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Introduction
In the last fifteen to twenty years, businesses and non-governmental organizations (NGOs)
have increasingly become the focus of potential targets of terrorist acts (Elango, Graf, &
Hemmasi, 2008). This is not only true for volatile and politically instable regions (Global
Terrorism Database (GTD), 2015; Institute for Economics and Peace, 2016). Targets have
been traced all around the globe and many Western nations became victims of terrorist
attacks, as several events in the past have tragically shown. Most recently, the bombing in
May 2017 in Manchester revealed this development. Such terrorist acts can be defined as
“[…] the threatened or actual use of illegal force and violence by a non-state actor to attain a
political, economic, religious, or social goal through fear, coercion, or intimidation” (Global
Terrorism Database, 2016). As a consequence of the globalization of terrorism, the number of
people exposed to the threat of terrorism is increasing as well. In particular, more people who
have previously not been exposed to terrorism in their lives make their first encounter
(Goodwin, Willson, & Stanley, 2005). The expansion of terrorism has become a threat that
puts internationally operating businesses at trail and is a challenge for International Human
Resource Management as well (A. K. Bader, Reade, & Froese, 2016; B. Bader & Berg, 2013;
Czinkota, Knight, Liesch, & Steen, 2010; Reade, 2009).
Terrorism challenges the organization and its members in a special way. Resilience and other
coping skills of the individual employee are tested, while the organization’s resources and

processes are put in demand (James, 2011a). Such disastrous occurrences can have severe and
lasting effects on the business activities of an organization, like restrictions through new
government regulations (Barth, Li, Mccarthy, Phumiwasana, & Yago, 2006; Czinkota,
Knight, & Liesch, 2004; Lenain, Bonturi, & Koen, 2002) and increased costs for business
transactions (Blomberg & Hess, 2006; Fratianni & Kang, 2006). Yet, the challenges related to
a terrorist attack not only affect the organizational level. Therefore, whether or not new
challenges lead to lasting negative effects is influenced by several aspects. For instance,
individual level effects, such as employees suffering from terrorist attacks and perhaps
holding the employer responsible, can occur. Yet, organizations can help and support their
employees in times of crisis (B. Bader, Berg, & Holtbrügge, 2015; Sanchez, Korbin, &
Viscarra, 1995).
Factors influencing whether organizations are in demand to act after a terrorist attack is a
quite complicated topic though. When the incident has happened or how it affected the
workplace might be a first and simple answer to that. However, as the lines between the
workplace and the private sphere become increasingly blurred, several new questions arise.
For instance, what if an employee is attacked on his or her way to work? What happens if an
employee becomes a victim during home office times? What happens when an expatriate is
attacked on an international assignment? These exemplary questions show that it is not that
simple to draw a direct line between terrorist attack and employer “responsibility”. Of course,
in most cases the employer is not directly responsible for the attack and anything causing a
strike is outside of its scope. However, employees might hold the employer responsible
regardless and this might cause problems in the employer-employee relationship.
In this chapter, we discuss theoretical aspects that might allow to anticipate how the role of
the employer is seen after an attack. In particular, we offer a new interactionist perspective by
focusing on the relationship between the individual employee and the employing
organization, because this relationship is especially challenged in times of crisis. Employees

typically expect their organizational leader to act appropriately (Madera & Smith, 2009). To
explain a possible change in attitudes towards the organization, we draw on conservation of
resources theory (Hobfoll, 1989), theories related to the meaningfulness and utility of work
(Marshall, 1890; Spencer, 2003), and discuss negative employee behavior in the light of
psychological contract theory (Rousseau, 1989). By doing so, we develop a conceptual model
accounting for factors that might influence the breach of psychological contracts between
employee and employer.
Additionally, one important aspect that influences the relationship quality between the
employee and the employer is the definition of the workplace. The scope of the workplace
was not precisely framed in prior literature on terrorism in the business context. For instance,
it is without discussing gray areas to the workplace (see Innes & Barling, 2005). Therefore, in
this chapter we also make a first attempt to propose a definition of the workplace that better
suits the research context of terrorism and business.

Theoretical background
Understanding the impact of terrorist attacks on employee behavior
Research shows that when terrorist attacks occur in the workplace, they can have severe
effects on employees’ physical and psychosocial work environment (Skogbrott, Birkeland, &
Bang, 2017). This is mostly true for people who have been affected in some way by the
terrorist attack, as research results show that there is little to no effect on unaffected witnesses
(A. M. Ryan, West, & Carr, 2003). Nevertheless, the individual emotional and behavioral
response to a terroristic incident can vary to some extent (A. M. Ryan et al., 2003) and may be
influenced by several individual and situational variables. The affective reactions are very
impactful as they influence behaviors and attitudes directly (Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996). In
the long run, emotions can manifest themselves in things like job satisfaction, turnover

intentions, or work productivity (Ashkanasy & Daus, 2002; Farooq Malik, Abdullah, & Anak
Uli, 2014). As a result, employees can fall short to perform their work within the organization
in the aftermath of a terrorist attack. It seems as if in some cases the beliefs about the mutual
reciprocal obligations have changed, as organizations failed to provide a safe work
environment. These unwritten obligations between employee and employer are manifested in
the psychological contract (Rousseau, 1989). The fact that employees react differently might
be caused by distinctive emotional and behavioral responses of the employees after the
disaster. The employee’s response tendencies might be located somewhere on a continuum
between two possible extremes. One extreme tendency might be that employees feel even
more attached towards their organization due to increased cohesion. For example, research
suggests that whenever a group is threatened from the outside, the cohesion inside increases
(Stein, 1976). More cohesion can even reduce stress in the workplace (Steinhardt, Dolbier,
Gottlieb, & McCalister, 2003), as for example, induced by a terrorist attack. A sort of “now
more than ever” mentality might evolve.
This would be in line with stress process theory (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). Lazarus and
Folkman changed the perspective on the perception of stress, considering it not an ‘objective’
category. They defined stress as “[…] a particular relationship between the person and the
environment that is appraised by the person as taxing or exceeding his or her resources and
endangering his or her well-being” (1984, p. 19). With this perspective, they emphasized on
strain, which is the individual appraisal of an external stressor. Following the stress process
model, violent acts like terrorism in the workplace can be perceived as stressors (B. Bader &
Berg, 2014). The individual or organizational response, such as fear of future terroristic
incidents, can be considered a form of strain (Schat & Kelloway, 2000). The individually
perceived amount of strain then relates to the stress reaction (Byron & Peterson, 2002). To
overcome stressful situations there are several strategies called coping mechanisms. For
example, social support from others has been identified to be a very common and successful

strategy for coping with stress (Applewhite & Dickins, 1997; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984).
Therefore, turning towards the organization and colleagues for support could be a useful
coping strategy after a terrorist attack.
On the contrary, the other extreme reaction tendency might be that employees turn away from
their organization. This reaction is more commonly backed by research. People who
experienced exposure to terrorism show, in many ways, tendencies to withdraw from their
work. For instance, they are less engaged in organizational networking (Kastenmüller,
Greitemeyer, Aydin, & Tattersall, 2011). Expatriates were found to reduce their activities in
engaging with coworkers in their host country (B. Bader & Schuster, 2015) and terrorism
creates general tensions among the workforce (Lee & Reade, 2015). The affected employees
tend to be more physically absent in the weeks following the traumatic event (Barling,
Rogers, & Kelloway, 2001; Byron & Peterson, 2002; Schat & Kelloway, 2000) or they are
even more likely to consider leaving the organization for good (Rogers & Kelloway, 1997).
Overall, they are less satisfied with their jobs (Hershcovis & Barling, 2010).
The same stress process theory mentioned above might explain why people turn away from
their organization, as primarily support is often sought from family, friends, or partners
(Lazarus & Folkman, 1984) instead of the organization. In a study of citizens’ reactions after
the 9/11 attacks, Huddy, Feldman, Capelos, and Provost (2002) showed that the threat of
terrorism made people change their lives to spend more time with their beloved ones.
However, the question remains unanswered whether employees turn actively towards their
inner circle of friends and family as they provide the best support for them or whether they
turn actively away from their organizations as they do not find help there and search
elsewhere.
How well they cope with stressful situations depends on their individual coping strategy
(Silke, 2003) and their available resources (Hobfoll, 1989). Conservation of resources theory
argues that people have limited resources, which they try to maintain (Hobfoll, 1989).

Resources can take many different forms, such as material objects, personal characteristics
(e.g., health or self-esteem), and energies. A terrorist attack may threaten personal resources
like physical health or economic stability (A. M. Ryan et al., 2003). In the case of a terrorist
attack, employees showed withdrawal of time and attention, as they were no longer dedicated
and directed towards their organization. Instead, people fill their time with activities such as
spending time with their families. This helps them coping with the experienced. Therefore,
turning away from the organization might be a simple act to increase personal resources to
cope with the situation.
Another possible explanation of this response may be a shift of importance in life (Yum &
Schenck-Hamlin, 2005). Faced with mortality salience, people might start to realize that there
are more important things in life to them than their work, which has an impact on how much
attention they pay to their work (Dunkel, 2002; Greenberg, Simon, Pyszczynski, Solomon, &
Chatel, 1992). In other words, they reprioritize what is important to them. Utility theory
(Marshall, 1890) can explain such behavior. In economics, the basic assumption about the
‘disutility of work’ has prevailed (Spencer, 2003), which sees work as something negative
that requires a trade-off with leisure time (Becker, 1997). Although research has shown that
work can have a lot of positive impacts on an individual, the value of free time and other
activities simply might have increased after a terrorist attack. This makes employees decide
more often against work in a situation of trade-off and also impacts the employer-employee
relationship. In case of a terrorist attack, an individual might feel less obliged to fulfill his or
her part of the commitment to the organization and to deliver work and be present. As the
opportunity costs for other activities outside work, like spending time with family, have
increased their value, the individual needs a lot more motivation (than in previous times) from
the organization to spend time at work.
Psychological contract theory (Rousseau, 1989) explains the reaction tendency that draws
employees away from the organization (Farooq Malik et al., 2014), as the relationship

between the employee and the employer might be changed due to the terrorist incidents. In the
following, we focus on this change of relationship between the individual employee and the
employer in the aftermath of terrorist attacks and argue how to secure a good relationship
throughout these turbulent times.

Understanding psychological contract change under the threat of terrorism
The relationship between the employee and the employer is defined by exchange (Mowday,
Porter, & Steers, 1982). Social exchange theory (Emerson, 1976) suggests that in every
interaction between individuals a cost-benefit analysis takes place, which leads the individuals
to choose whether or not to continue the interaction. Although individuals manifest mutual
obligations in work relations with official contracts, there remains some subjectivity about
expectations between the employee and the organization. The subjectivity can be captured
with the construct of the psychological contract, which “[…] refers to an individual’s belief
regarding the terms and conditions of a reciprocal change agreement between that focal
person and another party [here: the organization]” (Rousseau, 1989, p. 123). These
psychological contracts are not necessarily stable over time (Lester, Kickul, & Bergmann,
2007). In fact, they may be subject to change, if there are external triggers. An organization
becoming the victim of a terrorist attack might be such an incident in which the relationship
gets out of balance.
As with formal contracts, there are situations when parties fail to live up to these expectations.
This is quite often the case. Robinson and Rousseau (1994), for instance, surveyed college
graduates right after starting their first job and two years after. More than half of the
respondents reported some form of disappointment related to promises that had been made
and expectations they had formed in the beginning of their employment relation. A similar
trend about disappointed promises and expectations was shown in a diary study by Conway
and Briner (2002). This is often influenced by the different perceptions of employees and

their managers (Lester, Turnley, Bloodgood, & Bolino, 2002). Literature calls this a breach of
psychological contract. It can be defined as “(t)he cognition that one’s organization has failed
to meet one or more obligations within one’s psychological contract in a manner
commensurate with one’s contributions” (Morrison & Robinson, 1997, p. 230). Similar to the
breach of a formal contract, this is not a problem per se, unless the betrayed party acts upon
the perceived breach. Hence, the term “violation [is used] for the emotional and affective state
that may, under certain conditions, follow from the belief that one’s organization has failed to
adequately maintain the psychological contract” (Morrison & Robinson, 1997, p. 230). Once
employees sense their employer failing to fulfill the professed promises, they feel less obliged
to deliver their part of the exchange relationship.
However, different explanations for how the expectations are developed are proposed in
literature. Early work, e.g., by Argyris (1960) and Schein (1965), placed importance on
individual needs to shape the expectations. Applying this to the research context of terrorist
incidents in the workplace, the relevant need would be the need for security. Therefore, the
relationship might be moderated by the individually prescribed importance to certain needs.
Prior research has already shown that the more important a promise is to the employee, the
more negative the reaction will be in case of a breach of contact (Conway & Briner, 2002).
Earlier in this chapter, we introduced the stress process model (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). Its
concept of appraisal becomes relevant in the context of the psychological contract as well. In
the second step of this model, the individual makes decisions about accountability and control
and decides whether (or not) there are capacities for coping and how the incident will impact
the own future. In case of a terrorist attack, which was targeted at the workplace, employees
might reflect on the accountability of themselves as well as the employer and think about how
the event or the negative effects might have been avoided or buffered. This appraisal turns
into emotions. People might appraise the aftermath in case of a terrorist attack, like 9/11, as
harmful, as a threat to personal security, and a threat to their way of life, which overall leads

to a negative future outlook (A. M. Ryan et al., 2003). Employers might be expected to secure
good working conditions, such as security for their employees. Yet, sometimes these needs
cannot be fulfilled by the employer. Therefore, the early work on the psychological contract
(Argyris, 1960; Schein, 1965) included the employer’s capability to fulfill that need as
another important factor that influenced whether a need became part of the relevant set for the
psychological contract. Whether an employee perceives its employer as capable to take action
depends on the individual assessment of the risk. The risk perception of terrorism is quite
unique in that case. The following example demonstrates this. For the year 2015, the Global
Terrorism Database (2016) reports 2,268 fatalities in terrorist attacks, which means, on
average, each day about six people died from terrorism. On the contrary, in the same year,
about 1.3 million people died in road crashes, which means every day more than 3,000 people
died in a car accident (World Health Organization, 2016). Comparing these numbers shows
that every single day in 2015, more people died in road crashes than people died in terrorist
attacks during the entire year. Consequently, considering the absolute numbers, it is far more
likely to get involved and die in a car accident than a terrorist attack. Yet, despite the absolute
numbers, terrorism is perceived as a quite omnipresent and dreadful threat, while car
accidents are considered a normal and acceptable risk by many people1. It is in human nature
to subjectively assess risks and, against all statistical odds, perceive some risks a lot higher
than others (Freudenburg, 1996). For the individual, the ‘objective risk’ or ‘real risk’ might be
irrelevant because what counts for the mental processing of risk is people’s subjective
perceptions (Loewenstein, Weber, Hsee, & Welch, 2001). To make sense of how people
perceive risks, several approaches have been proposed, such as heuristics (Kahneman, Slovic,
& Tversky, 1982), cultural theory (Douglas & Wildavsky, 1982), and psychological
perspectives (Slovic, 1992; Slovic & Weber, 2002; Weber, Blais, & Betz, 2002). The most
common one is the psychometric paradigm (Fischhoff, Slovic, Lichtenstein, Read, & Combs,
1978; Slovic, Fischhoff, & Lichtenstein, 1984). The underlying idea behind this approach is

that every form of risk has a quite unique pattern of characteristics (Slovic & Weber, 2002).
Slovic et al. revealed, through factor analysis, a coordinate system with two main factors.
They labeled one factor as ‘dread risk,’ which displays to what extent people perceive lack of
control, catastrophic potential, and disastrous consequences of a certain incident. The other
factor was labeled ‘unknown risk’ and manifests whether the risk is perceived as
unobservable, new, or unknown (Slovic & Weber, 2002). Following that paradigm, the hazard
related to terrorism is perceived high in dread. Consequences are, in general, disastrous, as
people either die or suffer from severe injuries, physically, and/or mentally. Information about
upcoming events is rarely available in advance (James, 2011b) and there is little intention put
in the selection of potential victims (Drake, 1998; Innes & Barling, 2005). Many of them
become a victim quite randomly, due to the fact that they were in the wrong place at the
wrong time. These events tend to be quite surprising in most cases and individuals have
neither control nor decision power whether or not they want to be affected.
The threat related to terrorist attacks scores also high on the second factor, unknown risk.
Exposure to terroristic acts is random and more a question of (bad) luck. It is pretty much
impossible for an individual to estimate the likelihood of exposure. The psychometric
paradigm is one approach to explain why terrorism is such a ‘hot topic’ and perceived in such
an emotional way, despite the fact that the number of casualties is comparably low, relative to
other daily life hazards. This theoretical approach could be taken into consideration when
anticipating the impact a certain terrorist incident might have had on employees. The
employer should reflect on the dread experienced by the incident and the possible control that
they might have had over the incident. This might then relate back to the question of
accountability in the context of the stress perception model.
We discussed the roots of psychological contracts in form of individual needs and their
importance and the employer’s ability to fulfill these needs, which was influenced by the risk
assessment. However, there is more to the individual contract. A first approach that accounted

for the different aspects influencing the psychological contracts was proposed by MacNeil
(1985). Rousseau and McLean Parks (1993) later proposed five dimensions that would locate
different types of contracts across a continuum between “relational” and “transactional
contracts.” They are focus, time frame, stability, scope, and tangibility.
If the focus of the contract was more on economic exchange and primarily extrinsically
motivated, the contract would be defined as more transactional. On the contrary, if the focus
is (besides economic aspects) also directed at socioeconomic needs and the exchange is
motivated intrinsically, it is defined as relational contact. The understanding of the focus of
relational contracts is highly relevant for the situation of terrorist attacks because the focus is
extended to social and emotional needs. These ideas have been updated by Sels, Janssens, and
Van Den Brande (2004), who adapted the model by omitting the focus dimension and,
instead, adding aspects of exchange symmetry, i.e., whether it was equal or unequal, and
contract level, i.e., whether it was individually or collectively regulated.
Another variable to describe different employment relationships is the time frame, which
captures the perception regarding the duration of the contractual relationship (MacNeil, 1985;
Rousseau & McLean Parks, 1993). The time frame of transactional contracts is rather closeended or reduced to a specific duration, while relational contracts are open-ended. For a longlasting good relationship with employees, it is necessary that the organization responds to
socio-emotional needs that arise from a terrorist attack.
Further, psychological contracts can vary in their stability and the extent to which the terms
are negotiable (McLean Parks, Kidder, & Gallagher, 1998). Stability ranges from quite static
forms in case of transactional contracts to dynamic arrangements, which are rather typical for
relational contracts (Rousseau & McLean Parks, 1993). This gives employees the opportunity
to readjust their expectations, for instance, in response to terrorism.
The concept of tangibility refers to how overt and clear promises are made (McLean Parks et
al., 1998; Rousseau & McLean Parks, 1993). Rousseau (1989) started to emphasize on the

role of implicit and explicit signals or promises made from the organization to create the
perceived promises. In transactional contracts, promises are quite clear and easily observable,
however, in case of relational contracts they are more subjective. The tangibility is quite
relevant for the case of terrorism in the workplace, as personal security might not be openly
discussed.
The ‘duty of care’ might be underlying and not openly discussed. Yet, it is a fundamental
expectation of the employee. It is important to make sure that the employees of the
organization have a safe work environment and are well cared for when they are doing their
work (Farooq Malik et al., 2014). Especially in low-risk countries, for example, the
traditional, Western work setting, a terrorist attack and with that the threat for personal health
and life seems quite out of scope. Hence, the topic might not be discussed explicitly in a job
interview. On the other hand, it is more likely that the issue of personal security is discussed,
once an employee, for example, is assigned abroad to work in a high-risk country. Research
showed that the explicitness of a promise increases the likelihood that the aspect becomes part
of the psychological contract and, consequently, becomes something that is expected
(Rousseau, 1989; Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978). This is highly relevant if an organization wants
to shape the expectations of individuals for cases of extreme events as well.
Another dimension of the psychological contract is the scope. It defines the boundaries
between the work and private spheres (McLean Parks et al., 1998) and classifies between a
narrower and broader scope (MacNeil, 1985). Transactional contracts are mostly very narrow.
In a narrow employment relationship, private and work life are strictly divided (Freese &
Schalk, 2000; Sels, Hanssens, Van Den Brande, & Overlaet, 2002). On the contrary, in a
broader employment-employer relationship, employers care for the family situation of the
employee (Diaz-Saenz & Witherspoon, 2000; Krausz, 2000) and in turn employees are more
willing to make sacrifices for their organization (Shah, 2000). They also show more activities
that are extra-role (Ang, Tan, & Ng, 2000; Morishima, 2000). In narrow relationships, work is

considered a means to an end (Millward & Herriot, 2000) and the economic interests are
predominant (Rousseau, 2000). Therefore, employees show little engagement outside their
regular work responsibilities (Kabanoff, Jimmieson, & Lewis, 2000). The scope, therefore,
determines the area of accountability for the employee and employer. This is very relevant
when discussing the psychological contract in case of a terrorist attack. Besides the individual
needs and expectations/perceptions of the situation, the role of the employer is the last
component that determines whether the employer is expected to act in a specified way. The
scope of the psychological contract is influenced by the understanding of where the
employment relationship starts and ends. This is influenced by the implicitly underlying
definition of the workplace. A definition that is not only socio-emotional but also with legal
implications.

Limits of the traditional workplace definition
Despite its importance and implications, to the best of our knowledge, in the research context
of terrorist acts in the workplace, a clear definition of the workplace has not yet been directly
addressed in literature. Implicit assumptions have been made though. For example, Innes and
Barling (2005) counted any work-related incident as part of the workplace. However, this
needs to be further analyzed. The workplace can be defined narrowly as “a place (such as a
shop or factory) where work is done” (Merriam-Webster Dictionary, 2017). However, besides
this definition, numerous societal, technological, and economical changes occurred, which
weakened the explanatory power of this term in the 21st century. Digitalization and
globalization made a new perspective on the “workplace” necessary.
For instance, the rise of the knowledge economy (Powell & Snellman, 2004) is an intense
driver for change of the workplace. In the knowledge economy, work is managed via
information technology, which leads to delocalization and increases trans-nationalization
(Beck, 2000). The organization of work has become more flexible and autonomous. Hence, a

big part of the work is suddenly not bound to production lines or crop fields anymore. Work
during the times of industrialization and the beginning of mass production was characterized
by a high degree of standardization, where jobs were clearly outlined and controlled (Beck,
2000). However, todays’ work arrangements differ significantly from those of past times. The
digitalization enables even more flexibility of work regarding time and the physical location
for doing work (Powell & Snellman, 2004). For the broader public, working from home has
become an increasing trend (Moynagh & Worsley, 2005). As a result, the distinction between
the work and private sphere is blurred (Wajcman, Rose, Brown, & Bittman, 2010) and in
consequence, the definition of the workplace may be blurred as well. A fundamental aspect of
prior definitions was the physical location. New work arrangements are not well-covered by
this term. This can have an impact on the psychological contract relations as well, since
working from home makes the relationship becoming more transactional (Tietze & Nadin,
2011). Transferred to our context, it also raises new difficulties of accountability in the case
of terrorist attacks. Traditional location-based workplace definitions fail to account for the
role of the employer, for example, when an incident occurs on the way to work, in a home
office situation, or on a sales force tour. While these are questions that have already been
covered in other disciplines, such as legal (DIN, 2004), in the context of psychological
contracts, research neglected a differentiation. As the focus was on the physical aspects of the
workplace, it fails to account for the perceived borders related to a psychological
phenomenon, like the psychological contract. It is rather the (changing) individual perceptions
and understanding that shape the workplace. The physical aspects of the workplace have been
widened. Globalization lead to an inter-connected global economy because of the loss of
geographical boundaries regarding work and production (Gephart, 2002). Additionally, the
potential threat of terrorist attacks does not keep multinational enterprises (MNEs) from
expanding into endangered areas and exploiting business opportunities there (A. K. Bader et
al., 2016). Moreover, as international working experience became almost a precondition to

climb the corporate ladder and globalization remains enlarging the areas for business
operations, instable countries become destinations for expatriate assignments, i.e., places
where “work happens” as well. Additionally, increasing protection of governmental facilities
make successful attacks harder and inspire a focus shift to less protected targets which are
easier to access, like expatriates themselves or the businesses they are working for (B. Bader
& Berg, 2014). Consequently, the expatriate population starts to face the hazards related to
terrorism, guerilla warfare, and crime (Elango et al., 2008). In some cases, expatriates are
even deliberately chosen as targets either due to their financial status or they are taken as
surrogates that represent Western culture, values, and life (Drake, 1998). In other words,
employees get in the crossfire simply because of their work relationship with their employer
and this has severe consequences.
The common workplace definition also fails to capture the risks related to these new work
arrangements. For instance, the question arises what happens if an employee becomes the
victim of a terrorist attack on a market in a high-risk host country, yet during his or her
leisure. The market would clearly be considered a place located in the private sphere in the
expatriate’s home country. However, if there were no expatriate assignment, the employee
would never have been at that market at that time. Hence, it is possible that the expatriate
holds the employer accountable in some way or another. We do not intend to answer this
question to a full extent, since it is too complex to be discussed in this chapter and possibly no
completely satisfying answer could be found anyway. It is a matter of perception. However,
this is exactly what is relevant from a psychological contract point of view: to disentangle
when the employee potentially holds the employer responsible and a psychological contract
breach may occur. Therefore, we make a first proposal of how these questions could be
approached. The trends shaping the new work environment, mainly communication
technologies, have blurred the criteria of time and location that have formerly clearly defined

the workplace (Stohl, 2001). Traditional framing criteria of the workplace might need some
adaption (Kaufman-Scarborough, 2006).

A framework of the workplace and new work arrangements
In the following, we propose a framework to locate the new work arrangements and workrelated activities. Based on our previous reasoning, four different quadrants arise between two
dimensions. The dimensions are physical distance and perceived individual controllability.
Terrorist attacks can be directed at a physical location and cause damage. Therefore, the first
dimension of our theoretical outline accounts for the physical distance between the activity at
which the employee was caught up in a terrorist attack and the organization. Activities can be
located either with a high or low physical distance towards the organization. With this
dimension, we account for the globalization and internationalization trend, as work-related
activities might happen also physically distant to the organization. This mirrors the extensions
of businesses and their workplaces. Activities categorized as being physically close to the
organization are all activities within the organization’s buildings, such as office work during a
workday. Activities that have more distance to the organization’s buildings might be, for
example, the work within the sales force, i.e., when employees are driving off-site to visit
customers. Even farther from the organization is an international assignment. However, since
the basic assumption that an individual needs to get to his or her workplace to work and that
home and work sphere are separated (Kaufman-Scarborough, 2006) is no longer true in many
industries, we introduce another dimension to our framework.
The new work environment changed to a more autonomous and flexible place. Selfmanagement became a key competency in this changed work environment (Powell &
Snellman, 2004, p. 335). This new challenge needs to be reflected in the workplace definition
as well. We therefore include the construct of perceived controllability as our second
dimension. It refers to “the degree of control over the behavior as perceived by the individual”

(Manstead & Eekelen, 1998, p. 1377). For our research context, we are interested in the
perceived controllability regarding the allocation and use of resources, in particular the
controllability of several work-related resources such as time, location, or activity the
employee performs.
The perceived control is high in cases where the individual can decide without external
restrictions about the use of resources. For example, an employee can freely decide when to
start and end his or her work. The perceived controllability over the resources is rather low
when an external power, e.g., the organization, makes binding decisions about appropriate
behavior. This aspect of control and with this the causal attribution of the event is especially
relevant for research in our context. When people experience adverse events, such as a
terrorist attack, they start searching for explanations (Kelley, 1973). When they see the causes
of the incident influenced by external forces, the sense of personal power and well-being
suffers (Innes & Barling, 2005). We theorize that the feelings of accountability might be
influenced by the ascribed ‘locus of causality’ for the damage of the event. Either the person
could feel responsible him- or her-self, when “the actor is perceived as an ‘origin’ of his or
her behavior” (R. M. Ryan & Connell, 1989, p. 749). This would then be an internal locus of
causality. Or the reasons for the incident might be ascribed to external forces, such as
regulations of the employer, and the “the actor is seen as a ‘pawn’ to heteronomous forces”
(R. M. Ryan & Connell, 1989, p. 749). The question is whether the individual had decisionmaking power over the time and location in question. In other words, could the employee
decide when to be where and if that influenced the outcome of the attack. If the supervisor
sends out the employee to pick up a package at the postal office, which is then attacked, the
employee is likely to make the employer (at least partly) responsible. This is not the case if
the individual goes there on his or her own terms. In cases where employees ascribe, at least
partial, responsibility or accountability to their employer for being involved in a terrorist

incident, the relationship between the individual and his or her employer might be severely
damaged and the employee may turn away from the organization.
The individual employee can have control over several resources such as time, the location to
be and the activity to follow. This can be more or less directed to benefit the organization. For
instance, time has always been a fundamental part of workplace definitions, as it was
interpreted as currency that is traded between the employer and the employee (Feldman &
Hornik, 1981). The most basic categorization is a division between work and leisure time
(Becker, 1997). An employee experiences maximum freedom from possible workplace
constraints during leisure time, when he or she can freely choose how to spend the time
(Kaufman-Scarborough, 2006). Having individual control over one’s time means being able
to use it freely and flexible. The same is applicable for the location and whether the employee
can make independent decisions about where to spend the time. Finally, the content of the
work or what we fill our time with can be either rather restricted to work-related purposes or
free. These tendencies are, therefore, the extreme end points of the controllability dimension.
<COMP: Place Figure 2.1.1 Here>
As illustrated in Figure 2.1.1, the two dimensions, physical distance and controllability,
unfold four quadrants. Yet, regarding operationalization, the lines between the quadrants
should not necessarily be considered “set in stone”. They reflect tendencies and may rather be
seen as a continuum with extreme ends, on which different organizational activities are
located along.

Quadrant I
In quadrant I, in the upper-left corner of the matrix, the traditional forms of work
arrangements are located. This quadrant entails all work arrangements that are highly
controlled by the organization (and hardly by the employee) and the resources are used for
work-related purposes. An example would be a classic workday, which has a time frame set

by the organization and a fixed location determined by the organization. The activities during
the days are all work related. A terrorist attack that would happen in a work arrangement
located in this quadrant would make a response of the organization towards their employees
highly expectable.

Quadrant II
In quadrant II, in the upper-right corner, the employee decides whether to do work-related
activities and when to do them. However, while doing so, the employee is located near the
organization. This quadrant contains all the actions that are in some way related to the
organization, however, have more internal control. One example would be the way to work.
Although the activity is motivated by the goal to get to work, the employee is free to choose,
when and how to get there. While it is recommended to get to work directly, the employee
can choose the way, determine how much time he or she wants to spend commuting to work,
and what to do during those times. Another activity that falls in this category is a situation in
which an employee gets to his or her office, yet does so for personal reasons, for instance, to
pick up a jacket that was forgotten there when leaving work. He or she now is “in” the
workplace, however, chose an individual time frame and follows a non-work-related activity.
Moreover, when a person comes into the office after office hours in order to get a presentation
from the computer, which he or she has forgotten to download, he or she spends time in the
workplace and follows a work-related activity, yet, when to collect the presentation is a free
choice of the employee. While the way to work has clear legal regulations and would make
the employer responsible, the other cases are gray zones in case of a terrorist attack. Each
situation has to be reflected in more detail to identify a proper strategy.

Quadrant III

Quadrant III has the highest degree of freedom, while also not being located within the
organization. The employee decides whether to do work-related or non-work-related
activities. Furthermore, he or she decides where to spend his or her time that is not workrelated. The time when to do that is free to choose as well. The traditional leisure time is
located within this quadrant as this represents the highest degree of freedom regarding the
allocation of resources outside the organization. As time may be more freely chosen and the
activities and space is free to choose during home office times, they are located in this
quadrant as well, even though, these times might be influenced by some restrictions from the
employer. Moreover, this quadrant would entail so-called digital nomads.

Quadrant IV
Quadrant IV, in the lower-left corner, is a spatial extension of the traditional workplace
definition. The employee performs work-related tasks, maybe even at fixed times, however, is
located outside the boundaries of the traditional organization. This is, for example, the case
considering the activities in the sales force. Also, work times during international assignments
could be located within this quadrant. However, this would be placed a bit further away from
the organization than the sales force. Private time on international assignments might be
located nearer to quadrant III. Yet, it has to be distinguished from the traditional leisure time
in the home country, since the decision to stay in that country is partially influenced by the
organization.
The prior considerations illustrated the difficulties of defining the workplace and therefore
drawing direct conclusions for the psychological contract. It is hard to find a clear distinction
regarding time or space. Therefore, a definition of a ‘workplace’ might be outdated. We
propose changing the perspective from a ‘workplace’ to a ‘work state’ definition. With a more
dynamic and process-oriented definition, it is possible to capture the work reality to a greater
extent. The more employees’ management of resources like time, location to be, and content

of work is influenced by the employer and its interests, the more adequate is the description of
this state as a work state. If a terrorist attack occurs in a situation of work state, an action from
the organization might be recommendable to maintain the employee-employer relations.

Contribution and implications
As terrorist attacks become an increasing part of our daily lives, employers and their
employees are facing new challenges. Individual, organizational, and aspects of the
interaction of the individual and the organization determine how well the business activity can
be maintained after such a disastrous event. Especially, the relationship between the employee
and the organization might be tensed in the aftermath. Until now, the individual and the
organizational factors influencing the coping with a terrorist attack were discussed. In this
chapter, we presented an interactionist perspective by applying psychological contract theory.
We discussed how a terrorist attack might affect the relationship, in particular the
psychological contract, between the employee and the employer. Four main aspects have been
identified to influence the quality of the relationship. In cases where the individual need for
security is high and organizational commitment to fulfill this need has been explicitly
discussed, the relationship is tensed in cases of terrorist attacks, as the employer does not
fulfill the promise for a secure work environment. Further, when the organization, in the eyes
of the employee, could have acted differently to avoid or exercise control over the risk, the
organization is perceived as (at least partially) accountable. Finally, the perceived definition
of the workplace limits or extends the scope of the psychological contract. The proposed
model may help to explain to add more explanatory value to the negative reaction tendencies
after a terrorist attack. In sum, we pave the way for more refined research dealing with
questions of (perceived) employer responsibility and psychological contracts under the threat
of terrorism.

Regarding the changes in the nature of work and the respective definition of the workplace,
the term needs to be considered from an updated point of view. Nevertheless, it has proven
quite difficult to draw a clear physical line between the work and private sphere. Hence, a
new approach to better determine the workplace was proposed by focusing on the exercise of
control of the employer (and thus the controllability of the employee) on the allocation of
resources by the employee while at the same time accounting for the distance to the
organization. This new proposal of a workplace framework will hopefully open the discussion
about the proper definition for the 21st century.
Yet, this approach is not free of limitations. For instance, there might be other, very relevant
variables, to influence the breach of the psychological contract in case of terrorism as well.
However, we propose a first framework and open the discussion for further research. The
ideas introduced here are developed from a Western perspective, which might limit the
applicability of the developed propositions. Accordingly, it might be interesting to adapt and
discuss the ideas for other non-Western contexts.
With this framework, there come managerial implications of these insights as well.
Organizations should be aware of the organizational culture and its impact on employees’
behavior after a terrorist attack. Several action steps to maintain a good relationship with the
employee even in case of terrorist attacks can be derived from our framework. First, explicitly
communicating the limits of the organization in the capacity to secure a safe work
environment may help to avoid forming wrong expectations. Further, managers should be
aware of their employees’ individual need for security. It may be helpful to take that need into
consideration for staffing decisions for example. Taking as much prevention measures as
possible and developing emergency plans in advance may help to reduce the perceived
accountability of the employer for the dreadful aftermath.
It might also prove beneficial when the employer is aware of the kind of psychological
contract they have with their employees, whether it is perceived more transactional or more

relational. In the latter case, for instance, a lot more emotional engagement is expected. A
way to find this out could be in yearly review conversations or employee engagement
surveys. Employees with high job involvement suffer the most when a psychological contract
is broken (Innes & Barling, 2005) – and they are the ones’ an organization wants least to
withdraw.
Overall, we discussed many gray areas, which could not exclusively be defined as
“workplace”. Yet, these areas are in particular important as employees and the employer’s
perception of responsibility in these gray areas may vary. This can be source of conflict. The
more supportive and helpful an organization proves after, e.g., a terrorist attack, the more
likely it is that a good relationship is maintained. Moreover, the employee’s tendency to seek
support elsewhere might be reduced, when employees receive suitable (e.g., emotional)
support in the work place. Consequently, we are just at the beginning of research in this
important field. With regard to the recent development in the world, unfortunately, we will
have to focus on the topic of terrorism in the workplace a lot more.
Figure 2.1.1 Conceptual Framework.
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We do not intend to defame victims of terrorist attacks or downplay the severity in any way. Moreover,
we are absolutely aware of the different “causes” between these fatalities. The numbers presented are solely
intended to illustrate the concept of subjective risk perception.

