approach with a deductive point of view. The first 

stage was conducted through literature and theories about the motivational and hygiene factors of 

Frederick Herzbergôs (1959) two-factor theory. The second stage was conducted to test the results of 

the first stage through a survey. The survey was distributed among employees in the Netherlands, and 

was a cross-sectional study representing the situation in 2023. The report was classified as ex post facto, 

meaning the researcher only reported what was happening with no control over the variables considered.  

 

 
Figure 3: The research model. 
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4. Methods of data collection and analysis 

A literature review was performed to get a broad understanding of the two-factor theory by Frederick 

Herzberg (1959). The two-factor theory serves as a tool to measure job satisfaction of employees. On 

the basis of the two-factor theory a survey was created. The survey aims at providing data to be 

quantitatively analysed. By using a survey as a method, a quantitative approach can be implemented as 

analysis. The survey was distributed among employees in professions with various degrees of tightness 

in the labour market. In Table 2 the sub-research questions with required data and methods of data 

collection are displayed. 

 

Table 2: Research questions and the corresponding data collection methods used. 

# SRQ 
Required 

data 
Source 

Methods of 

data 

collection 

1 

What is the relevance of Herzbergôs (1959)  

two-factor theory factors for job satisfaction 

in a tight labour market? 

Secondary 

data 

Wur 

Library, 

Scopus, 

Google 

Scholar 

Desk research 

2 

To what extent does Herzberg's (1959) 

distinction between motivational and 

hygiene factors apply to tight labour 

markets? 

Survey data Respondents 

Desk research 

- Quantitative 

survey 

3 

To what extent does labour market tightness 

influence the relative importance of 

motivational and hygiene factors for job 

satisfaction? 

Survey data Respondents 

Desk research 

- Quantitative 

survey 

SRQ = sub research question 

4.1 Literature review 

The literature review was performed to get insight in the motivational and hygiene factors of the two-

factor theory. Understanding these factors was essential to create the survey questions in a 

comprehensive way. Frederick Herzberg (1959) had created his factors out of his interview codes, so 

these interview codes had to be carefully interpreted before the creation of survey questions. 

Furthermore, understanding the factors correctly was vital for interpreting the survey results and to 

provide new information on the subject. A literature search was conducted in Scopus using the 

keywords: "Herzberg" AND ("two factor" OR "two-factor" OR "dual factor") AND (motivational OR 

hygiene OR motivat* OR mover) AND "job satisfaction". The search gave 82 search results, 5 papers 

were excluded due to not being written in the English language, 42 papers were excluded on basis of 

the abstract. A total of 19 papers were included in this study. Additionally, this paper made use of the 

snowballing technique. Google Scholar was used when via the snowballing technique an article was 
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found which was not available on other scientific search engines. The study of Herzberg et al. (1959) 

was made available on Google Books.  

4.2 Survey 

The goal of the survey was to quantitatively test what effect a tight labour market has on the typology 

of Frederick Herzbergôs (1959) two-factor theory factors, and its relative importance for job satisfaction. 

Paragraph 4.2.1 describes the study population and the sampling method, paragraph 4.2.2 describes the 

method of survey construction, paragraph 4.2.3 describes the survey distribution method, and paragraph 

4.2.4 elaborates on the data analysis. 

4.2.1 Study population & sampling method 

This research studied Dutch employees. An employee was defined as a person employed for salary by 

a single employer. Excluding freelancers who work on assignments for multiple employees was done 

to increase the validity in this study. The respondent must work for at least 16 hours a week, so only 

parttime and fulltime employees were included. A common situation of a person working less than 16 

hours would be a student with a side job. However, a student's perspective on a job often differs a lot 

from that of a full-time employee (Oltmanns, 1995). To limit confounding effects, persons working less 

than 16 hours were excluded.  

 

Data from professions with various degrees of tightness in the labour market (TLM)  were required to 

see the effect of the tight labour market on employee job satisfaction. In order to fulfil the need for a 

comprehensive data set, the researcher should be aware of where the labour shortages did and did not 

appear. With this information, the researcher knew where to distribute the survey. The Employee 

Insurance Agency, in Dutch Uitvoeringsinstituut Werkemersverzekeringen (UWV), is a Dutch 

government agency responsible for administering employee insurance schemes. The UWV also 

monitors the TLM by tracking vacancies in professions and sectors. The UWV then assigns tension 

scores to different professions and sectors that explain the tightness in that particular labour market. 

This study used the tension indicator made by the UWV, in which these tension scores are displayed 

(UWV, 2022). The data set of the most recent tension indicator is shown in Table 3 in Appendix 3. As 

respondents were randomly selected from within selected sectors, the sampling method of this study 

was stratified sampling. The sample size was calculated by using G*Power, a sample size calculator 

(Faul et al., 2007). The researcher argued a larger effect size is taken into account as research time and 

lack of funding constraints decreases the number of required participants in the study. For a simple 

linear regression, a large effect size of 0.35 (large) , alpha of 0.05 and power of 0.95 requires 40 

respondents (Faul et al., 2007). 

4.2.2 Construction of the survey 

The survey consisted of an introduction explaining the anonymity of the data and the ethical 

considerations of the researcher when processing data. Four questions were asked which can direct in 

inclusion or exclusion of the respondent in the research. Four questions were asked on a 5-point Likert-

scale to measure the tightness in the labour market for the specific occupation of the respondent. At last, 

31 statements on a 5-point Likert-scale were presented to the respondent. The survey included no open 

questions, because of survey length concerns, low completion rate, and data analysis challenges. The 

constructed survey can be found in Appendix 2. 
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As explained in paragraph 4.2.1, this study studies only employees who work at least 16 hours a week, 

as the study population were parttime (16-32 hours a week) and fulltime (>32 hours a week) employees. 

To let only fulltime and parttime respond to the survey, one question was added which asked the 

respondent on their employment status. When a respondent was excluded, the respondent received a 

message with explanation and the survey was ended. 

 

This study focused on employees, who were defined as individuals employed by a single employer. 

Self-employed individuals, those working for multiple employers, or those without an employer were 

not included in the study. It was necessary to exclude people who had multiple employers because they 

might have different work dynamics and might include freelancers, who weren't in the target population. 

Furthermore, A study of Zickar et al. (2004) demonstrated that consistency between attitudes for 

primary and secondary employment is low. To increase the change that experiences and perceptions of 

the respondents align with the study population, and to decrease the change of confounding factors, 

persons with multiple jobs were excluded. A filtering question was added to the survey to guarantee 

that only respondents who had one employer were included. The survey excluded respondents who 

didn't fit the criteria and gave them an explanation for their exclusion. 

 

In order to test the differences between the different levels of tightness in the labour market, four Likert-

scale statements were presented to the respondent. These four statements tested the tightness in the 

labour market for the specific position of the respondent. Information on the group specifics is included 

in paragraph 4.2.4. 

 

The survey existed of two main forms of questions. The respondent was asked to respond to statements 

on a 5-point Likert-scale, these are referred to as óthe statementsô. The statements serve to test sub 

research question 3. The statements were presented in a random order, to decrease the anchoring effect 

(Hitczenko, 2013). The respondent was also asked to respond to two multi select multiple choice 

questions, which classified the factors into motivational and hygiene factors. These are referred to as 

ómultiselect questionsô. The multiselect questions serve to test sub research questions 2. 

 

The statements were created to test the factors on a deeper level, namely the interview codes Herzberg 

(1959) used to create his factors. These statements were based on the interview codes Herzberg (1959) 

has used for the motivational and hygiene factors, therefor they tested the factors in a deeper meaning 

than the multiselect questions. The questions were phrased as followed: ñI find it ..this important.. to 

have a certain factor at my jobò. The respondent filled in the importance of that certain tested factor. 

The certain factor was tested by a statement based on Herzbergôs (1959) interview codes. The ñmy jobò 

part was aimed to be interpreted in a general way, as in ómy current jobô or a ópotential jobô. The 

statements belonging to motivational and hygiene factors were phrased in a similar way, to prevent 

framing. The results of the statements could be used to create a ranking, which could be seen as a 

ranking of relative importance of a factor job satisfaction. Job satisfaction in this meaning entailed the 

increase of job satisfaction or the prevention of job dissatisfaction, thus this question could not 

distinguish motivational factors from hygiene factors.  

 

The multiselect questions were created to understand which factors could be classified as motivational 

or hygiene factors in a tight labour market. Testing whether a tight labour market induced shifts of 

factors between motivational and hygiene factors is important to know when using the theory of 

Herzberg (1959). The motivational factors were found by asking a respondent what factors motivates 

them in their job. Hygiene factors are found by asking which factors would cause dissatisfaction if they 

would be absent in their job. The number of times these factors were selected by the respondents can 
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be used to create an order of importance for motivational or hygiene factors. This question has the 

strength of classifying between motivational, or hygiene factors, but has the weakness of only 

containing literal translations of the factors and lack the deeper meaning of the interview codes Herzberg 

(1959) used when creating the two-factor theory factors (Herzberg et al., 1959).  Both survey question 

methods had strengths and weaknesses, as is displayed in Table 4.  

 

Table 4: Strengths and weaknesses of survey question methods. 

 STRENGTHS WEAKNESSES 

STATEMENTS 

Tested the interview codes by 

Herzberg (1959) by asking 

multiple statements based on 

those interview codes. 

Could not test which factors 

were motivational factors and 

which are hygiene factors. 

MULTI SELECT  

Tested which factors were 

motivational factors and 

which were hygiene factors in 

a tight labour market 

Tested Dutch translations of 

Herzbergôs (1959) factors 

without letting the respondent 

respond to the deeper 

meaning of those factors. 

 

As seen in Table 4, the strengths of each method compensated the weakness of the other method. The 

multiselect questions were first used to test whether factors have shifted between being motivational 

factors and hygiene factors. The factors were classified to motivational or hygiene factors according to 

the number of times the respondents named them in the multiselect questions. After the factors were 

classified, the relative importance of the factors determined by the statements was used to create the 

relative importance for the motivational and hygiene factors. The statements were used for this because 

they were tested on a deeper level of Herzbergôs (1959) factors (the interview codes). 

4.2.1.1 Use of Herzbergôs (1959) factors  

The factors of Herzbergôs (1959) two-factor theory were central in this study. However, not all factors 

were included in the survey. The factor relations-subordinate was purposely left out of the survey, 

because the researcher aimed to prevent a lengthy survey, and with this the risk of high dropout rates. 

Furthermore, the researcher reasoned not all employees could relate to this factor, as not all respondents 

had subordinates. In addition, relations-subordinate was one of the least important factors for predicting 

job satisfaction (Herzberg et al., 1959). 

4.2.3 Survey distribution 

As explained in 4.2.1, this study aimed to gain at least 40 respondents to the survey. The study used 

stratified sampling in order to attain respondents with a difference in tightness in their professionôs 

labour market. As the study required respondents of various degrees of tightness in the labour market, 

a representative population per group was needed. Consequently, the tension indicator of the UWV was 

used to get a sense of the professions with tightness in the labour market of the specific profession 

(UWV, 2022). The tension indicator was only used as an indication of tightness, the survey did not 

include a question asking the specific profession of the respondent. This is because the study examinates 

the influence of tightness in the labour market on Herzberg's (1959) factors, and not the influence of a 

specific profession on Herzbergôs (1959) factors. Within professions a difference in tightness in the 

labour market can occur, for instance between different employers.  
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The survey was distributed in different LinkedIn groups. LinkedIn is a social media platform aimed at 

work relations and maintenance of business connections. LinkedIn has numerous designated groups, in 

which users with similar professions are clustered to receive relevant professional news. The survey 

was distributed in certain LinkedIn groups according to some requirements: First, the tension 

indicatorôs tension score of a certain profession was relevant to include the profession in the survey. 

Second, a relevant LinkedIn group must exist. Third, the administrator of the group must approve for 

the researcherôs call-up to respond to the survey. If these steps were taken successfully, the responses 

of the members of the LinkedIn group were included in data collection.  

4.2.4 Data analysis 

The questions tested Herzbergôs (1959) two-factor theory factors with the method of a 5-point Likert 

scale. The choice for 5 points on the Likert scale was chosen to be able to compare the results to similar 

studies, as similar studies made the same choice (Sanjeev & Surya, 2016; Kumar, 2022). With this 

method, the respondents ranked the factors on importance for job satisfaction. The data was collected 

with Qualtrics and analysed with SPSS. For studying the change in classification of motivational and 

hygiene factors in labour markets with high or low tightness, the respondents were divided in high or 

low TLM groups. The groups of high and low tightness in the labour market were constructed 

combining four Likert-scale questions, regarding the respondents perception of the TLM in their 

profession, in to the variable tightness in the labour market. The average score on these questions 

assigned respondents in a group with high (4 to 5) or low (1 to 3.75) tightness in the labour market.  

 

 A l inear regression was performed to measure the influence of a tight labour market on the importance 

of Herzbergôs (1959) factors for job satisfaction, and with the output the ranking of relative importance 

was constructed. The independent variable was the tightness in the labour market, and the dependent 

variable was the importance of factors for job satisfaction. Regarding the ranking, the following 

calculations were made: The general regression model equation was Y = b0 + b1*x. The constant (b0) 

was the mean score of the particular factor with zero TLM. As all sectors show some tightness, low 

TLM was expected as minimal tightness in present labour markets (UWV, 2022). The tightness in the 

labour market of the respondent variated between 1 (low) to 5 (high) tightness in the labour market. 

The factors were ranked on the mean score in a low tightness and high tightness labour market. The 

ranking of factors in a low tightness labour market was calculated per factor by Y=b0+b1*1, while the 

ranking of high tightness in the labour market was calculated per factor by Y=b0+b1*5.  

 

Table 16 (Appendix 5) displays the percentage of each factor named as a motivational or hygiene factor 

in Herzbergôs (1959) research. Table 18 (Appendix 5) sums up these percentage points to create a 

ranking of relative importance of Herzbergôs (1959) factors for job satisfaction according to Herzbergôs 

(1959) original study. The influence of factors as a motivational and hygiene factor is summed up 

together for sake of comparison, as some factors could have changed of typology (Herzberg et al., 1959) 

Therefore, the mean scores of factors in a labour market with high or low tightness (this study) are 

compared to the percentage points assigned by Herzberg (1959) to the influence of factors as 

motivational and hygiene factors in his original work. 

 

Both reliability and validity were assessed. To assess reliability, Cronbachôs alpha reliability test has 

been performed in SPSS. A Cronbachôs alpha above 0.7 indicates acceptable reliability, while a 

Cronbachôs alpha above 0.8 indicates good reliability (Bland & Altman, 1997). The factors needed to 

be carefully transferred from Herzbergôs (1959) two-factor theory to this studyôs Dutch survey 

questions. For this, the interview codes used by Herzbergôs (1959) two-factor theory were used in 
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constructing the survey questions to increase content validity. Extensively piloting the survey among 

subjects in the study population to increase interpretability of the survey questions contributed to 

content validity as well as construct validity (Srinivasan, Srinivasan & Lohith, 2017).  
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5. Operationalization of key concepts 

To answer the central research question óTo 

what extent do Herzbergôs (1959) 

motivational and hygiene factors explain job 

satisfaction in tight labour markets?ô, the 

concepts within the research questions need to 

be operationalized to quantify relevant 

variables. The main subjects to study are the 

tightness in the labour market and the relative 

importance of motivational and hygiene 

factors for job satisfaction. The tightness in 

the labour market was tested by the 

interpretation of the respondent. The 

respondents have deep knowledge of their 

function they practice and are most aware of 

their negotiation power in their profession. 

Therefore, the respondent was asked how tight they feel the labour market for their profession is. The 

concept of the relative importance of motivational and hygiene factors for job satisfaction was 

measured by the use of variables in the form of Herzbergôs (1959) two-factor theoryôs motivational and 

hygiene factors. These factors have been used in research to measure job satisfaction and can also be 

used to measure the changing preferences in a specific profession. The specific part of importance was 

measured by ranking the factors on a scale of importance. The variables in need of operationalisation 

are found within the relevant (sub)research question and are displayed in Table 5. 

 

Table 5: Operationalisation of key concepts. 

Concept Variables Measured on  

Tightness in the 

labour market 

Measure of TLM of the respondents profession, as 

interpretation by the respondent. 
5-point Likert scale1 

Herzbergôs (1959)  

two-factor theory 

factors  

Six motivational and nine hygiene factors (Herzberg 

et al., 1959), explained in Table 6. 

5-point Likert scale1, 

Multi -select questions 

1:  5-point Likert scales ranges from 1= not important to 5 = very important 

 

Table 6: Operationalisation of Herzbergôs (1959) factors in the survey. 

Factor Survey question Measurement 

Achievement 

I find it é that my work has an impact. 

I find it é to see the results of my work. 

Importance on a 5-

point Likert scale1 

Achievement - reaching goals Multi -select questions 

Recognition 

I find it é to receive recognition for my work 

I find it é that my employer acknowledges my work 

Importance on a 5-

point Likert scale1  

Recognition ï appreciation Multi -select questions 

The work 

itself 

I find it é that I like my job 

I find it é that my work gives me gratification 

Importance on a 5-

point Likert scale1 

The work itself Multi -select questions 

Advancement 
I find it é to have promotion opportunities within my 

company 

Importance on a 5-

point Likert scale1 

Central research question 

óTo what extent do Herzbergôs (1959) motivational and 

hygiene factors explain job satisfaction in tight labour 

markets?ô 

 

Sub-research questions: 

1. What is the relevance of Herzbergôs (1959) two-factor 

theory factors for job satisfaction in a tight labour market?  

  

2. To what extent does Herzberg's (1959) distinction between 

motivational and hygiene factors apply to tight labour 

markets? 

 

3. To what extent does labour market tightness influence the 

relative importance of motivational and hygiene factors for job 

satisfaction? 
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I find it é to be able to move on to a position with 

more responsibilities 

Promotion opportunities - future prospects Multi -select questions 

Possibility of 

growth 

I find  it é to be able to learn a lot in my job 

I find it é that my employer offers me development 

opportunities 

Importance on a 5-

point Likert scale1 

Development opportunities ï personal development Multi -select questions 

responsibility 

I like ité to have responsibility  at work 

I find it é that I can make independent decisions in my 

work 

Importance on a 5-

point Likert scale1 

Responsibility Multi -select questions 

Company 

Policy and 

administration 

I find ité to work for a company with a good 

reputation 

I find it é that the company I work for has a good 

personnel policy 

I find it é to agree with the goals of the company 

Importance on a 5-

point Likert scale1 

Company policy ï personnel policy Multi -select questions 

Supervision – 

technical 

I find it  é to have a skilled manager 

I find it  é to have a manager who treats his/her 

employees equally 

Importance on a 5-

point Likert scale1 

Competence of supervisor(s) ï equal treatment of 

employees 
Multi -select questions 

Relationship – 

superior 

I find ité to have a good relationship with my 

supervisor 

I find ité that my supervisor listens to my ideas 

Importance on a 5-

point Likert scale1 

Relationship with your manager Multi -select questions 

Working  

conditions 

I find it é that I have a nice working environment 

I find it é that I don't have to do physically demanding 

or dangerous work 

Importance on a 5-

point Likert scale1 

A pleasant working environment - working conditions Multi -select questions 

Salary 

I find ité to earn a high salary 

I find it é that I have the opportunity to earn more with 

my employer 

Importance on a 5-

point Likert scale1 

Salary Multi -select questions 

Relationship – 

peers 

I find ité to function as a team with my colleagues 

I find ité to have a good relationship with colleagues 

Importance on a 5-

point Likert scale1 

relationship with colleagues Multi -select questions 

Personal life 

I find ité to have a job that I can easily combine with 

my personal life. 

I find ité to have a job that doesn't have a negative 

impact on my personal life 

Importance on a 5-

point Likert scale1 

Good work-life balance Multi -select questions 

Status 

I find it é that my job gives me some form of prestige 

I find it é to get extras with my job (company car, 

telephone, etc.) 

Importance on a 5-

point Likert scale1 

Status - prestige Multi -select questions 

Job security 
I find ité to have a job where I don't have to worry 

about losing my job 

Importance on a 5-

point Likert scale1 
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I find it é that my employer shows confidence in me 

for the future 

Job security Multi -select questions 
English translations, original in Dutch in Appendix 2 
1:  5-point Likert scales ranges from 1= not important to 5 = very important 
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6. Results 

The goal of the survey was to quantitatively test what effect a tight labour market has on the typology 

of Frederick Herzbergôs (1959) two-factor theory factors, and its relative importance for job satisfaction. 

The study aimed to do this by answering three sub research questions. The first sub research question: 

ñWhat is the relevance of Herzbergôs (1959) two-factor theory factors for job satisfaction in a tight 

labour market?ò was answered by the literature review. The other two sub research questions are the 

base structure for this result section. Sub research question number 2 was: ñTo what extent does 

Herzberg's (1959) distinction between motivational and hygiene factors apply to tight labour markets?ò. 

To answer this question, an analysis of data was conducted.  Sub research question number 3 was: ñTo 

what extent does labour market tightness influence the relative importance of motivational and hygiene 

factors for job satisfaction?ò. To answer this question, a simple linear regression was performed on the 

Likert-scale questions from the survey. The output of the regression analysis was used to create a 

ranking of relative importance.  

6.1 Descriptives 

Table 7 shows the descriptive statistics of the perceptive of the respondents on the importance of certain 

factors from Frederick Herzbergôs (1959) two-factor theory for their job satisfaction. 44 responses were 

recorded in total. The factors were measured with each two, and for Company policy and administration 

three, 5-point Likert-scale (1= not important, 5= very important) questions in the questionnaire. The 

mean scores of the factors ranged from 2 to 4.5. Status had the lowest mean score of 2.03, and the work 

itself scored highest with a mean score of 4.53. The Standard Deviation (SD) ranged from 0.53 for 

supervision-technical to 1.05 for advancement.  

 

Table 7: Descriptive statistics on the perspective of the respondents on the importance of Herzberg factors (1959) for job 

satisfaction. Answers were given on a 5-point Likert-scale (1= not important, 5= very important). 

Herzberg’s (1959) 

factor 
Minimum score Maximum score Mean score SD 

Achievement 2.50 5.00 4.06 0.60 

Recognition 2.50 5.00 4.26 0.69 

The work itself 2.50 5.00 4.53 0.57 

Responsibility 1.50 5.00 3.99 0.70 

Advancement 1.00 5.00 3.00 1.05 

Possibility of growth 1.50 5.00 3.82 0.92 

Company policy 2.00 4.67 3.73 0.61 

Supervision ï technical 3.50 5.00 4.48 0.53 

Relationship ï superior 3.00 5.00 4.24 0.60 

Working conditions 2.50 5.00 3.90 0.74 

Salary 1.00 5.00 3.23 0.92 

Relationship ï peers 2.00 5.00 4.31 0.77 

Personal life 2.50 5.00 4.32 0.70 

Status 1.00 4.50 2.03 0.94 

Job security 2.50 5.00 4.01 0.69 

Total number (N) of respondents = 44, SD = Standard Deviation 
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Tightness in the labour market is a variable measured with the combination of four different 5-point 

Likert scale questions, ranging from 1=strongly disagree to 5=strongly agree. In Table 8, the variable 

tightness in the labour market is displayed, together with Likert-scale questions the variable is composed 

of. To balance the number of respondents between the groups of high and low tightness in the labour 

market, participants were divided into two groups based on their perceived level of tightness in the 

labour market. The low tightness in the labour market group included 24 respondents who had a 

tightness level between 1 to 3.75 in their profession's labour market, while the high tightness in the 

labour market group included 20 respondents who reported a tightness level of 4 to 5 in their 

professionôs labour market. In order to ensure that each group had roughly the same number of 

respondents and prevent any overlap in the participants' scores in the two groups, the groups were 

classified with a cut-off point of the mean score of 3.75 and 4 tightness in the labour market. 

 

Table 8: Descriptive statistics of variables which assess the tightness in the labour market. Answers were given on a 5-point 

Likert-scale. (1 = less tightness in the labour market, 5 = more tightness in the labour market).  

Variable 

Low group High group 

N 
Min. 

score 

Max. 

score 
Mean SD N 

Min. 

score 

Max. 

score 
Mean SD 

Tightness in the labour market 24 2.00 3.75 3.16 0.59 20 4.00 5.00 4.39 0.36 

Self-assessed labour shortage in 

specific work field of respondent 
24 1.00 5.00 3.42 1.25 20 3.00 5.00 4.60 0.60 

Self-assessed replaceability of 

respondent in their current job 
24 1.00 5.00 3.29 1.33 20 3.00 5.00 4.40 0.60 

Self-assessed power in negotiation 

with current employer 
24 1.00 4.00 2.58 0.78 20 1.00 5.00 3.75 1.21 

Self-assessed amount of job 

opportunities in respondentôs work 

field 

24 1.00 5.00 3.33 1.24 20 4.00 5.00 4.80 0.41 

 Total number (N) of respondents = 44, SD = Standard Deviation 

 

Four Likert-scale questions were combined into one variable in order to increase reliability on the 

perception of tightness in the labour market of the respondentôs profession. The SD of the newly 

combined variable ï tightness in the labour market - was lower than the SD of the individual questions, 

what indicated less variability around the mean. Table 9 displays the mean score, standard deviation, 

and standard error of the mean on the importance of Herzbergôs (1959) factors on job satisfaction of 

both groups with high and low tightness in the labour market. 
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Table 9: Mean, standard deviations (SD), and standard error of mean (SEM) of both groups with low and high tightness in 

the labour market on the importance of Herzbergôs (1959) factors on job satisfaction. 

Herzberg factor 
Low (N=24) High (N=20) 

Mean SD SEM Mean SD SEM 

Achievement 4.02 0.68 0.14 4.10 0.50 0.11 

Recognition 4.21 0.72 0.15 4.33 0.67 0.15 

The work itself 4.44 0.70 0.14 4.65 0.37 0.08 

Responsibility 3.94 0.70 0.14 4.05 0.72 0.16 

Advancement 2.73 1.07 0.22 3.33 0.95 0.21 

Possibility of growth 3.60 0.99 0.20 4.08 0.78 0.18 

Company policy 3.69 0.65 0.13 3.77 0.57 0.13 

Supervision ï technical 4.54 0.49 0.10 4.40 0.58 0.13 

Relationship ï superior 4.04 0.66 0.13 4.48 0.41 0.10 

Working conditions 3.96 0.74 0.15 3.83 0.77 0.17 

Salary 2.96 1.03 0.21 3.55 0.67 0.15 

Relationship ï peers 4.29 0.81 0.16 4.33 0.75 0.17 

Personal life 4.38 0.70 0.14 4.25 0.72 0.16 

Status 1.79 0.72 0.15 2.33 1.10 0.24 

Job security 3.90 0.74 0.15 4.15 0.63 0.14 

Total number (N) of respondents = 44 

SD = Standard Deviation, SEM = Standard Error of the Mean 

 

In the high tightness in the labour market group, respondents placed more importance on all factors 

except supervision-technical ( ɛ=4.4), working conditions ( ɛ=3.82), and personal life ( ɛ=4.25) than 

in the low tightness in the labour market group ( ɛ=4.54;  ɛ=3.96; and  ɛ=4.37, respectively). Some 

notable differences in means between the high/low groups are advancement (high  ɛ=3.32; low  ɛ=2.73), 

possibility of growth (high  ɛ=4.07; low  ɛ=3.60), relationship-superior (high  ɛ=4.47; low  ɛ=4.04), 

salary (high  ɛ=3.55; low  ɛ=2.96), and status (high  ɛ=2.32; low  ɛ=1.79). However, no statistical 

significant differences between the groups were proven. The standard deviation differs per factor and 

high or low group from 0.37 to 1.09. This implies the variability of data was very different per factor 

and group. The standard error of the mean deviates between 0.08 and 0.24.  

6.1.1 Reliability score 

To assess reliability, Cronbachôs alpha reliability test has been performed. The Cronbachôs alpha was 

0.829, what indicated good reliability (Bland & Altman, 1997). 

6.2 Typology of factors 

This section presents the findings regarding the sub research question: óTo what extent does Herzberg's 

(1959) distinction between motivational and hygiene factors apply to tight labour markets?ô. For 

answering this sub research question, no statistical test was performed; instead, an analysis of the 

collected data was conducted.  

 

Frederick Herzberg (1959) recorded the number of times a respondent in his research named a certain 

factor as a positive or negative influence on job satisfaction. With this information, he classified the 

factors as motivational factor or as hygiene factor (Appendix 1, Figure 1). This study also recorded the 
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frequency that the survey respondents have reported a factor to be a motivational and/or a hygiene 

factor. A multiselect question was asked to measure what factors would motivate the respondent in their 

jobs (motivational), another multiselect question was provided to measure what factors would make the 

responded unsatisfied at their job if the factor would be missing (hygiene). With this information, a 

possible change of factors between the motivational and hygiene classification could be noted.  

 

Table 10 shows the number of times a factor was named by respondents to be a motivational or a 

hygiene factor. In this research, the factors were classified to the motivational or hygiene classification 

in which they were counted most. Table 10 gives information on which factors could be classified as 

motivational or hygiene factors in the 2023, as a combination of all degrees of tightness in the labour 

market (TLM). The current motivational factors according to the results are: Achievement, recognition, 

the work itself, responsibility, advancement, possibility of growth, supervision-technical, salary, 

relationship-peers, personal life, and job security. The current hygiene factors according to the results 

are: Company policy and administration, and relationship-superior. The factors working conditions and 

status could belong to both motivational factors as hygiene factors as the counted times are even across 

the categories.  

 

In addition to classifying factors as motivational or hygiene factors, the results in Table 10 also indicate 

which factors are counted most in both categories. The motivational factors that were counted most are 

personal life (36), relationship-peers (33), the work itself (32), and working conditions (32). The factors 

counted most as hygiene factors were working conditions (32),  Relationship-peers (32), and personal 

life (31). 

 

 Table 10: Number of respondents that associated a factor as a motivational and/or hygiene factor, determined with a 

multiselect question.  

Herzberg factor 
Counted as motivational 

factor 
Counted as hygiene factor 

Achievement 12 7 

Recognition 31 28 

The work itself 32 28 

Responsibility 20 16 

Advancement 9 6 

possibility of growth 23 16 

Company Policy and administration 15 19 

Supervision ï technical 19 18 

Relationship ï superior 13 17 

Working conditions 32 32 

Salary 21 19 

Relationship ï peers 33 32 

Personal life 36 31 

Status 1 1 

Job security 15 14 

Total number (N) of respondents = 44 for both motivational and hygiene factors 
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As the tightness in the labour market of the respondent could also have had an impact on the findings,  

the number of counts is classified per high and low tightness in the labour market group in Table 11. 

The most important motivational factors in a low tightness labour market are personal life (21), working 

conditions (19), and recognition (18). In a high tightness labour market, the most important motivational 

factors are: The work itself (16), relationship-peers (16), and personal life (15). The same trend occurs 

for the hygiene factors. The most important hygiene factors in a low tightness labour market are 

personal life (19), relationship-peers (18), and recognition (17). In a high tightness labour market, the 

most important hygiene factors are: Working conditions (17), relationship-peers (14), and the work 

itself (15). A noteworthy dissonant in the data was the factor status, which was counted only one time 

a motivational factor, and one time as a hygiene factor.  

 

The factors do not only change importance when the current labour market becomes tight, factors also 

variate in classification. Table 11 shows when a factor changes between the motivational and hygiene 

classification when the tightness in the labour market becomes high. These factors are highlighted in 

Table 11.The change from low tightness to high tightness groups in the labour market in 2023 can be 

interpreted from the results: The factors  advancement, working conditions, salary, and job security turn 

from motivational to hygiene factors when the labour market in 2023 becomes tight. On the contrary, 

the factors responsibility and relationship-peers change from a hygiene factor to a motivational factor 

when the labour market in 2023 becomes tight.  

 

Table 11: Number of respondents that associated a Herzberg factor (1959) as a motivational and/or hygiene factor, 

determined with a multiselect question, and divided in high and low Tightness in the labour market. 

Herzberg factors 
Motivational factor  Hygiene factor 

Low High Low High 

Achievement 7 5 2 5 

Recognition 18 13 17 11 

The work itself 16 16 15 13 

Advancement 6 3 2 4 

Possibility of growth 12 11 5 11 

Responsibility 9 11 10 6 

Company Policy and 

administration 
10 5 11 8 

Supervision ï technical 11 8 11 7 

Relationship ï superior 6 7 8 9 

Working conditions 19 13 15 17 

Salary 13 8 9 10 

Relationship ï peers 17 16 18 14 

Personal life 21 15 19 12 

Status 0 1 0 1 

Job security 9 6 7 7 

Total number (N) of respondents = 44, N Low = 24, N High = 20 
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However, the sub research question questions the change between the original classification of Herzberg 

(1959) and the classification of a tight labour market. As displayed in Table 12, some factors belong to 

a new classification in the result of this study, comparing to the results of Herzberg (1959). Comparing 

to Herzbergôs (1959) classification, supervision-technical, relationship-peers, and personal life have 

shifted from hygiene (Herzberg, 1959) to motivational (current study) factors in a tight labour market. 

On the contrary, the factor advancement became a hygiene factor (current study), as it used to be 

classified as a motivational factor (Herzberg, 1959) in a tight labour market. 

 

Table 12: Typology of factors in Herzbergôs (1959) study and the current study . 

Herzberg’s (1959)  Current  study’s results 

Motivational  Hygiene 
Motivational  Hygiene 

Low High Low High 
Achievement 

 

Recognition 

 

The work 

itself 

 

Responsibility 

 

Advancement 

 

Possibility of 

growth 

  

Company Policy & 

administration 

 

Supervision ï 

technical 

 

Relationship ï 

superior 

 

Working 

conditions 

 

Salary 

 

Relationship ï 

peers 

 

Personal life 

 

Status 

 

Job security 

Achievement 

 

Recognition 

 

The work itself 

 

Advancement 

 

Possibility of 

growth 

 

Working 

conditions 

 

Salary 

 

Personal life 

 

Job security 

Recognition 

 

The work itself 

 

Responsibility 

 

Supervision ï 

technical 

 

Relationship ï

peers 

 

Personal life 

  

Responsibility 

 

Company policy 

& 

administration 

 

Relationship- 

superior 

 

Relationship-

peers 

 

 

  

Company policy 

& administration 

 

Relationship ï

superior 

 

Working 

conditions 

 

Salary 

 

Job security 

 

Advancement 

Inconclusive Low: supervision-technical, status 

Inconclusive High: status, achievement, possibility of growth 

6.3 Ranking the factors 

This section presents the findings regarding the sub research question: óTo what extent does labour 

market tightness influence the relative importance of motivational and hygiene factors for job 

satisfaction?ô. For answering this sub research question, a simple linear regression analysis was 

conducted to examine the influence of a tightness in the labour market on the importance of Herzbergôs 

(1959) factors on job satisfaction,  and to create a ranking of relative importance of factors. 

 

The assumptions of linearity, independence, homoscedasticity, and normality were tested for the 

regression model. The linearity assumption was assessed by examining the scatterplot of the dependent 

against the independent variable. The independence assumption was tested with the Durbin-Watson 

test. Homoscedasticity was checked with a scatterplot of the residuals against the predicted values, 

while the normality assumption was checked with normal probability plots. There was no need to check 

the multicollinearity assumption as the analysis included only one independent variable.  
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Several of the dependent variables showed non-linear relationships with the independent variable, 

according to the findings of the initial linear regression analysis. In order to address this, a new 

regression model was created by subjecting these variables to an exponential transformation. The 

scatterplots of the variables salary, relationship-superior, and the work itself showed that the 

exponential transformation improved the linearity of the relationship between the independent and 

dependent variables. The new model's coefficient of determination (R-squared) rose from 0.072 to 0.116 

(salary), 0.060 to 0.065 (relationship-superior), and 0.060 to 0.070 (the work itself), demonstrating a 

better fit of the data. The transformed variables also significantly improved their association with the 

independent variable, as evidenced by p-values falling from 0.077 to 0.023 (salary), 0.108 to 0.094 

(relationship-superior) and from 0.108 to 0.084 for the work itself. These results indicate that the 

exponential transformation was an effective method for enhancing the correlation between these 

dependent variables and the independent variable. The assumption of homoscedasticity was checked 

with scatterplots of the residuals against the predicted values. The patterns in the scatterplots did not 

indicate a violation of homoscedasticity most factors. The factor status was the only dependent variable 

which indicated homoscedasticity. However, transforming the variable exponentially increased 

homoscedasticity for this variable to an acceptable level. Normal probability plots were used to check 

the assumption of normality. For all factors the assumption of normality seemed to be passed, as all 

normal probability plots showed the residuals to follow a reasonably straight line. However, the 

Shapiro-Wilk test indicated only one normally distributed factor ï salary. To ensure non-normality had 

no impact on the results, a non-parametric test without the assumption of normality was performed. The 

Spearman Rank Correlation indicated precisely the same significance levels as the parametric simple 

linear regression analysis. This suggests the non-normality had no impact on the results. The output of 

the Spearman Rank Correlation is to be found in Appendix 4 Table 13. 

 

According to the findings, presented in Table 14, the tightness in the labour market significantly 

predicted status and salary. The regression model for status was: importance for job satisfaction = 0.81 

+ 0.22*(tightness labour market). The regression was statistically significant (R2=0.15; F(1,42)=7.18; 

p = 0.01). It was found that an increase in the tightness in the labour market significantly predicted the 

importance of the Factor status for job satisfaction (ɓ= 0.22; p < 0.05). The more tightness on the labour 

market, the higher the importance of the factor status for job satisfaction. The regression model for 

salary was: importance for job satisfaction = 1.82 + 0.14*(tightness labour market). The regression was 

statistically significant (R2=0.12; F(1,42)=5.54; p = 0.02). It was found that an increase in the TLM 

significantly predicted the importance of the Factor salary for job satisfaction (ɓ= 0.14; p < 0.05). As 

the TLM increases, the factor salary becomes more important in determining job satisfaction. 

 

Some results were borderline significant, which could indicate a relationship between the independent 

and the dependent variable.  Borderline significant relationships between the tightness in the labour 

market and relationship-superior, possibility of growth, and the work itself were found through analysis. 

The regression model for relationship-superior was: importance for job satisfaction = 3.50 + 

0.05*(tightness labour market). The regression was borderline significant (R2=.06; F(1,42)=2.94; p = 

0.09). The regression model for possibility of growth was: importance for job satisfaction = 2.58 + 

0.33*(tightness labour market). The regression was borderline significant (R2=0.08; F(1,42)=3.74; p = 

0.06). The regression model for the work itself was: importance for job satisfaction = 3.75 + 

0.05*(tightness labour market). These findings suggest that high TLM might result in an increase of the 

importance of the factors relationship-superior, possibility of growth, and the work itself for job 

satisfaction. It should be noted that these results are marginally significant and may indicate a trend 

towards a meaningful association between the two variables even though the p-value did not reach the 
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conventional level of statistical significance (p < 0.05). To fully explore the potential effects, additional 

research with a larger sample size or a different strategy might be required. 

 

Between tightness in the labour market and achievement (p = 0.26), recognition (p = 0.52), 

responsibility (p = 0.79), advancement (p = 0.26), company policy and administration (p = 0.60), 

supervision-technical (p = 0.39), working conditions (p = 0.37), relationship-peers (p = 0.78), and job 

security (p = 0.89), no statistical significant association were discovered. 

 

 

Table 14: Simple linear regression analysis: the effect of tightness in the labour market on the importance of factors for job 

satisfaction. 

Dependent Variable 
Model Summary Parameter Estimates 

R2 F df1 df2 Sig. Constant b1 

Achievement 0.03 1.32 1 42 0.26 3.56 0.13 

Recognition 0.01 0.42 1 42 0.52 4.59 -0.09 

The work itself1 0.07 3.14 1 42 0.08 3.75 0.05 

Advancement 0.03 1.32 1 42 0.26 2.14 0.23 

Possibility of growth 0.08 3.74 1 42 0.06 2.58 0.33 

Responsibility 0.00 0.07 1 42 0.79 3.85 0.04 

Company policy and 

administration 0.01 0.27 1 42 0.60 3.45 0.06 

Supervision ï technical 0.02 0.77 1 42 0.39 4.81 -0.09 

Relationship ï superior1 0.06 2.94 1 42 0.09 3.50 0.05 

Working conditions 0.02 0.83 1 42 0.37 4.38 -0.13 

Salary1 0.12 5.54 1 42 0.02* 1.82 0.14 

Relationship ï peers 0.00 0.07 1 42 0.80 4.45 -0.04 

Personal life 0.01 0.34 1 42 0.56 4.61 -0.08 

Status2 0.15 7.18 1 42 0.01* 0.81 0.22 

Job security 0.00 0.02 1 42 0.89 3.94 0.02 

1Exponential transformation for linearity 
2Exponential transformation for homoscedasticity  

*Significance was set at p Ò 0.05, significant values are indicated in bold 

R2 = R squared, df = degrees of freedom, Sig. = Significance, b = beta 

 

Using the results of the regression analysis, a ranking of relative importance could be constructed. As 

Frederick Herzberg (1959) instructed his readers in óThe motivation to workô, further research was 

needed to explore the relative importance of the motivational and hygiene factors in a specific situation. 

The results of the regression analysis can give insights on the factors in the situation of a tight labour 

market. Table 15 displays the rankings of relative importance of factors in a labour market with high 

tightness, and a labour market with low tightness. The calculation of the factors in the ranking is 

explained in paragraph 4.2.4. 
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Table 15 displays the rankings of relative importance of Herzberg factors in labour markets with high 

or low tightness. Supervision-technical ranks most important on both rankings, while salary and status 

rank significantly lowest. Personal life and recognition rank high in a labour market with low tightness 

but decrease in importance and rank in a labour market with high tightness. Working conditions was the 

factor with the largest relative decrease in importance when a labour market tightness increases. On the 

contrary, the importance of achievement and possibility of growth for job satisfaction increase when a 

labour market gets tighter. 

 

Some factors can increase in ranking during an increase in tightness when declining in importance, or 

the other way around. Relationship-peers declines in importance, while the factor rises in ranking. The 

work itself, job security, and relationship-superior increase in importance, while they are found lower 

on the ranking in a labour market with high tightness. The results suggest two reasons for this. Firstly, 

the relative increase and decrease variated per factor. Secondly, the regression coefficient was negative 

for the upper five factors ranked in a low tightness labour market. The factors ranking lower than the 

top five all have positive regression coefficients, with increasingly higher positive coefficients when 

the factor ranks lower on the low TLM ranking.  

 

Table 15: Ranking of the relative importance of factors for job satisfaction in a labour market with high or low tightness 

(1=low, 5=high). 

Herzberg factors Constant b1 Ranking low tightness b0+b1*1 Ranking high tightness b0+b1*5 

Achievement 3.56 0.13 Supervision ïtechnical 4.72 Supervision ïtechnical 4.36 

Recognition 4.59 -0.09 Personal life 4.53 Relationship ï peers 4.25 

The work itself1 3.75 0.05 Recognition 4.50 Possibility of growth 4.23 

Advancement 2.14 0.23 Relationship ï peers 4.41 Achievement 4.21 

Possibility of growth 2.58 0.33 Working conditions 4.25 Personal life 4.21 

Responsibility 3.85 0.04 Job security 3.96 Recognition 4.14 

Company policy and 

administration 
3.45 0.06 Responsibility 3.89 Responsibility 4.05 

Supervision ïtechnical 4.81 -0.09 The work itself1 3.80 Job security 4.04 

Relationship ï 

superior1 
3.50 0.05 Achievement 3.69 The work itself1 4.00 

Working conditions 4.38 -0.13 Relationship ï superior1 3.55 
Company policy and 

administration 
3.75 

Salary1 1.82 0.14 
Company policy and 

administration 
3.51 Relationship ï superior1 3.75 

Relationship ï peers 4.45 -0.04 Possibility of growth 2.91 Working conditions 3.73 

Personal life 4.61 -0.08 Advancement 2.37 Advancement 3.29 

Status2 0.81 0.22 Salary1 1.96 Salary1 2.52 

Job security 3.94 0.02 Status2 1.03 Status2 1.91 

.Єψψȟ ÒÅÓÕÌÔÓ ÆÒÏÍ ÓÉÍÐÌÅ ÌÉÎÅÁÒ ÒÅÇÒÅÓÓÉÏÎȟ 1Exponential transformation for linearity 
2Exponential transformation for homoscedasticity



7. Discussion 

The two-factor theory of Frederick Herzberg (1959) has been extensively researched in job satisfaction 

literature. However, there is a lack of literature on the effect of a tight labour market on the two-factor 

theory. Cahill et al. (2015) found that different macroeconomic situations, such as labour shortages, 

affect job satisfaction. Herzberg (1959) suggested further research was needed on the importance of his 

factors in different situations. The objective of this study was to examine the importance of factors for 

job satisfaction, in the specific situation of a tight labour market. This chapter presents the 

interpretations on the results of this study in reference to earlier written literature. Sub chapter 7.1 

discusses the interpretations on the sub research question óTo what extent does Herzberg's (1959) 

distinction between motivational and hygiene factors apply to tight labour markets?ô. Sub chapter 7.2 

elaborates on the interpretations of the sub research question óTo what extent does labour market 

tightness influence the relative importance of motivational and hygiene factors for job satisfaction?ô. 

7.3 includes the limitations and recommendations for further research. 

7.1 Typology of factors 

This sub chapter elaborates on the sub research question óTo what extent does Herzberg's (1959) 

distinction between motivational and hygiene factors apply to tight labour markets?ô. The distinction 

must be made between which factors change from Herzbergôs (1959) research to a contemporary labour 

environment, and which factors change between TLM-low and TLM-high within a modern labour 

environment. For instance, if a factor changed typology from Herzbergôs (1959) research to a tight 

labour market in 2023, this could be caused by the tightness in the labour market (TLM) , but also by 

the contemporariness of the labour market. Table 11 in paragraph 6.2 displays the results on which the 

typologies are based, and Table 12 in paragraph 6.2 shows the typology of factors in different situations. 

Figure 4 shows how the factors are influenced by time and TLM. 

 

The changed factors can be classified in four categories. First, the factors which changed from 

Herzbergôs (1959) study to the contemporary labour market but were not subject to a change by a tight 

labour market. This includes only one factor, personal life, which changed from hygiene factor to 

motivational factor in TLM-low and TLM-high (Figure 4). This study found that personal life has 

changed classification from hygiene to motivational factor in a contemporary labour market. Herzberg 

(1959) found personal life to be a hygiene factor and to be the factor which contributed the least as a 

motivational factor (Appendix 5, Figure 1). Earlier literature suggests that personal life contributes as 

a motivational as well as a hygiene factor (Rantz, 1996; Thant & Chang, 2020). Greenblatt (2002) 

argued that work/life balance had become more important over time as internet enabled flexible working 

for, for example, parents with young children. The results and literature could raise questions on the 

contemporariness relevance of Herzbergôs (1959) results on this particular factor as the motivational 

classification is confirmed in both this study as similar replication studies in a more contemporary 

labour environment (Rantz, 1996; Thant & Chang, 2020). 

 

Second, the factors which changed from Herzbergôs (1959) study to a contemporary environment, and 

changed back to Herzbergôs (1959) classification when the contemporary labour market became tight. 

These factors include responsibility, working conditions, salary, and job security (Figure 4). 

Responsibility changed from motivational classification (Herzberg, 1959) to hygiene (TLM-low) to 

motivational (TLM-high). So, this study found that both the contemporary environment and the TLM 
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influenced the classification of responsibility. Bundtzen (2020) tested the two-factor theory in a modern 

VUCA world, and found responsibility to be a motivational factor. This could be compared to TLM-

low, as the modern day labour environment was tested, but no labour shortage was mentioned in the 

work of Bundtzen (2020). The findings of Bundtzen (2020) puts the result of responsibility in a different 

perspective, as these results are opposing each other. However, as the study population is different, 

cross-cultural differences could explain such disparate results. Furthermore, working conditions, salary 

and job security changed from hygiene factor (Herzberg, 1959) to motivational factor (TLM-low), to 

hygiene factor (TLM-high). This means both the contemporariness of the labour environment as the 

TLM influenced the classification of these factors. Working conditions, salary and job security can 

increase job dissatisfaction in a low TLM, while it can prevent dissatisfaction in a high TLM. These 

factors could have changed over the years to behave like motivational factors in modern labour 

environments, while the TLM changed the classification in a hygiene factor again. The work of 

Bundtzen (2020) can compare the contemporariness as an influence of typology.  Bundtzen (2020) 

confirms the motivational classification of working conditions in a contemporary environment with low 

labour tightness. However, salary and job security are classified as hygiene factors, while this study 

classifies them as motivational factors in TLM-low (Bundtzen, 2020). Differences in study population 

could explain these differences, for instance socio-economic status could explain the importance of 

salary and job security for job satisfaction. The TLM turns working conditions, salary and job security 

in to hygiene factors (Figure 4). Employees could gain extra demands when a tight labour market 

increases the room for demands and this could make working conditions, salary and job security a 

precondition for a job, rather than an appealing supplementary aspect (Lesser et al., 2003). The change 

of these factors could be explained with the idea that working conditions, salary and job security are 

easily adapted by the employer when in need of employees. Employees are worth more salary when 

labour is scarce, and longer contracts are handed to employees with more ease (Landry et al., 2017; 

Brunow et al. 2022; Akomah et al., 2020).  

 

Third, the factors which did not change from Herzbergôs (1959) study to the contemporary labour 

market with low TLM, but changed when the labour market became tight. These factors include 

relationship-peers and advancement (Figure 4). Advancement changed from motivational (TLM-low) 

to hygiene factor (TLM-high). Relationship-peers changed from hygiene (TLM-low) to motivational 

factor (TLM-high). The factor relationship-peers was classified in Herzbergôs (1959) research as a 

hygiene factor, however, the current study suggests that in a tight labour market the factor has become 

a motivational factor. Like supervision-technical, the factor relationship-peers acts slightly more as a 

hygiene factor than a motivational factor in Herzbergôs (1959) classification (Appendix 1, Figure 1). 

However, the relationship with peers in other literature tends more to the motivational classification 

(Bundtzen, 2020; Rantz, 1996). A noteworthy result of this study is that relationship-peers was one of 

the most influential factors in both low and high tightness labour markets, both as a motivational and 

as a hygiene factor. The results of this study as well as the literature suggest the relationship with peers 

was influential for increasing job satisfaction as well as preventing job dissatisfaction (Herzberg et al., 

1959; Bundtzen, 2020; Rantz, 1996). In practice, this could mean that a good relationship with peers 

could not only prevent an employee from becoming dissatisfied, yet also could contribute to increasing 

ones satisfaction at work. However, this study found relationship-peers to be a more influential factor 

than in other literature (Herzberg et al., 1959; Bundtzen, 2020; Rantz, 1996). On the contrary, the factor 

advancement became a hygiene factor (current study) in a tight labour market, as it used to be classified 

as a motivational factor (Herzberg et al., 1959). Rantz (1996) found little influence, while Thant & 

Chang (2020) found no influence of advancement to either the motivational or hygiene classification. 

Tamosaitis & Schwenker (2002) found no advancement as a highly influential factor for leaving a 

company in the federal factor, and suggesting advancement to be a hygiene factor. The reason for this 
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switch could be that people in a tight labour market consider advancement opportunities as something 

a job must have. Does the job not contain advancement opportunities? Then the employee will become 

dissatisfied. In a tight labour market, an employee could have more career opportunities, what might 

increase the need for advancement opportunities to improve oneôs career.  

 

Fourth, the factor supervision-technical changed from Herzbergôs (1959) study as a hygiene factor to 

inconclusive results in TLM-low, and changed to a motivational factor when the contemporary labour 

market became tight. Due to inconclusive results in TLM-low, this factor was not included in Figure 4. 

However, because the typology of the factor changed between Herzbergôs (1959) study and TLM-high, 

this factor was important for answering sub research question 3. Supervision-technical was in 

Herzbergôs (1959) study a hygiene factor with significant motivational contributions (Appendix 1, 

Figure 1). Also, in the current study in the low tightness in the labour market group the results indicated 

even distribution among both the motivational as the hygiene classification. Literature indicated 

supervision-technical to be able to be classified as both a motivational and hygiene factor (Thant & 

Chang, 2020; Rantz, 1996). As 8 people in a high labour market named supervision-technical as a 

motivational factor and 7 as a hygiene factor, results and literature both indicate supervision-technical 

to be contributing to both providing job satisfaction, and preventing job dissatisfaction. However, when 

interpreting that supervision-technical would switch from a hygiene to a motivational factor in a tight 

labour market, one could reason that the competency and fairness of the supervisor can no longer induce 

job dissatisfaction, but is now able to increase job satisfaction .In practice, this could mean that the 

negative impact of the supervisor on the employee is reduced, and supervisors can now increase job 

satisfaction by behaving with acts of competency and fairness. 

 

To answer the sub research question óTo what extent does Herzberg's (1959) distinction between 

motivational and hygiene factors apply to tight labour markets?ô, information on both the influence of 

the contemporariness of data and the TLM is required. The change between TLM-low and TLM-high 

provides information about the influence of a tight labour market on the typology of factors. The change 

between Herzbergôs (1959) classification and TLM-low shows what changed over time, because only 

with this differentiation, the distinction between the influence of time and TLM can be made. 6 of the 

15 measured factors changed classification induced by TLM. Salary, working conditions, job security, 

and advancement changed from motivational factor to hygiene factor. Responsibility and relationship-

peers changed from hygiene factor to a motivational factor. Achievement, recognition, the work itself, 

possibility of growth, company policy and administration, supervision-technical, relationship-superior, 

and status were not subject to an conclusive change in typology, affected by a tight labour market.  
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Figure 4: Visualisation of changes in classification of factors between Herzberg (1959), TLM-low, and TLM-high. 

 
Only changed factors included, inconclusive results not included 

TLM = Tightness in the Labour Market 

7.2 Ranking the factors 

This sub chapter elaborates on the sub research question óTo what extent does labour market tightness 

influence the relative importance of motivational and hygiene factors for job satisfaction?ô. This study 

does this by comparing the relative importance of Herzbergôs (1959) factors in a tight labour market to 

Herzbergôs (1959) original ranking of importance. Table 17 in Appendix 5 shows the relative 

importance of Herzbergôs (1959) factors for job satisfaction, and was created with data from Table 16 

(Appendix 5), extracted from Herzbergôs (1959) work. Table 15 in section 6.3 of this study displays the 

relative importance of Herzbergôs (1959) factors for job satisfaction in labour markets with high or low 

tightness. To answer sub research question 3, the relative importance of Herzbergôs (1959) factors from 

the original research (Table 17 in Appendix 5), was compared with the relative importance in a labour 

market with high tightness found in this study (Table 15, section 6.3). This studyôs results on relative 

importance of the factors when the TLM was low could be used as context, revealing how the factors 

have changed over time. This is because stating the change of importance between Herzbergôs (1959) 

study and the TLM-high, would be to neglect the influence time had on the importance of factors.  

 

Between the rankings of TLM-low and TLM-high in the results of this study occurs an interesting trend. 

The five most important factors in the ranking when the TLM was low, supervision-technical, personal 

life, recognition, relationship-peers, and working conditions turn out to be the only factors which 

decrease in importance when the TLM increases (Table 18, Appendix 5). All factors beneath the top 

five factors on the ranking of TLM-low increase in importance when the labour market becomes tighter. 

An even more interesting result is that the factors underneath the top five of factors in the ranking of 

TLM-low seem to have a gradually higher regression coefficient, the lower the factor is on the ranking. 

This means that the lower the factor ranked when the TLM is low, the more per-unit-increase occurs 

when a labour market increases in tightness.  
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This trend suggests that there are a set of óbase factorsô, which are important to the employee no matter 

the TLM. In addition to the base factors there are óvariable factorsô, these factors are less important 

when the TLM is low but increase when the labour market becomes tighter. These variable factors tend 

to be less important when employees can permit themselves less demands. However, when the TLM 

increases, the variable factors become more important for the employee, because the employee has now 

more bargaining power (Brenzel et al., 2013). These arguments also imply that the mean values of the 

factors in the survey are relative values instead of absolute values. The employee gives relative scores 

regarding their interpretation of importance of the factors for job satisfaction. The anchoring effect 

states that the rating given to one question influences the ratings given to other questions (Hitczenko, 

2013).  This means that the negative regression coefficient does not necessarily imply that the factor 

becomes less important in a tight labour market, however, it could imply that the variable factors 

become more important, and the base factors suffer only a decrease importance in the respondents' 

mind, relative to the increasing factors. This study classifies a óbaseô factor when it has a negative 

regression coefficient, and a óvariable factorô when it has a positive regression coefficient (Table 19). 

 

Table 19: Ranking of the relative importance of factors for job satisfaction in TLM-low, and classification as base or 

variable factor 

Factors in TLM -low constant b1 
Base or 

variable factor 

Supervision ï technical 4,81 -0,09 Base 

Personal life 4,61 -0,08 Base 

Recognition 4,59 -0,09 Base 

Relationship ï peers 4,45 -0,04 Base 

Working conditions 4,38 -0,13 Base 

Job security 3,94 0,02 Variable 

Responsibility 3,85 0,04 Variable 

The work itself 3,75 0,05 Variable 

Achievement 3,56 0,13 Variable 

Relationship ï superior 3,50 0,05 Variable 

Company policy and administration 3,45 0,06 Variable 

Possibility of growth 2,58 0,33 Variable 

Advancement 2,14 0,23 Variable 

Salary 1,82 0,14 Variable 

Status 0,81 0,22 Variable 
Created with data from the regression model 

TLM = Tightness in the Labour Market 

b1= regression coefficient 

Supervision-technical was found to be the most important factor for job satisfaction in this study (Table 

15, paragraph 6.3). The factor was ranked on the first place in both TLM-high and TLM-low scenario, 

compared to an eight place on Herzberg's (1959) ranking of importance. However, as this factor also 

shows its importance in a labour market with low tightness, the reason of increased importance is likely 

the contemporary importance in 2023, instead of the TLM. The TLM-low was constructed to 

differentiate the time-effect from the TLM-effect. As supervision-technical could be classified in this 

study as a base factor, this factor does not necessarily increase in importance when the TLM increases. 

Therefore, supervision-technical can be seen as a factor that is important for job satisfaction, no matter 

the TLM.  

 

The factors relationship-peers and possibility of growth seem to be relatively more important when the 

TLM is high than in Herzbergôs (1959) original ranking (Table 15, paragraph 6.3). Having a negative 

regression coefficient, the predicted importance of relationship-peers decreased from a labour market 
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with low TLM towards high TLM in a contemporary environment, yet the relative importance increased 

on the ranking. This is because personal life and recognition had a larger negative regression coefficient 

between TLM-low to TLM-High in a contemporary environment. So, although relationship-peers 

increased in ranking, the negative regression coefficient indicated a decrease of relative importance 

when the labour market becomes tighter. Relationship-peers could be just as important in low TLM as 

high TLM scenarios, as the anchoring effect could have influenced the respondentsô results (Hitczenko, 

2013).   The factor possibility of growth climbs up in the ranking significantly when a labour market 

becomes tight (Table 15, paragraph 6.3). This factor has the largest positive regression coefficient from 

TLM-low to TLM-high of all factors. Possibility of growth can be classified as a óvariable factorô in 

this study, meaning that this factor becomes more important when the labour market becomes tighter. 

The question arises as to why possibility of growth has such significant increase in importance, and 

further research could provide answers. A reason could be that employers ask increasingly more skills 

and qualifications, and employees would like to secure those skills and qualifications for times with 

less TLM (Dörfler  & Van de Werfhorst, 2009). 

 

The factor achievement showed a particular trend (Table 15, paragraph 6.3). The factor ranked high on 

Herzbergôs (1959) initial list, as well as in TLM-high, but turned out to be of relatively lesser importance 

to job satisfaction when the TLM is low. The relatively unimportance of achievement in a low TLM 

indicates the variability of achievement in relation with TLM. In a contemporary environment, 

achievement is likely to be of lesser importance for employees when employee demands are low, but 

in a TLM-high, achievement appears to become an important demand for the employees. One 

explanation would be that an employer, in an effort to attract and retain employees in a tight labour 

market, increasingly rewards employee achievements (Landry et al., 2017). This incentivizes the 

employee to increase their achievements. Alternatively, the factor working conditions shows the 

opposite trend of achievement (Table 15, paragraph 6.3). Both in Herzbergôs (1959) original ranking 

and in a TLM-high working conditions show relatively lesser importance on the ranking. However, 

when the TLM is low, the factor working conditions is relatively important on the ranking. Working 

conditions has the largest decrease per unit when the TLM increases, indicated by the regression 

analysis. These results indicate the contemporary importance of working conditions, and the 

insignificant increase in importance when the TLM increases. One can question Herzbergôs (1959) 

results on the factor working conditions, as his research subjects consisted of solely accountants and 

engineers. Further research on a wider variety of professions could provide more information on the 

factor working conditions in a contemporary environment.  

 

The results of this study indicate that base factors are more likely to be important for job satisfaction, 

no matter the TLM. Following this reasoning, the results indicate that variable factors increase in 

importance when a labour market becomes tight. This could mean that base factors are most important 

for job satisfaction in a TLM-low, when employee demands are low. When the TLM increases, the 

variable factors become increasingly more important, because employees can demand more from their 

potential next employer. Suppose the TLM would increase even further, the factors with the highest 

regression coefficients would become increasingly more important. Calculating the extra high TLM 

with b0+b1*10, possibility of growth would be the most important factor if the TLM would continue to 

increase (Table 20). Advancement ranks very low in a tight labour market, and ranks very high in a 

hypothetical extra high labour market. Employers should be aware of this trend to adapt their strategies 

accordingly.  
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Table 20: Relative importance of factors for job satisfaction in TLM-high and TLM-extra high 

Herzberg factors Constant b1 Ranking high tightness b0+b1*5 
Ranking extra high 

tightness 
b0+b1*10 

Achievement 3.56 0.13 Supervision ïtechnical 4.36 Possibility of growth 5,88 

Recognition 4.59 -0.09 Relationship ï peers 4.25 Achievement 4,86 

The work itself1 3.75 0.05 Possibility of growth 4.23 Advancement 4,44 

Advancement 2.14 0.23 Achievement 4.21 The work itself1 4,25 

Possibility of growth 2.58 0.33 Personal life 4.21 Responsibility 4,25 

Responsibility 3.85 0.04 Recognition 4.14 Job security 4,14 

Company policy & 

administration 
3.45 0.06 Responsibility 4.05 

Company policy & 

administration 

4,05 

Supervision ïtechnical 4.81 -0.09 Job security 4.04 Relationship ï peers 4,05 

Relationship ïsuperior1 3.50 0.05 The work itself1 4.00 Relationship ï superior1 4,00 

Working conditions 4.38 -0.13 
Company policy & 

administration 
3.75 

Supervision ï technical 3,91 

Salary1 1.82 0.14 Relationship ï superior1 3.75 Personal life 3,81 

Relationship ï peers 4.45 -0.04 Working conditions 3.73 Recognition 3,69 

Personal life 4.61 -0.08 Advancement 3.29 Salary1 3,22 

Status2 0.81 0.22 Salary1 2.52 Working conditions 3,08 

Job security 3.94 0.02 Status2 1.91 Status2 3,01 

b1 = regression coefficient, b0 = Constant. 
1: Exponential transformation for linearity, 2:Exponential transformation for homoscedasticity  

 

7.3 Limitations & recommendations 

In addition to the discussion and interpretations of literature and results, it is essential to reflect on the 

validity, reliability and usability of this study. This study had been conducted in the Netherlands, 

meaning generalizability is limited to the Netherlands. Further research could include cross-cultural 

data to expand the findings of this research to a wider context. Cross-cultural data could increase the 

usability a across the borders of the Netherlands.  

 

This study has a relatively small sample size, due to time and funding constraints. The sample size was 

calculated by using G*Power, a sample size calculator (Faul et al., 2007). The researcher argued a larger 

effect size is taken into account as research time and lack of funding constraints decreases the number 

of required participants in the study. The small sample size decreases representativeness of the study, 

as the sample can lack diversity and be sensitive to outliers. However, this study used stratified 

sampling, which enabled the survey to be distributed among several different professions. This 

improves representativeness in comparison to Herzbergôs (1959) study, which was limited to the data 

of accountants and engineers. A small sample size can also induce a low coefficient of determination 

(R-squared) in regression models, as the model struggles to explain a substantial proportion of the 

variance. Next to limited explanatory power, the model with a low R-squared lacks prediction power 

and potential missing variables. These variables could be confounders as age, gender, or socioeconomic 

status. This study exhibits a limited coefficient of determination, as the highest observed coefficient for 

a factor reached only 0.15. As this study with a small sample size lacks representativeness, reliability, 

and explanatory power, further research with larger sample sizes could reaffirm the findings in this 
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study. Further research could also include confounders to their data collection and analysis, and possibly 

test which confounders are most important for a change in typology, or relative importance of 

Herzbergôs (1959) factors.  

 

The survey conducted in this study had some limitations, particularly regarding the Likert-scale 

questions. Likert-scale questions can induce the anchoring effect, in which statements are answered 

relatively to the other statements (Hitczenko, 2013). To balance this effect between the statements, all 

Likert-scale statements were randomized for every respondent. So when the anchoring effect would 

have occurred during the response, the effects of that anchoring effect would be somewhat evenly 

distributed among all Likert-scale statements. Especially in regard to the multi-select questions where 

factors are presented without explanation, the question arises whether all participants interpret the 

factors in the same manner. In case of differences in interpretation, unreliable or skewed data can be 

generated, undermining the validity and reliability of the research. The Likert-scale questions are 

formulated with the interview codes made by Herzberg (1959), where the original factors are 

constructed of. These interview codes offer deeper understanding of what the factor consists of. The 

use of Herzbergôs (1959) interview codes assures that the survey measures the right context of the factor, 

and increases the reliability of potential replication of this study. The ranking of relative important is 

ultimately created with Likert-scale data, supporting the validity and reliability of that sub research 

question. Although respondents have been assured anonymity, there is still chance of social desirable 

answers of participations in the survey. The factors and their interpretations presented to the respondents 

always have some form of value attached to them. The survey is also limited in capturing underlying 

motivations of respondents, as no open questions are provided. However, the lack of open questions 

was deliberate choice, because of survey length concerns. Further research could use open questions to 

reveal the underlying motivations of employees regarding the change in importance of factors for job 

satisfaction. However the two-factor theory is extensively researched with open questions, the two-

factor theory in a tight labour market lacks such research. 

 

The results of the second sub research question: óTo what extent does Herzberg's (1959) distinction 

between motivational and hygiene factors apply to tight labour markets?ô, could be subject of further 

research. The results of the question considering typologies were closely clustered together. This could 

mean that nowadays not much difference exists in the interpretation of motivational or hygiene factors, 

or the method of data collection was not fit. The way of questioning could have variated in 

interpretability among respondents, or the distinction between motivational and hygiene factor could 

have been wrongly formulated by the researcher, misinterpreted by the respondent, or caused by the 

small sample size. Further research could develop alternative methods for testing the typology of factors 

in a tight labour market, or the typology of factors in a contemporary labour market. Next to the 

questionable validity of results, this study had no way of testing the statistical significance of the new 

typology of factors in a tight labour market. The lack of contextual data made it impossible to distinguish 

between chance and relationship. Further research should include such a test of statistical significance 

to increase reliability of results.  
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8. Conclusion 

To answer the main research question óTo what extent do Herzbergôs (1959) motivational and hygiene 

factors explain job satisfaction in tight labour markets?ô, the answers to the three sub research questions 

can be used. The first sub research question: óWhat is the relevance of Herzbergôs (1959) two-factor 

theory factors for job satisfaction in a tight labour market?ô, describes the relevance of Herzbergôs 

(1959) two-factor theory factors for job satisfaction in tight labour markets. The literature suggests that 

many factors would be influenced by the tightness of the labour market. Job satisfaction is interlinked 

with the tightness of the labour market (Korder et al., 2023; Das & Baruah, 2013). Employee turnover 

and employee demands are important signs for change in factors, influenced by TLM. The second sub 

research question óTo what extent does Herzberg's (1959) distinction between motivational and hygiene 

factors apply to tight labour markets?ô, questions the typology of factors in a contemporary environment 

and a tight labour market. The results of this study support óH:1 = There is change observed in the 

relative importance of Herzbergôs (1959) factors for job satisfaction in a tight labour marketô. Six of the 

fifteen measured factors changed classification induced by TLM. Salary, working conditions, job 

security, and advancement changed from motivational factor to hygiene factor. Responsibility and 

relationship-peers changed from hygiene factor to a motivational factor. Achievement, recognition, the 

work itself, possibility of growth, company policy and administration, supervision-technical, 

relationship-superior, and status were not subject to a conclusive change in typology, affected by a 

tight labour market. The third sub research question: óTo what extent does labour market tightness 

influence the relative importance of motivational and hygiene factors for job satisfaction?ô, was aimed 

to test the relative importance of Herzbergôs (1959) factors for job satisfaction in a tight labour market. 

This results of this study support the alternative hypothesis óH:1 = There is change observed in the 

relative importance of Herzbergôs (1959) factors for job satisfaction in a tight labour marketô. This study 

suggests óbase factorsô to be less influenced by TLM, while óvariable factorsô are more inclined to 

change when the TLM changes (Table 19, paragraph 7.2). The most important factors for job 

satisfaction in a TLM-high were supervision-technical, relationship-peers, and possibility of growth. 

Possibility of growth would be expected to be the most important factor if the TLM continues to increase 

(Table 20, paragraph 7.2). The central research question was óTo what extent do Herzbergôs (1959) 

motivational and hygiene factors explain job satisfaction in tight labour markets?ô. This study suggests 

that tight labour markets are interlinked with job satisfaction, and tight labour markets influence the 

typology and relative importance of factors. The change of typology suggests that factors could explain 

job satisfaction in a different way in a tight labour market. The change in relative importance suggests 

that most factors explain job satisfaction in a different intensity in a tight labour market. This is because 

factors fluctuate in importance for inducing job satisfaction.  

 

The motivation for this research was the lack of literature of Herzbergôs (1959) two-factor theory in a 

tight labour market. Herzberg (1959) suggested for further research the relative importance of factors 

in specific situations should be studied. Unlike most two-factor theory replication studies, this study 

used a survey method based on Herzbergôs (1959) interview codes (Thant & Chang, 2020; Rantz, 1996). 

The small sample size is the main limitation of this study, and further research of the two-factor theory 

in a tight labour market with a larger sample size would be interesting. A larger sample size could 

explain a larger proportion of the variance, and could prove or disprove the changes in typology induced 

by a tight labour market. The specific finding of this study regarding the base factors and variable factors 

are also worth investigating in further research. The classification between base and variable factors 

could distinguish which factors are influenced by a tight labour market, and which are not. Employers 

could use this information in order to increase their attractiveness for employees.  
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Based on the results, employers should pay attention to the competency and fairness of the supervisors 

within the company, as supervision-technical is the most important factor for job satisfaction in a tight 

labour market. However, when the labour market increases in tightness, the possibility for growth factor 

becomes increasingly more important. Employers should enable the employee to increase its skills 

within the company, as this will  be perceived as the most important factor for job satisfaction. Further 

research could expand this study with a larger sample size and cross-cultural data. Open questions could 

reveal underlying motivations and included confounders can explain a larger proportion of variance. 

Further researchers could develop a new method of measuring the motivational or hygiene 

classification, preferably with a test of statistical significance.  
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Appendix 1: Extended literature review 

 

Table 1: Herzbergôs factors (1959). 

Motivation Factors Hygiene Factors 

Achievement Company Policy and 

administration 

Recognition Supervision ï technical 

The work itself Relationship ï superior 

Responsibility Working conditions 

Advancement Salary 

Possibility of growth Relationship ï peers 

 Personal life 

 Relationship ï subordinates 

 Status 

 Job security 

 

 

 
Figure 1: Factors affecting job attitudes (Herzberg, 1987). 
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Appendix 2: Survey questions 

Wat is uw werksituatie? 

¶ Ik werk fulltime (>32 uur per week) 

¶ Ik werk parttime (<32 uur per week) 

¶ Ik ben werkzoekend (WW) ï decline participation 

¶ Ik ben werkzoekend (Bijstand) ï decline participation 

¶ Ik werk niet (en ook niet op zoek) ï decline participation 

¶ Gepensioneerd / AOWï decline participation 

¶ Ik ben niet in staat om te werken (afgekeurd) ï decline participation 

¶ Ik ben scholier/studentï decline participation 

¶ Anders, namelijk: ... ï decline participation 

 

Werkt u voor een voor een vaste werkgever? 

¶ Ja 

¶ Ik werk voor verschillende opdrachtgeversï decline participation 

¶ Nee, ben eigen baasï decline participation 

 

 

 

Questions on the employees’ interpretation of tightness in their professions’s labour market. 

Results in the factor tightness in the labour market (High,Low) 

 

Geef aan of je het eens of oneens bent met de 

stellingen. 

1- 

Helemaal 

niet mee 

eens 

2 ï 

enigzins 

niet mee 

eens 

3- 

neutraal 

4 -  

enigzins 

mee 

eens 

5 ï 

helemaal 

mee eens 

Ik ervaar een arbeidstekort in mijn 

beroepsgroep/ functie 

     

Als ik ontslag neem, heeft mijn werkgever 

moeite met een opvolger te vinden 

     

Ik denk dat ik een sterke onderhandelingspositie 

heb in gesprekken met mijn werkgever 

     

Als ik ontslag neem, denk ik dat ik snel een 

nieuwe baan heb gevonden 

     

 

Questions testing the importance of factors to the employee’s job satisfaction 

  

Geef aan hoe belangrijk de 

stellingen zijn voor je werk/baan. 

1: 

Onbelangrij

k 

2: enigzins 

belangrijk 

3: 

Redelijk 

belangrijk 

4: belangrijk 
5: zeer 

belangrijk 

Motivational Factors 

Achievement 

Ik vind het é dat mijn werk impact 

heeft 

     

Ik vind het é om het resultaat van 

mijn werk te zien 

     

Recognition 

Ik vind het é om waardering te 

krijgen voor mijn werk 

     

Ik vind het é dat mijn werkgever 

mij erkenning geeft voor mijn werk 

     

The work itself 
Ik vind het é dat ik mijn werk leuk 

vind 
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Ik vind het é dat mijn werk me 

voldoening geeft 

     

Advancement 

Ik vind het é om 

promotiemogelijkheden te hebben 

binnen mijn bedrijf 

     

Ik vind het é om door te kunnen 

stromen naar een functie met meer 

verantwoordelijkheden 

     

Possibility of 

growth 

Ik vind het é om veel bij te kunnen 

leren in mijn baan 

     

Ik vind het é dat mijn werkgever 

mij ontwikkelmogelijkheden biedt 

     

responsibility 

Ik vind het é om 

verantwoordelijkheid te dragen op 

mijn werk 

     

Ik vind het é dat ik zelfstandig 

beslissingen kan maken in mijn werk 

     

Hygiene Factors 

Company 

Policy and 

administration 

Ik vind het é om bij een bedrijf met 

een goede reputatie te werken 

     

Ik vind het é dat het bedrijf waar ik 

werk een goed personeelsbeleid 

heeft 

     

Ik vind het é om het eens te zijn 

met de doelen van het bedrijf 

     

Supervision – 

technical 

Ik vind het é om een kundige 

leidinggevende te hebben 

     

Ik vind het é om een 

leidinggevende te hebben die 

zijn/haar medewerkers gelijkwaardig 

behandelt 

     

Relationship –

superior 

Ik vind het é om een goede 

verstandhouding te hebben met mijn 

leidinggevende 

     

Ik vind het é dat mijn 

leidinggevende naar mijn ideeën 

luistert 

     

Working 

conditions 

 

Ik vind het é dat ik een fijne 

werkomgeving heb 

     

Ik vind het é dat ik geen 

lichamelijk zwaar of gevaarlijk werk 

hoef te doen 

     

Salary 

Ik vind het é om een hoog salaris te 

verdienen 

     

Ik vind het é dat ik de kans heb om 

meer te gaan verdienen bij mijn 

werkgever 

     

Relationship –

peers 

Ik vind het é om samen met mijn 

collegaôs als team te functioneren 

     

Ik vind het é om een goede band 

met collegaôs te hebben 

     

Personal life 
Ik vind het é om een baan te 

hebben die ik makkelijk kan 
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combineren met mijn persoonlijke 

leven.  

Ik vind het é om een baan te 

hebben die geen negatieve invloed 

op mijn persoonlijke leven heeft 

     

Status 

Ik vind het é dat mijn baan me 

enige vorm van aanzien geeft 

     

Ik vind het é om extraôs bij mijn 

baan te krijgen (bedrijfsauto, 

telefoon, etc.) 

     

Security 

Ik vind het é om een baan te 

hebben waar ik me geen zorgen hoef 

te maken over het verliezen van mijn 

baan 

     

Ik vind het é dat mijn werkgever 

vertrouwen in mij toont voor de 

toekomst 

     

 

 

 

Deze factoren motiveren mij in mijn werk: (multiple choice, multiple answers allowed) 

Achievement Succesvol zijn ï iets bereiken 

Recognition Waardering/erkenning 

The work itself Het werk zelf 

Advancement Promotiemogelijkheden - toekomstperspectief 

Growth Ontwikkelmogelijkheden ï persoonlijke 

ontwikkeling 

Responsibility verantwoordelijkheid 

Company Policy and administration Bedrijfsbeleid ï personeelsbeleid 

Supervision ï technical Competentie van leidinggevende(n) ï gelijke 

behandeling van werknemers 

Relationship ï superior Relatie met je leidinggevende 

Working conditions Een fijne werkomgeving - werkomstandigheden 

Salary Salaris 

Relationship ï peers Relatie met je collegaôs  

Personal life Goede werkïprivé balans 

Status Status ï aanzien - prestige 

Security werkzekerheid 
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Als deze factoren afwezig zijn, word ik ontevreden: (multiple choice, multiple answers 

allowed) 

Achievement Succesvol zijn ï iets bereiken 

Recognition Waardering/erkenning 

The work itself Het werk zelf 

Advancement Promotiemogelijkheden - toekomstperspectief 

Growth Ontwikkelmogelijkheden ï persoonlijke 

ontwikkeling 

Responsibility verantwoordelijkheid 

Company Policy and administration Bedrijfsbeleid ï personeelsbeleid 

Supervision ï technical Competentie van leidinggevende(n) ï gelijke 

behandeling van werknemers 

Relationship ï superior Relatie met je leidinggevende 

Working conditions Een fijne werkomgeving - werkomstandigheden 

Salary Salaris 

Relationship ï peers Relatie met je collegaôs  

Personal life Goede werkïprivé balans 

Status Status ï aanzien - prestige 

Security werkzekerheid 
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Appendix 3: Tables & Figures 

 

Table 3: Dataset of tension indicator by UWV (UWV, 2022) 

Minimum van '1 

Peilperiode'[Jaa

r]  

Kwartaa

l Beroepsgroep 

Spannin

g 

SI 

Typering 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Databank- en netwerkspecialisten 16,00 zeer krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Elektrotechnisch ingenieurs 16,00 zeer krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Gespecialiseerd verpleegkundigen 16,00 zeer krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Ingenieurs (geen elektrotechniek) 16,00 zeer krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Keukenhulpen 16,00 zeer krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Machinemonteurs 16,00 zeer krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Managers detail- en groothandel 16,00 zeer krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Overheidsbestuurders 16,00 zeer krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Software- en applicatieontwikkelaars 16,00 zeer krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Vuilnisophalers en dagbladenbezorgers 16,00 zeer krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Productieleiders industrie en bouw 15,50 zeer krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Elektriciens en elektronicamonteurs 15,06 zeer krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal 

Transportplanners en logistiek 

medewerkers 14,67 zeer krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Verpleegkundigen (mbo) 14,58 zeer krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Kelners en barpersoneel 13,94 zeer krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Financieel specialisten en economen 13,24 zeer krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Vrachtwagenchauffeurs 12,60 zeer krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Automonteurs 11,53 zeer krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Bouwarbeiders afbouw 11,06 zeer krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Gebruikersondersteuning ICT 10,73 zeer krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Laboranten 10,61 zeer krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Managers ICT 10,18 zeer krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Technici bouwkunde en natuur 10,15 zeer krap 
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2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Schoonmakers 9,92 zeer krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Boekhouders 9,78 zeer krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Juristen 9,76 zeer krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Loodgieters en pijpfitters 9,69 zeer krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Timmerlieden 9,52 zeer krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Accountants 9,41 zeer krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Productcontroleurs 8,94 zeer krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Managers productie 8,61 zeer krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Fysiotherapeuten 8,37 zeer krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Beleidsadviseurs 8,15 zeer krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Verkoopmedewerkers detailhandel 8,15 zeer krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Kassamedewerkers 7,86 zeer krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Winkeliers en teamleiders detailhandel 7,66 zeer krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Koks 7,61 zeer krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Productiemachinebedieners 7,41 zeer krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Conciërges en teamleiders schoonmaak 7,39 zeer krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Veetelers 7,13 zeer krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal 

Specialisten personeels- en 

loopbaanontwikkeling 7,11 zeer krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Medisch praktijkassistenten 6,81 zeer krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Verzorgenden 6,75 zeer krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Vertegenwoordigers en inkopers 6,73 zeer krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Overheidsambtenaren 6,65 zeer krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Metaalbewerkers en constructiewerkers 6,47 zeer krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Bedrijfskundigen en organisatieadviseurs 6,43 zeer krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Managers horeca 6,41 zeer krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Laders, lossers en vakkenvullers 6,39 zeer krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Beveiligingspersoneel 6,25 zeer krap 
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2022 

3e 

Kwartaal 

Callcentermedewerkers outbound en 

overige verkopers 5,95 zeer krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Assemblagemedewerkers 5,92 zeer krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Artsen 5,77 zeer krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Schilders en metaalspuiters 5,74 zeer krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Medisch vakspecialisten 5,61 zeer krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal 

Adviseurs marketing, public relations en 

sales 5,44 zeer krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal 

Managers gespecialiseerde 

dienstverlening 5,35 zeer krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Managers zorginstellingen 5,31 zeer krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Dekofficieren en piloten 5,27 zeer krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal 

Leidsters kinderopvang en 

onderwijsassistenten 5,16 zeer krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Psychologen en sociologen 4,91 zeer krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Managers logistiek 4,80 zeer krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Leerkrachten basisonderwijs 4,75 zeer krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Militaire beroepen 4,60 zeer krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Lassers en plaatwerkers 4,60 zeer krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Bedieners mobiele machines 4,60 zeer krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Directiesecretaresses 4,57 zeer krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Docenten hoger onderwijs en hoogleraren 4,50 zeer krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Bouwarbeiders ruwbouw 4,49 zeer krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Receptionisten en telefonisten 4,27 zeer krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Bakkers 4,27 zeer krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal 

Sociaal werkers, groeps- en 

woonbegeleiders 4,17 zeer krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Hoveniers, tuinders en kwekers 4,08 zeer krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Apothekersassistenten 3,92 Krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Architecten 3,89 Krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Zakelijke dienstverleners 3,84 Krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Managers verkoop en marketing 3,77 Krap 
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2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Buschauffeurs en trambestuurders 3,47 Krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal 

Meubelmakers, kleermakers en 

stoffeerders 3,46 Krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Land- en bosbouwers 3,38 Krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Boekhoudkundig medewerkers 3,31 Krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal 

Docenten algemene vakken secundair 

onderwijs 3,29 Krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Onderwijskundigen en overige docenten 3,28 Krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal 

Managers zakelijke en administratieve 

dienstverlening 3,15 Krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Slagers 2,90 Krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Administratief medewerkers 2,87 Krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Politie-inspecteurs 2,64 Krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal 

Medewerkers drukkerij en 

kunstnijverheid 2,53 Krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Politie en brandweer 2,52 Krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Bibliothecarissen en conservatoren 2,46 Krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Journalisten 2,43 Krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Chauffeurs auto's, taxi's en bestelwagens 2,39 Krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Maatschappelijk werkers 2,38 Krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Biologen en natuurwetenschappers 2,38 Krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal 

Grafisch vormgevers en 

productontwerpers 2,36 Krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Hulpkrachten landbouw 2,35 Krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Kappers en schoonheidsspecialisten 2,24 Krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Auteurs en taalkundigen 2,20 Krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Secretaresses 2,17 Krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Algemeen directeuren 2,16 Krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Managers onderwijs 2,16 Krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal 

Docenten beroepsgerichte vakken 

secundair onderwijs 2,15 Krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Fotografen en interieurontwerpers 2,12 Krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Sportinstructeurs 1,93 Krap 
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2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Procesoperators 1,84 Krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Radio- en televisietechnici 1,61 Krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal 

Managers commerciële en persoonlijke 

dienstverlening 1,57 Krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal 

Verleners van overige persoonlijke 

diensten 1,51 Krap 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Hulpkrachten bouw en industrie 1,49 

Gemiddel

d 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Uitvoerend kunstenaars 1,43 

Gemiddel

d 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Reisbegeleiders 1,28 

Gemiddel

d 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Beeldend kunstenaars 0,18 zeer ruim 

2022 

3e 

Kwartaal Onbekend 0,06 zeer ruim 
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Appendix 4: Extended result section tables 
Table 13: Results Spearman Rank Correlation. 

Herzberg factor Pearson correlation Sig. 

Achievement 0.175 0.256 

Recognition -0.100 0.520 

The work itself1 0.264 0.084 

Responsibility 0.041 0.791 

Advancement 0.175 0.257 

Possibility of growth 0.286 0.060 

Company policy and administration 0.080 0.604 

Supervision ï technical -0.134 0.386 

Relationship ï superior1 0.256 0.094 

Working conditions -0.139 0.367 

Salary1 0.341 0.023* 

Relationship ï peers -0.040 0.799 

Personal life -0.090 0.560 

Status1 0.382 0.010* 

Job security 0.022 0.888 

*Significance (2-tailed) is set at p Ò 0.05, significant correlations are indicated in bold 
1Exponentially transformed 

Total number (N) of respondents = 44 
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Appendix 5: Discussion tables 
4ÁÂÌÅ υϊȡ Percentage of Each First-Level Factor in High (motivational) and Low (hygiene) Attitude Sequence. 

Factors high low total 

Achievement 41 7 48 

Recognition 33 18 51 

The work itself 26 14 40 

Advancement 20 11 31 

Possibility of growth 6 8 14 

Responsibility 23 6 29 

Company policy & administration 3 31 34 

Supervision ï technical 3 20 23 

Relationship ï superior 4 15 19 

Working conditions 1 11 12 

Salary 15 17 32 

Relationship ï peers 3 8 11 

Personal life 1 6 7 

Status 4 4 8 

Job security 1 1 2 
The totals are > 100% because more than one factor can appear in any sequence. From The Motivation to Work (p. 60,72), 

by F. Herzberg, B. Mausner, and B. Snyderman, (1959), New York: Wiley. Copyright 1959. 

 
Table 17:  Relative importance of factors for job satisfaction in Herzbergôs (1959) study, sum of percentage scores. 

Herzberg’s (1959) two-factor theory factors 
Percentage 

score (sum) 

Recognition 51 

Achievement 48 

The work itself 40 

Company policy & administration 34 

Salary 32 

Advancement 31 

Responsibility 29 

Supervision ï technical 23 

Relationship ï superior 19 

Possibility of growth 14 

Working conditions 12 

Relationship ï peers 11 

Status 8 

Personal life 7 

Job security 2 
Created by author with data from Herzberg (1959) 
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Table 18: Ranking of relative importance of factors for job satisfaction in TLM-low.  

Factors in TLM -low  constant b1 

Supervision ï technical 4,81 -0,09 

Personal life 4,61 -0,08 

Recognition 4,59 -0,09 

Relationship ï peers 4,45 -0,04 

Working conditions 4,38 -0,13 

Job security 3,94 0,02 

Responsibility 3,85 0,04 

The work itself 3,75 0,05 

Achievement 3,56 0,13 

Relationship ï superior 3,50 0,05 

Company policy and administration 3,45 0,06 

Possibility of growth 2,58 0,33 

Advancement 2,14 0,23 

Salary 1,82 0,14 

Status 0,81 0,22 
Created with data from the regression model 


