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justifications of the situation. Although not determining breach, our inconsistent 

findings on the relation between triggers for breach and turnover intention might 

still point in the direction of a weakened psychological contract. 

Although turnovers are costly for the organization on many levels (Staw, 

1980), it can be argued that a weakened psychological contract might bear just as 

harmful implications on the organization in the long term. The psychological 

contract is found to deem positive outcomes in terms of job satisfaction and 

organizational commitment (Robinson & Rousseau, 1994), organizational 

citizenship behaviors (Robinson & Morrison, 1995) as well as employee 

performance (Robinson, 1996). Along with these lines, our study identifies coping 

mechanisms that bear negative implications (i.e. withdrawal from the organization) 

or are outside the organization’s control (i.e. seeking other sources of support). 

Recent research also implies employer contract behaviors related to developmental 

promise fulfillment are important in fostering employee willingness to be internally 

employable (Solberg et al., 2020). Employees displaying flexibility in taking on 

new tasks and roles within the organization will arguably continue to be a crucial 

resource in today’s rapidly changing work environment.  

Thus, in the cases where employees experience triggers for breach of the 

contract, but ultimately do not decide to leave, implications of a weak psychological 

contract might pose threatening effects for the organization in the long term. As for 

such cases identified in our findings, previous trauma from harmful employer 

contract behavior caused them to renegotiate the terms of the psychological 

contract, and can be thought to ultimately weaken their resilience to similar 

situations in the future. Such experiences allow employees to make first hand 

observations about their employer’s contract behavior in critical situations, which 

aligns with Datta and colleagues’ (2010) notions on harmful implications for 

survivors in a downsizing context.  

 

5.3 Justice Perceptions 

Theory finds justice to play a central role in sensemaking processes as humans tend 

to use justice information to assess their exchange relationships (Van Dierendonck 

& Jacobs, 2012), arguably as a means of reducing cognitive dissonance. This notion 

became evident in our findings: In trying to make sense of an uncertain situation, 
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respondents resorted to assess whether the organization’s decision making was 

indeed fair. Those who reported to be treated fairly and well informed about the 

process further expressed patience and less uncertainty, which can be explained by 

Lester and colleagues’ (2007) findings that perceptions of justice produce 

confidence in the assessment of the employment relationship. Where employees 

experienced injustice, they tended to make active use of justifications to ultimately 

convey a coherent narrative of their experiences.  

Among differentiated justice concepts, Van Dierendonck and Jacobs (2012) 

find procedural justice to be the best predictor of employee behaviors and attitudes. 

We found support for this in that a lack of influence was identified as a main theme 

in negative exchange perceptions as well as accounts of engagement and 

withdrawal. Correspondingly, those who felt they had a possibility to influence 

evaluated the relationship with their employer as more positive. Moreover, accounts 

of third-party interests in decision making, namely questioning the employer’s 

motivation for furloughs, elicited strong sensations of injustice, and naturally 

caused doubts about the employment relationship. This also held true for 

respondents who perceived to be discriminated against, i.e. that the furlough 

process was not applied consistently across people and time (Leventhal et al., 1980). 

Ultimately, those who perceived the furlough process to be fairly managed in 

procedural terms, among whom even reported the organization to exceed their 

expectations, can seem to have strengthened the psychological contract. Thus, our 

findings align with the preexisting notions that procedural justice perceptions are 

central to the quality of the psychological contract.  

In line with previous findings (Van Dierendonck & Jacobs, 2012; Colquitt 

et al, 2001), we also identified distributive as well as interactional justice constructs 

to partially explain employee evaluations of the psychological contract. As for 

distributive justice, a notable observation was that employees who felt the 

organization’s contract behaviors in the situation were unsatisfactory tended to 

report withdrawal behaviors. Moreover, accounts of interactional justice, referring 

to justice perceptions in the exchange between employee and supervisor, became 

particularly apparent in our data. In line with Cropanzano and colleagues’ (2002) 

findings, ease of communication was reported to be a key factor for bridging justice 

perceptions within this exchange relationship, particularly with reference to 

transparency. Across our data we identified a clear pattern of the way in which 
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information was conveyed to furloughed employees: Respondents frequently 

reported information to take the form of one-way formal communication from top-

level management as well as HR and labor union representatives in the early stages 

of the process. Although some respondents reported instances of more interactive 

communication, these initiatives rarely came from the employee’s supervisor.  

With reference to cognitive dissonance, offering explanations for unpopular 

decisions reduces negative reactions and makes employees perceive the decisions 

as fairer (Bies, 1987). This notion provides an explanation as to how interactive 

justice can potentially buffer overall justice perceptions, and how the lack of such 

interactions among our respondents has produced increased perceptions of 

injustice. Under normal circumstances, it would arguably be natural for a supervisor 

to offer these kinds of explanations. Seeing as the originally proposed relevancy of 

LMX was not reported with the frequency we expected, it seems Cropanzano and 

colleagues’ (2002) notions on the nature of interactive justice provide a viable 

explanation for frequent reporting on perceived injustice among employees in 

organizations characterized by mass furloughs.  

 

5.4 Trust 

As uncertain times trigger sensemaking processes (Weick, 1995), employees 

frequently use justice information to assess their exchange relationships to 

ultimately assess whether organizational authorities can be trusted (Van 

Dierendonck & Jacobs, 2012). Theory presumes that trust and justice perceptions 

are tightly linked to determine the state of the psychological contract (Guest, 2004). 

Employees can dwell on the employment relationship if their organization is not 

acting in accordance with their expectations, and thereby diminish trust (Bellairs et 

al., 2014). Our findings are consistent with Morrison and Robinson’s (1997) 

emphasis on employment relationships shaping the nature of the contract. In cases 

where the expectations to the employer’s benevolence only extend to transactional 

matters, no breach seems to be detected. These respondents seem to experience that 

their employer weaves trustworthy signals as the furlough procedure is perceived 

as accurate and reliable. The employees’ trust in a justly executed process seems to 

produce positive coping mechanisms and reduced uncertainty among these 

employees, who ultimately do not perceive this novel situation as threatening to 

09991720989386GRA 19703



 

Page 46 

 

their employment. In return, they trust that their employer is able to ensure job 

security. On the other hand, prevailing theory agrees trust can be hard to retain 

during periods of uncertainty, especially if it fosters negative feelings related to 

whether furloughs are well-intentioned (Robinson, 1996; Bellairs et al., 2014; van 

den Heuvel et al., 2017). This resonates with our findings in that a lack of 

transparency is identified as a trigger for breach. The critical assessment raised by 

respondents was characterized by skepticism towards the employer’s motivation for 

employing furlough procedures at all, ultimately having implications for the 

employment relationship. As suggested by Bellairs and colleagues (2014), 

downsizing events such as furloughs can disrupt employees’ trust if they perceive 

themselves to be unjustly treated. Interestingly, upper management seems to 

consistently be held accountable for whether actions are fully vested in employees’ 

best interest. Trust towards upper management can be seen to reside on shaking 

ground in such cases, as respondents reported notions of a weakened psychological 

contract. This assertion is supported by recent research implying that mistrust in a 

furlough context tends to be directed towards the upper management (Huffman et 

al., 2021). Accordingly, Huffman and colleagues (2021) found that doubt in upper 

management’s intentions ultimately led to mistrust in the information that was 

being shared. This may be explained by low prior trust in the employer, as previous 

conflicts and issues served as a reference point to how respondents perceived their 

employment relationship, thus intensifying as a trigger for breach (Robinson, 

1996). Conclusively, our findings related to trust perceptions align with existing 

theory as the importance of trust as a fundament for the psychological contract is 

seen to transcend to the context of furloughs.  

 

5.5 Organizational Support 

Our analysis supports previous literature with regard to the importance of 

organizational support in downsizing events. Our study did not specifically set out 

to investigate the role of organizational support, yet we found clear indications that 

it influences respondents’ contract evaluations. This follows logically as both 

psychological contracts and perceived organizational support are grounded in the 

theory of social exchange and the notion of reciprocity (Coyle-Shapiro & Conway, 

2005). It is thus likely that perceived organizational support forwards a signal of 
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reciprocity (i.e. distributive justice). As the psychological contract is subjectively 

manifested, theory postulates that a lack of organizational support might give 

indications of the organization not valuing employees’ contributions nor caring 

about their individual well-being (Gakovic & Tetrick, 2003). Along the same lines, 

we found that employees who reported instances of compassion from the 

organization were inclined to reciprocate this support behavior with patience and 

justifications favoring the organization. 

Our findings generally revealed a desire for emotional support. The strong 

situation in which respondents found themselves was seen to inspire epiphanies on 

their preparedness to “give their all to the organization”, yet only received support 

of a transactional character (i.e. practical support) in return. This aligns with 

literature in that absence of organizational support is found to make employees 

more vigilant to employer’s fulfillment of promises (Coyle Shapiro & Conway, 

2005). Furloughs further seem to elicit a stronger need for emotional support due to 

uncertainty. As suggested by Bellairs and colleagues (2014), furloughed employees 

tend to reassess whether their unwritten contract is supported during environmental 

changes. In normal times, respondents may seek social and emotional support from 

colleagues and supervisors. Under downsizing circumstances however, employees 

can not necessarily rely on supervisors or colleagues to provide such support as they 

might also be furloughed. This is consistent with Loi and colleagues’ (2011) 

findings that the leader’s role in downsizing strategies will mediate the quality of 

the relationship. The nature of the situation might explain why instances of support 

from supervisors and other LMX functions were not evident in our data, and that 

respondents sought alternative sources of support as a coping mechanism.  

Moreover, our study revealed that practical support was provided to a great 

extent across organizations. Respondents from one of the organizations even 

perceived the flow of communication to be more efficient as the intermediary mid-

manager levels were omitted in information distribution. However, emotional 

support was still reported as an unmet need, which might ultimately imply that mere 

supervisor interactions provide a sense of support that is diminished in this context. 

This aligns with Dulac and colleagues’ (2008) finding that relational factors serve 

as a positive buffer to diminish negative emotional responses to psychological 

contract breach. Following this line of argumentation, the organization’s role during 

furloughs could take a more social character in employee interactions in order to 
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satisfy important support functions. Hence, we find support for the notion that 

exchange relationships are central for support functions. We further suggest the 

employee-employer exchange emerges as an important arena for providing 

emotional support to buffer for the lack of supervisor exchange in the context of 

furloughs.  

 

5.6 Institutionalization  

As suggested by Mckinley and colleagues (1995), institutional theory influences 

organizational downsizing practices. In this context, it seems that social forces (i.e. 

societal norms) have the potential to drive organizations to resort to furloughs 

before evaluating implications of such measures for their specific organization. In 

our study, this dissonance was further seen to transcend to the employees and inhibit 

sensemaking, ultimately resulting in reduced trust in managers’ decision-making. 

This implication can be seen to have ripple effects throughout the process and might 

ultimately produce negative outcomes in terms of a compromised psychological 

contract. Along these lines, Schminke and colleagues (2000) find procedural 

injustice to be more frequently reported in organizations characterized by 

centralized decision-making processes. This might explain how careful evaluations 

and previously discussed justice measures were seen to buffer negative contract 

outcomes as respondents made justifications for the organization’s cutback policies. 

This aligns with recent research suggesting psychological breach perceptions might 

be conceptualized differently when the cutback policies are linked to a healthcare 

crisis rather than market conditions (Huffman et al., 2021).  

Moreover, the norms following hierarchical structures seem to dictate 

elements of the psychological contract with respect to expectation management. 

Those respondents reporting to feel like “just a number” seemed to have lower 

expectations for the relational aspects of the employment relationship, arguably as 

a result of bureaucratic communication structures dictating that “it would be 

unnatural to send them an email”. As such, norms associated with the hierarchical 

character of the organizations in our study might explain why some of our findings 

deviate from pre-existing downsizing literature. Hence, it can prove relevant to 

acknowledge factors related institutionalization when facilitating renegotiation of 

the psychological contract in the process of returning to work. 
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6.0 Limitations 
As with all research, our study is subject to limitations. First of all, as the study is 

based on qualitative measures, transferability, or external validity, is naturally 

limited in terms of population and context (Guba & Lincoln, 1994; Bryman & Bell, 

2011). Thus, our findings can neither be generalized to other organizations, nor to 

a non-Norwegian context as laws and government interaction (i.e. NAV and labor 

union collaborations) will differ across nations. Our scope is further limited as the 

research was conducted under a pandemic, implying a unique context. The small 

sample further limits inferences to be drawn on behalf of entire organizations as we 

have only investigated insights from bottom-level employees. As we identified 

organizational norms to influence the respondents’ experiences in the furlough 

process, the bureaucratic structure of the organizations in our study might further 

prevent transferability to organizations with a less hierarchical structure. Including 

representatives from flatter organizations could have also yielded different insights 

into the nature of LMX functions in a furlough context. Finally, we do not have 

insights into the employment relationship prior to the furloughs apart from what is 

reported by the respondents, which further limits transferability. As a measure to 

increase transferability in qualitative research, Guba and Lincoln (1994) suggest 

that providing so-called thick descriptions can enable other researchers to make 

informed decisions about potential areas of transferability of findings. To account 

for this, we have provided a comprehensive review of our findings supported by 

rich excerpts from our data. As our study includes accounts from three different 

organizations, we allow for a broader, more nuanced perspective on experiences of 

furloughs in the light of three different industries.  

Second, our interview accounts could be considered to be subject to various 

biases. In qualitative research studies one must be aware of the possibility of the 

social desirability bias (Bryman & Bell, 2011), which might cause respondents to 

present reality in a manner that is seen as accepted standards of behaviors (Chung 

& Monroe, 2003). As researchers, we must acknowledge how the tendency to 

respond to questions in socially desirable terms creates complexities in interpreting 

findings. Our identification of plausible justifications as an important finding could 

reflect a social desirability bias as respondents do not want to present their employer 

under unfavorable circumstances. According to this latter view, one must take the 
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sensitivity of disclosing information about the employment relationship into 

account. To further minimize the potential social desirability biases in our study, 

we spent proper time to inform respondents about the research and its purpose, 

established rapport and asked confirming questions (Bryman & Bell, 2011).  

 

7.0 Practical Implications 
The results of this study come with several practical implications for organizations 

managing times of uncertainty. Previous literature emphasizes the need to look into 

psychological contracts across different contexts, and so we provide a solid 

contribution for understanding the contract in a furlough process. As there are 

indications that the psychological contract is renegotiated both during and after a 

period of furloughs, we identify a need for organizations to recognize the 

consequences of a poorly executed furlough process. Research on the psychological 

contract and the factors by which it is determined are well-studied. However, 

organizations need to realize the continued relevance of these factors when 

employees are furloughed as the employment relationship still persists in this 

period.  

As this study suggests immediate leaders can not necessarily be expected to 

exert support behaviors as they may also be furloughed, we identify a need for these 

responsibilities to be taken on by upper level management. Thus, implications for 

HR practices should be considered. We expand on Bellairs and colleagues’ (2014) 

finding that HR initiatives can help buffer negative impacts in uncertain times, and 

thereby suggest HR procedures be specifically tailored to limit negative outcomes 

of furloughs. Informed by our findings, we suggest some measures to be included 

in such a plan: 1) A clear and meaningful flow of information to account for justice 

perceptions. Upper management should convey information in a transparent 

manner to adversely maintain or increase trust. Delivering bad news in a consistent 

manner that is well known, well understood, and fair should result in employees 

responding more favorably (Bellairs et al., 2014). 2) Invite employees to exert 

influence by establishing two-way communication systems and emphasize 

approachability. This is suggested to foster empowerment among employees (Paul 

et al. 2000). 3) Points of contact for organizational support to replace potentially 

absent immediate leaders. In our study, the organization’s most valuable function 
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in providing emotional support was found to be compassion and supposedly 

managing employees’ expectations. We have thus expanded on Dulac and 

colleagues’ (2008) suggestion to explore the role of LMX in shaping the 

psychological contract across different contexts, and support their speculation that 

the immediate leader may not always play a central in role perceptions of met 

promises and the sensemaking that employees engage in within their employment 

relationships. 

Informed by our findings, organizations distributed much information in the 

initial stages of the process. However, negatively loaded coping mechanisms were 

seen to reveal themselves further along in the process. Measures to buffer for 

negative outcomes in terms of the employment relationship should thus be applied 

consistently over the entire furlough period. 

 

8.0 Conclusion 
Furloughs as a cutback policy is gaining increased popularity for organizations to 

navigate times of uncertainty. Yet, the understanding of how the employment 

relationship develops in this process is strictly limited. The goal of this study has 

been to expand this understanding through the lens of exchange relationships in the 

context of the COVID-19 pandemic. We further pinpoint implications for 

organizations as for how to minimize damage to psychological contracts throughout 

the furlough process by taking individual experiences into consideration.  

In this paper we found that furloughees do not necessarily experience a 

distinct breach of the psychological contract as no ultimate turnover intention was 

evident. Yet, the analysis leads us to believe that the underlying terms for the 

relationship with their employer is renegotiated. As new expectations to the 

employment relationship emerged in a furlough context, triggers for breach were 

identified to serve as important evaluation points for new terms of the psychological 

contract. This captures the dyadic essence of psychological contracts as they are 

constantly evolving. We ultimately suggest organizations more carefully consider 

the fragile nature of the psychological contract when employing strategic HRM 

practices in a furlough context.  

As our research is theoretically drawing on downsizing literature, we 

postulate some key aspects differentiating the concept from furloughs. We theorize 
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that the proposed negative effects experienced by survivors in the downsizing 

literature may be even stronger in the context of furloughs. This is because 

furloughees are subject to first-hand observation of how they are treated, as opposed 

to downsizing survivors that observe how their colleagues are treated. This 

information hence proves more personally relevant for furloughees.  

Further, in contrast to downsizing events, mid-level managers do not serve 

as reliable support functions for their subordinates during furloughs. We thus 

emphasize the importance of other levels of the organization to provide such 

support as a key measure for preventing damage to the psychological contract. 

 

9.0 Suggestions for Future Research 
Despite its increasing relevancy, the furlough literature is still relatively scarce. To 

further expand the scope of our findings, a quantitative approach would prove 

insightful. Future research should look into furloughs under other circumstances as 

the factors we have identified here might be specific to the context of a healthcare 

crisis.  

As we have identified organizational norms associated with hierarchical 

structures to be relevant for our findings, further research should look into smaller, 

less bureaucratic organizations. By doing so, we believe greater insights into the 

role of LMX during furloughs can be obtained. 

Lastly, future research is encouraged to explore the effects on the 

psychological contract post-furloughs. Research should thus include return-to-work 

as a reference point. As such, one can explore how a temporary leave affects the 

psychological contract along with other outcome variables (i.e. job performance 

and organizational citizenship behavior) in a longer perspective. As turnover 

intentions do not satisfy as a predictor of breach in this furlough context, future 

research might look more closely into the impact of organizational commitment on 

organizational behavior outcomes, as employees are not inclined to leave their job 

under turbulent circumstances. In turbulent times/under uncertain circumstances 
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Appendix 1 – Interview Guide 
 
FASE 1: Introduksjon (10 minutter) 
 
Informasjon 
• Løs og uformell prat 
• Informasjon om intervjuet  

o Formål, bakgrunn og presentasjon av intervjuer og observatør 
o Tydeliggjøring av taushetsplikten 

• Personalia 
o Alder 
o Arbeidsstilling og arbeidserfaring 

▪ Hvor lenge har du jobbet for nåværende arbeidsgiver? 
▪ Hvor lenge har du vært permittert? 

 
Opplevelse av å være permittert 
• Hvordan har permitteringen påvirket din hverdag personlig? 
• Hvordan har forløpet i prosessen vært?   

o Hvordan fikk du beskjed om at du var permittert? Hva var reaksjonen 
din? 

o Har du fått spesifikk informasjon om hvor lenge du vil være 
permittert? 

• Hvordan er situasjonen i organisasjonen?  
o Er mange av kollegene dine permittert?  

 
FASE 2: Nøkkelspørsmål (45 minutter) 
 
Opplevelse av rettferdighet i prosessen 
• Hva tenker du om arbeidsgivers motivasjon for permitteringer? 
• Opplever du å ha innsikt i begrunnelsen for hvem som er permittert (f.eks. 

ansiennitet)? 
• Opplever du prosessen som upartisk (uten diskriminering eller favorisering, 

basert på kollegaer som er ikke-permittert)?  
o Hvorfor/hvorfor ikke? 

• Opplever du at du har hatt mulighet til å fremme dine synspunkter underveis i 
prosessen? 

o Hvorfor/hvorfor ikke? 
• Opplever du at du har hatt mulighet til å påvirke utfallet av de delene av 

prosessen som angår deg? 
o Hvorfor/hvorfor ikke? 

• Føler du at permitteringen er basert på presis og riktig informasjon?  
o Hvorfor/hvorfor ikke? 
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Kommunikasjon med arbeidsgiver 
• Hvordan har du opplevd kommunikasjonen med arbeidsgiver underveis? 
• Hvordan har dere kommunisert?   

o Medium (epost/telefon/annet) 
o Frekvens 

• Hvem i organisasjonen har du vært i kontakt med/blitt fulgt opp av underveis? 
 
Forhold til arbeidsgiver 
• Hvilke forventninger har du til arbeidsgiver?  

o Hvordan har disse eventuelt endret seg siden permitteringen inntrådte?  
• Hvordan har permitteringen påvirket relasjonen med organisasjonen? 
• Hva slags støtte har du mottatt fra organisasjonen under permitteringen? 

o Er du fornøyd med disse initiativene, eller mener du noe burde vært 
gjort annerledes? 

• Hvordan har permitteringen påvirket relasjonen med nærmeste leder? 
 
Tillit til arbeidsgiver 
• Opplever du at arbeidsgiver vil det som er best for deg?  

o Har dette eventuelt endret seg etter permitteringen?  
• Har du tillit til at arbeidsgiver oppfyller forventningene dine?  
 
Tilknytning til organisasjonen 
• Vil du si du er følelsesmessig knyttet til organisasjonen? 

o Hvorfor/hvorfor ikke? 
• Føler du eierskap til organisasjonens problemer? 
• Hva er dine nåværende tanker om videre karriere i denne organisasjonen? 
 
FASE 3: Avslutning (5 minutter) 
 
• Hvordan ser du for deg at det blir å komme tilbake til arbeidsplassen?  
• Har du vært permittert ved tidligere anledninger? 

o Hvordan opplevde du i så fall denne erfaringen i sammenlignet med 
nåværende situasjon? 

• Har du noe du ønsker å legge til? Spørsmål/kommentarer? 
o Noe rundt permitteringsprosessen din du føler vi ikke har dekket? 

 

Tusen takk for at du stilte opp. 
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Appendix 2 – Letter of Consent 
 

Vil du delta i forskningsprosjektet 
«Ansattes opplevelse med permitteringer»? 

 
Dette er et spørsmål til deg om å delta i et forskningsprosjekt hvor formålet er å 
undersøke ansattes opplevelse av permitteringer. I dette skrivet gir vi deg 
informasjon om målene for prosjektet og hva deltakelse vil innebære for deg. 
 

Formål 
Dette prosjektet er en masteroppgave i Ledelse og Organisasjonspsykologi ved 
Handelshøyskolen BI i Oslo. Formålet er å undersøke ansattes opplevelser med 
permitteringer i forbindelse med Covid-19. Prosjektet har som mål å redegjøre for 
individuelle opplevelser, holdninger og atferd rundt denne konteksten i henhold til 
begrepet psykologisk kontrakt. Psykologisk kontrakt er et anerkjent begrep innen 
fagfeltet, men dette studiet har som formål å undersøke faktorer som kan bidra til 
følelsen av brudd på denne psykologiske kontrakten. Basert på dette er målet å 
utvikle et rammeverk for ledere/organisasjoner som permitterer ansatte, slik at 
bruddet på den psykologiske kontrakten ikke vil oppleves som like stort, og man 
effektivt kan få tilbake ansattes rutiner og trivsel etter endt permittering. 
 
Hvem er ansvarlig for forskningsprosjektet? 
Handelshøyskolen BI Oslo er ansvarlig for prosjektet. 
 
Hvorfor får du spørsmål om å delta? 
Primært vil vi kontakte en håndfull av kandidater til prosjektet som per dags dato 
er permittert fra deres arbeidsforhold. Derfor er utvalget plukket ut fra industrier 
som kan karakteriseres som «hardt rammet» i forhold til omstrukturering av 
organisasjonen som følge av Covid-19. Det stilles ingen krav til demografiske 
variabler, annet enn at det er ønsket en variasjon mellom kvinner og menn. Ei 
heller stilles det spesifikke krav til andre spesifikke karakteristika for 
organisasjonen. I hovedsak er det permitterte ansatte som individer vi er 
interessert i å få en forståelse av. Disse vil bli kontaktet via melding/mail via egen 
kontaktinformasjon, ettersom prosjektet ikke har som mål å generalisere 
resultatene til andre grupper.  
 

Hva innebærer det for deg å delta? 
Hvis du velger å delta i prosjektet, innebærer det at du deltar i et intervju. Det vil 
ta ca. 60 minutter. Det vil bli gjort lydopptak av intervjuet som senere vil bli 
slettet.  
 
I intervjuet vil det bli stilt spørsmål om opplevelsen av å være permittert, og 
hvordan intervjuobjektet har opplevd prosessen fra permitteringsforholdet trådde i 
kraft. Prosjektet ønsker å redegjøre for hvordan denne opplevelsen har påvirket 
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arbeidsforholdet, og om f.eks. tillit er svekket som følge av dette.  
 
Det er frivillig å delta 
Det er frivillig å delta i prosjektet. Hvis du velger å delta, kan du når som helst 
trekke samtykket tilbake uten å oppgi noen grunn. Alle dine personopplysninger 
vil da bli slettet. Det vil ikke ha noen negative konsekvenser for deg hvis du ikke 
vil delta eller senere velger å trekke deg. Deltakelse vil ikke påvirke din 
arbeidsplass eller arbeidsgiver.  
 
Ditt personvern – hvordan vi oppbevarer og bruker dine opplysninger  
Vi vil bare bruke opplysningene om deg til formålene vi har fortalt om i dette 
skrivet. Vi behandler opplysningene konfidensielt og i samsvar med 
personvernregelverket. 
 
To studenter, som opptrer i rollen som initiativtakere til prosjektet, og en veileder 
ansatt ved behandlingsansvarlig institusjon vil ha tilgang på dataene. Ved 
evaluering av prosjektet vil en ekstern sensor ha tilgang til dataene i samarbeid 
med veileder. Navn og kontaktopplysninger vil ikke være synlig på dette stadiet 
av prosjektet, da intervjuobjekter vil bli anonymisert med en kode.  
 
Hva skjer med opplysningene dine når vi avslutter forskningsprosjektet? 
Prosjektet vil avsluttes 1.juli basert på frist fra behandlingsansvarlig institusjon. 
Personopplysninger og opptak vil ikke deles, og slettes etter prosjektet er 
godkjent. Handelshøyskolen BI vil arkivere masteroppgaven i sin portefølje, og i 
enkelte tilfeller gi en forespørsel på å gi fysisk tilgang til dokumentet på sitt 
bibliotek i Oslo. Dette er for å gi andre senere studenter muligheten til å lese 
tidligere masteroppgaver, men institusjonens regler for plagiat gjelder også for 
denne kategorien av dokumenter.  
 
Dine rettigheter 
Så lenge du kan identifiseres i datamaterialet, har du rett til: 

- innsyn i hvilke personopplysninger som er registrert om deg, og å få 
utlevert en kopi av opplysningene, 

- å få rettet personopplysninger om deg,  
- å få slettet personopplysninger om deg, og 
- å sende klage til Datatilsynet om behandlingen av dine 

personopplysninger. 
 
Hva gir oss rett til å behandle personopplysninger om deg? 
Vi behandler opplysninger om deg basert på ditt samtykke. 
 
På oppdrag fra Handelshøyskolen BI har NSD – Norsk senter for forskningsdata 
AS vurdert at behandlingen av personopplysninger i dette prosjektet er i samsvar 
med personvernregelverket.  
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Hvor kan jeg finne ut mer? 
Hvis du har spørsmål til studien, eller ønsker å benytte deg av dine rettigheter, ta 
kontakt med: 

• Handelshøyskolen BI Oslo ved veileder Ellen Rebeca Kackur 
(ellen.r.kackur@bi.no), Jenny Solbakken (jenny.solbakken@student.bi.no) 
eller Marlene Sagen Bru (marlene.s.bru@student.bi.no). 

• Vårt personvernombud Vibeke Nesbakken (personvernombud@bi.no) 
Hvis du har spørsmål knyttet til NSD sin vurdering av prosjektet, kan du ta 
kontakt med:  

• NSD – Norsk senter for forskningsdata AS på epost 
(personverntjenester@nsd.no) eller på telefon: 55 58 21 17. 

 
 
Med vennlig hilsen 
 
 
Ellen Rebeca Kackur Jenny Solbakken Marlene Sagen Bru 
(Forsker/veileder) 
 
 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 
Samtykkeerklæring  
 
Jeg har mottatt og forstått informasjon om prosjektet ansattes opplevelse med 
permitteringer og har fått anledning til å stille spørsmål. Jeg samtykker til: 
 

� å delta i intervju 
 
Jeg samtykker til at mine opplysninger behandles frem til prosjektet er avsluttet 
 
 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
(Signert av prosjektdeltaker, dato) 
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