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CHAPTER 17

Face-Time Matters: A Cross-Level Model of 
How Work-Life Flexibility Infl uences Work 

Performance of Individuals and Groups

Ellen Ernst Kossek* and  Linn Van Dyne†

*Michigan State University, School of Labor & Industrial Relations, East Lansing, MI
†Michigan State University, Department of Management, East Lansing, Michigan

Because time at work necessarily implies time away from other activities, employees 
who are observed to be present at work for extended hours appear to be more commit-
ted. …it is not clear that such employees accomplish more. Face-time as an indicator 
of commitment, though clearly an imperfect rule, works because it unambiguously indi-
cates that the work of the organization takes precedence over other aspects of one’s life.

(Bailyn, 1993, 110)

Face-time, the visible time that employees spend at work, is a social cue that 
co-workers and managers use to infer employee commitment to work (Munck, 
2001). Work-life fl exibility options such as part-time, fl extime, and telework allow 
individuals greater infl uence over the time, timing, and place of work, and have 
important social and group performance implications related to face-time, coordina-
tion, and motivation. Work-life fl exibility occurs when employees are able to initiate 
fl exibility in how long, when, and where they work in a manner that allows them 
to integrate work with other life roles such as family or leisure (Perlow, 1997).

To date, organizations have often implemented fl exibility programs without 
adequate attention to the effects of changes in face-time on social processes in the 
group, coordination of work, cooperation among co-workers, and the implica-
tions for group performance. We suggest this is particularly problematic because 
work is increasingly being organized around groups.

Instead, research has focused on fl exibility practices (such as fl extime, tele-
commuting, and shortened work weeks) as a human resource benefi t to attract 
and retain talent (Barnett & Hall, 2001). Even when the individual outcomes are 
examined, research has focused on attitudinal consequences such as satisfaction, 
commitment, intent to turnover, and strain over behaviors such as performance 
(e.g., Gottlieb, Kelloway & Barham, 1998). Very few studies consider the moti-
vation and coordination consequences (Levine & Moreland, 1998) on individual 
and group performance and often overlook cross-level effects of use on groups 
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(Bailey & Kurland, 2002). Cross-level effects are critical because use reduces face-
time and has motivational and coordination consequences for co-workers.

The limited current research and theory on the performance effects of 
work-life fl exibility is mixed. Some scholars contend that using fl exibility has 
many benefi ts such as empowering employees to have greater schedule control, 
and enabling them to select the most personally productive work times to imple-
ment work and family more effectively (Federico & Goldsmith, 1998; Lambert, 
2000). When these outcomes occur, the company also benefi ts as there is likely 
to be improved performance and increased discretionary contributions such as 
higher suggestions, as well as reduced turnover, absenteeism, and interruptions 
from work-family confl icts (Crandall & Wallace, 1998; Hill, Miller, Weiner & 
Colihan, 1998; Lambert, 2000). Other research, however, is contradictory and fails 
to show performance benefi ts (Dunham, Pierce & Castenada, 1987; Hill et al., 
1998; Judiesch & Lynness, 1999). In reviewing the fl exibility literature, scholars 
have generally concluded that the potential benefi ts of fl exibility have not been 
fully realized and more research is needed (Avery & Zabel, 2001; Perlow, 1997).

CHAPTER GOALS AND BOUNDARY CONDITIONS

To address these gaps, the goals of this chapter are: (1) to introduce a cross-
level model that links the reduced face-time of fl exibility use with in-role and 
extra-role individual and group-level work performance; and (2) to develop a 
richer conceptualization of types of fl exibility by jointly examining its positive 
and negative effects and differentiating motivation and coordination consequences 
of reduced face-time for performance at multiple levels.

Our conceptualization of work-life fl exibility differentiates three basic types 
of fl exibility (time, timing, and place), highlighting the importance of light versus 
heavy intensity. Our model (see Figure 17.1) emphasizes individual and cross-level 
effects of work-life fl exibility use on performance. We organize the chapter by fi rst 
describing key boundary conditions. Second, we present a typology of three basic 
types of employee-initiated work-life fl exibility. Third, we introduce our model 
and propositions that describe the effects of work-life fl exibility use on individual 
and group performance and discuss its implications for research and practice.

A key boundary condition of our chapter is our focus on employee-
initiated fl exibility. We acknowledge that employers often initiate and require 
changes in the number of hours worked (e.g., temporary lay-offs or required 
overtime), changes in the timing of work (e.g., rotating shifts or compressed work 
week), and changes in the location of work (e.g., required telecommuting or split-
location responsibilities). These practices require employees to be fl exible about 
their work. These examples of required fl exibility, however, are outside the domain 
of our model. Instead, we focus on work-life fl exibility where employees infl uence 
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the time duration, timing, and the place of work (for examples, see Table 17.1). 
A second domain consideration is our assumption that work processes are inter-
dependent and that employees must coordinate their work with others. Thus, our 
model, with its emphasis on face-time, has primary relevance to employees whose 
work is closely integrated with their work group co-workers and supervisors. It 
has less relevance to individual contributors and independent consultants. Our 
third assumption is that group performance is more than the sum of individual 
performance (Hackman, 1990), and thus it is important to consider face-time 
effects of fl exibility use on group-level performance. While beyond our chapter’s 
scope, we also wish to note that the degree to which use of work-life fl exibility 
for individuals and their co-workers maintains or enhances individual and group 
performance ultimately also has implications for continued access and indirect 

Table 17.1

 Basic types of  Employee-initiated: Employee-initiated  Empoyer-mandated:
 fl exibility Time, timing, and place intensity  Time, timing, and place

Time fl exibility Reduced hours Light intensity: Temporary layoffs
 Personal leave   Full-time hours Temporary plant shutdown
  Defi nition:  Educational leave  Reduced hours to save costs
  Flexibility in the Travel leave Moderate intensity: Required part-time hours
  number of hours Family leave   Reduced hours Changes in overtime hours
  worked Maternity/Parental leave
 Disability leave Heavy intensity: 
 Leave without pay   Extended or 
 Overtime limits   indefi nite
 Phased retirement Leave of absence

Timing fl exibility Flex-time Light intensity: Rotating shifts
 Core hours fl exi-time   Standard hours  Four-day work week
  Defi nition: Total fl exibility in timing   (i.e., 9–5) Compressed work week
  Flexibility in Results-based professional  Seven-day work coverage
  when work occurs Work Moderate intensity:
     Core hours or days

  Heavy intensity:
    Total fl exibility;  
    no core

Place fl exibility Optional telecommuting Light intensity:  Required telecommuting
 Occasional telecommuting   Employer workplace Required satellite offi ce
  Defi nition: Optional satellite offi ce  Required client offi ce work
  Flexibility in  Flexibility to work at home Moderate intensity: Required travel
  where work occurs Permanent telecommuting   Occasional telework  Split-location job duties
   Job transfer

  Heavy intensity:
    Permanent telework
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effects on family relationships and opportunities for community involvement. Our 
fourth assumption is that for fl exibility policies to positively affect individual and 
group performance, organizations must have processes that not only support the 
adoption of fl exibility policies, but also the creation of cultures that enhance their 
access and use, which we refer to as embeddedness (the degree to which members 
feel the culture supports access and use of fl exible work options) (see Andreassi 
& Thompson in this volume). Our fi fth assumption is that although we present 
three types of fl exibility separately (time, timing, and place) as they are often stud-
ied separately, increasingly in practice employees may be negotiating combinations 
such as reduced hours with more place fl exibility. Although this multiple use issue 
is beyond our scope, future scholars should examine the performance impact of 
fl exibility use in varying combinations.

TYPES OF WORK-LIFE FLEXIBILITY

Work-life fl exibility is defi ned as organizational policies and practices that 
allow individuals to initiate fl exibility in how long, when, and where they work. 
Flexibility provides autonomy to self-manage work-role enactment in relation to 
nonwork demands (Olmstead & Smith, 1997). Compared to child and eldercare 
benefi ts, which focus specifi cally on caring for dependents, work-life fl exibility 
is broader and can benefi t all employees across the life span. Table 17.1 provides 
examples of different types of work-life fl exibility (time, timing, and place).

The availability of fl exible work arrangements varies widely in the US 
according to the type of workplace and the workforce. For example, the US 
Bureau of Labor Statistics National Compensation Survey (2000) shows that 7% 
of large employers offer some fl exible work arrangements compared to only 2% 
of small employers. Access to policies varies widely by type of employee group 
which creates doubt about whether organizational level studies on policy adop-
tion provide an accurate indicator of access and use across work groups or type 
of job (Kossek, 2005). For example, the BLS shows that professional and technical 
employees were twelve times as likely as blue-collar employees and three times as 
likely as clerical employees to have access to fl exible work schedules (BLS, 2000).

TIME FLEXIBILITY

The fi rst type of work-life fl exibility is time fl exibility—the fl exibility to modify 
the duration of work relative to nonwork. Two common approaches are: (1) employee-
initiated workload reduction (working less than full-time), and (2) leaves of absence. 
Time fl exibility was initially adopted by large US employers and law/accounting fi rms 
in the 1980s, because employees often worked signifi cant overtime (often unpaid) due 
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to an “up or out” mentality (make partner or leave), and this time infl exibility resulted 
in over 20% turnover annually (Connor, Hooks & McGuire, 1997).1

TIMING FLEXIBILITY

The second basic type is timing fl exibility—the fl exibility to infl uence when 
work is scheduled. Timing fl exibility, such as fl extime, allows variability and tem-
poral freedom in the timing or scheduling of work, while the number of hours 
worked and workload remain the same. Timing fl exibility can avoid peak conges-
tion and reduce commuting time, thus enabling more family and leisure time or 
more time at work (Avery & Zabel, 2001).

PLACE FLEXIBILITY

The third basic type of work-life fl exibility is place fl exibility—the fl exibility
to infl uence where work occurs. Place fl exibility allows employees to work at home 
or at remote, regional, or client sites to reduce commuting and co-worker inter-
ruptions (Avery & Zabel, 2001; Bailey & Kurland, 2002). Telecommuting occurs 
when employees work from home and satellite teleworking occurs when employees
work at a location that is remote from their main offi ce but closer to home 
(Kossek, Lautsch & Eaton, 2006).

A MODEL OF WORK-LIFE FLEXIBILITY AND
WORK PERFORMANCE

Our model includes consequences of work-life fl exibility on individual 
user performance and cross-level consequences of individual use of each of these 
three types of fl exibility on group performance. In the individual-level portion of 
the model we include the cross-level effects of breadth of fl exibility practices on 
individual use. Consistent with Lambert (2000), we propose that fl exibility provides 
motivational benefi ts to individual users and, extending prior work, we also identify 
potential coordination costs of using fl exibility. When employees use fl exibility (work 
fewer hours, work non-core hours, and work at remote locations), this reduces their 
face-time at work and their opportunity to coordinate work with co-workers.

We then shift to the group level where we consider cross-level effects of 
individual use on group performance. When employees work fewer hours, work 
non-core hours, or work at remote locations, this reduces their face-time at work 

1This, of course, is in addition to public policies predating the 80s in many other developed 
countries, many of which provide maternity/parental leave; paid vacation, and disability leave.
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and, based on social comparison, can raise equity issues. If co-workers feel that 
use is inequitable, the cross-level motivational effect on overall group performance 
will be negative. In contrast, if co-workers feel that use is equitable, this cross-level 
motivational effect will be positive and will enhance group performance. The 
model also incorporates cross-level coordination effects based on type of fl exibility
and intensity of use. Lastly, we propose four group-level facilitating factors that 
managers can use to manage work-life fl exibility effects on group performance.

INDIVIDUAL USER CONSEQUENCES

BREADTH OF WORK-LIFE FLEXIBILITY PRACTICES (TIME, TIMING, 
AND PLACE)

Although designed to benefi t employees, face-time concerns can cause negative 
reactions to fl exibility (Bailyn, 1993; Kossek, Barber & Winters, 1999). For example, 
some employees may fear use will damage their careers (Perlow, 1997). Other employ-
ees may view lower face-time of peers negatively because fl exibility policies don’t ben-
efi t them personally (Grover, 1991). We suggest fl exibility policy breadth (e.g., narrow 
practices focused on work-family needs such as child/eldercare versus broad practices 
including time, timing, and place options applicable to personal, community, educa-
tional, and leisure activities that can be used by all employees regardless of age, career 
stage, or income) may be one reason for low use of existing policies. Certainly the 
degree to which the culture or climate suggests attending to work and family needs, 
the degree to which broad fl exibility options are available, and the priority put on 
face-time and sacrifi cing work over family are other informal factors that can enhance 
or impede the effective use of policies (see Andreassi & Thompson, this volume, and 
Kossek, Colquitt & Noe, 2001).

Typically, when organizations fi rst respond to work-life issues, they offer low 
breadth work-family benefi ts (Perry-Smith & Blum, 2000). If, over time they do not 
expand the range of options, employees without family responsibilities may not ben-
efi t personally and may feel they are being treated inequitably (Burkett, 2000). In con-
trast, if fl exibility practices are broad (time, timing, and place), most employees should 
benefi t and utilization should be higher. Broadly applicable practices acknowledge that 
all employees juggle multiple roles and value work-life integration (Lambert, 2000) 
and should generate more positive reactions and less reactance than narrow practices, 
which benefi t a more limited segment of the workforce. Broad practices support a 
range of life responsibilities and interests such that lower face-time is not based only 
on child or dependent care. In contrast, narrow policies focus attention on the lower 
face-time of those with the greatest family demands. We propose that broad fl exibility 
options will lead to higher individual use, since employees may use fl exibility for many 
 different work-life reasons.
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In the next sections, we differentiate motivation and coordination conse-
quences for those who use fl exibility. This extends past individual-level research, 
which has focused primarily on the motivational benefi ts to users. Drawing on 
Levine and Moreland (1998), we suggest that it is important to recognize both 
motivation and coordination consequences of fl exibility.

MOTIVATION CONSEQUENCES TO USERS

When employees have options to infl uence how much, when, and where 
they work, these choices have motivational and performance implications. When 
organizations offer work-life fl exibility options to their employees, they recognize 
individual differences in scheduling preferences, acknowledge diversity, and do 
not force all employees to conform to the same work practices. Offering a broad 
range of fl exibility options signals that employees have unique needs and indicates 
that human capital is a key organizational resource (Federico & Goldsmith, 1998). 
Consistent with this, the research on perceived organizational support (POS) 
demonstrates that when employees feel they are supported by the organization, 
they experience an obligation to reciprocate (Eisenberger, Armeli, Rexwinkel, 
Lynch & Rhodes, 2001). This obligation results in higher organizational commit-
ment and motivation to contribute to the organization in exchange for benefi ts 
received. Those who use fl exibility and are able to infl uence the time, timing, and 
place of work should experience high levels of motivation.

Past work-life fl exibility literature has emphasized motivational benefi ts of 
the three types of fl exibility. For example, research on time fl exibility demonstrates 
that voluntary part-time workers (e.g., job-sharers) experience psychological ben-
efi ts and often work at high energy levels (Avery & Zabel, 2001). Employees who 
work reduced workloads report they are better able to give their best to their jobs 
(Lee & Kossek, 2004). Flexibility in the timing of work enhances work integration 
with other life commitments (e.g., childcare, eldercare, education, exercise, and 
fi nancial, legal, medical appointments) and enhances job satisfaction, organizational 
commitment, job involvement, and motivation (Grover & Crooker, 1995; Hill 
et al., 1998; Kossek et al., 1999). Place fl exibility cuts commuting time, reduces 
co-worker interruptions, and increases work concentration (Bailey & Kurland, 
2002). We argue that use of time, timing, and place work-life fl exibility has posi-
tive motivational consequences for employees. In work contexts, the direction, 

P1: Broad work-life fl exibility practices that include time, timing, and place 
(rather than only legally mandated or work-family benefi ts) will enhance 
individual use of fl exibility.
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intensity, and duration of high motivation typically focus on task responsibilities 
(Mitchell, 1997). We propose that individual use of work-life fl exibility should be 
personally motivating and should enhance in-role work performance.

P2: Motivational effects: Individual use of work-life fl exibility provides 
motivational benefi ts to users and enhances their in-role performance.

COORDINATION CONSEQUENCES TO USERS

When employees have options to infl uence how much, when, and where they 
work, these choices also have coordination consequences for them because they 
will have less face-time at work (Rapoport, Bailyn, Fletcher & Pruitt, 2002). When 
employees work less than full-time, work fl exible hours, or work off-site, they are 
less proximal to their co-workers. This reduced contact and interaction can create 
barriers and can make it more diffi cult to help others with their work (Van de Ven & 
Ferry, 1980). We suggest that lower face-time can create coordination challenges that 
detract from the opportunity to engage in extra-role behavior (Brief & Motowidlo, 
1986; Organ, 1988; Van Dyne, Cummings & McLean Parks, 1995). Extra-role behav-
ior (ERB) is discretionary behavior that requires initiative, is not formally rewarded, 
and is not an expected role responsibility. Helping, the most commonly researched 
form of ERB, occurs when employees voluntarily pitch in and assist co-workers. 
Lower face-time, however, reduces the opportunity to help co-workers. If employees 
work fewer hours, at different times, or at distant locations, they may be unavailable 
to help when deadlines make the benefi ts of teamwork and cooperation particularly 
important. They may not be physically present to answer questions and help new-
comers learn their jobs or be unaware that others need help. We propose reduced 
face-time creates coordination challenges that reduce discretionary helping.

P3: Coordination effects: Individual use of work-life fl exibility creates coordination 
challenges for users and detracts from their extra-role performance.

Moving to considering differing effects of type of work-life fl exibility used 
(see Table 17.1), we propose that different types of fl exibility have different impli-
cations for face-time, coordination, and ERB. Specifi cally, we argue that type of 
fl exibility moderates the relationship between individual use and the user’s ERB. 
We fi rst focus on place and then on intensity.

The key aspect of place fl exibility is working at a remote location. Compared 
to time or timing, place fl exibility has the most dramatic effect on worker proximity 
(Wells, 2001). For example, with reduced hours (time fl exibility) or fl exible hours 
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(timing fl exibility), employees continue regular and ongoing contact with co-
workers because they are located at the same facility. In contrast, place fl exibility is 
more likely to have serious implications for  regular face-to-face interaction. When 
employees work at home, at a client’s offi ce, or at a satellite facility, their access to 
co-workers is reduced more signifi cantly than when they work fewer hours (time 
fl exibility) or when they work fl exible hours (timing fl exibility). Those who tel-
ework participate in fewer informal offi ce gatherings (lunch or coffee) and will be
less aware that co-workers need their help. For example, Cooper and Kurland 
(2002) describe the professional isolation and reduced informal communication that 
occur for those who work at remote locations. Place fl exibility generally makes 
it more diffi cult to offer spontaneous, discretionary help. In sum, we predict an 
interaction where reduced extra-role behavior (helping) will be most severe for 
those who use fl exibility in where they work (i.e., place fl exibility) (see Figure 17.2).

 P1:
Individual

use

Broad practices

P2:
In-role

behavior

Use
(Motivation effects)

P3:
Extra-role
behavior

Use
(Coordination effects)

P4:
Intensity
extra-role
behavior

Time/timing flexibility
or light

Place flexibility or
heavy intensity

Use
(Coordination effects)

Figure 17.2 Individual work-life fl exibility and individual performance

P4a: Coordination effects: Type of fl exibility moderates the coordination 
effects of individual use of work-life fl exibility on individual extra-role 
behavior, such that the relationship will be weaker for time or timing types 
of fl exibility than for place fl exibility.

UTILIZATION INTENSITY

For our second moderator, we consider the intensity of use. For each of our 
three basic types of work-life fl exibility, we differentiate and provide examples of 
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light, moderate, and heavy intensity. We then propose that the opportunity to perform 
extra-role behavior will be most severely restricted for heavy intensity fl exibility.

Place Intensity

Although extreme examples of fl exibility such as total fl exibility of hours 
or permanent telework, which exemplify heavy intensity utilization, often get 
emphasized by the media, Bailey and Kurland’s (2002) insightful conceptualization 
of telecommuting notes that utilization of alternate work arrangements need not 
be high in intensity. Although some employees telecommute 100% of the time, 
occasional place fl exibility is more common. Light intensity place fl exibility occurs 
when employees work at one central work location, except for occasional off-site 
meetings with suppliers or clients, etc. Moderate intensity place fl exibility involves 
periodic remote work. For example, an employee who regularly works in the 
offi ce might telework away from the primary work site during a special project. 
Teleworking 2–3 days a week allows employees to reduce commute time, work 
closely with clients, and accommodate personal responsibilities. In contrast, heavy 
intensity place fl exibility involves long-term or permanently working away from 
the primary work location (Wells, 2001). This occurs when employees choose 
their primary or permanent place of work outside the offi ce (home, client).

Timing Intensity

Likewise, having no core hours or working exclusively nights/weekends 
(heavy intensity timing fl exibility) provides few opportunities for co-worker inter-
action, yet fl extime with core hours (moderate intensity) is a more common exam-
ple of timing fl exibility. Light intensity timing fl exibility occurs when employees 
work standard schedules such as 9–5, except for occasional school conferences, etc. 
Moderate intensity timing fl exibility involves working core hours. This allows employ-
ees to infl uence the timing of when they start, stop, and break—as long as they are 
present at work during a set period of time (i.e., 9 to 3) (Olmstead & Smith, 1997). 
For example, working core hours but fl exing starting time allows employees to meet 
personal obligations outside of work such as family, medical, or legal appointments. 
Heavy intensity timing fl exibility allows total fl exibility in hours, without core hours. 
This allows employees to work unpredictable hours—perhaps to satisfy irregular 
travel demands and client preferences for staggered or longer service hours. This 
includes daily fl exibility with no core hours, banking hours for future time off, or a 
standard number of hours required in a certain period with no timing requirements.

Time Intensity

Similarly, although some employees take extended leaves for family or personal 
reasons (heavy intensity time fl exibility), occasional or periodic reduced hours 

CH017.indd   315CH017.indd   315 10/30/07   6:48:49 PM10/30/07   6:48:49 PM



316 Handbook of Work-Family Integration

(moderate intensity) such as during school vacations or while preparing for a pro-
fessional examination are more common. Light intensity time fl exibility occurs when 
employees work full-time, except for occasional sick days or personal time off. 
Moderate intensity time fl exibility involves voluntary workload reduction in return 
for reduced compensation (Lee & Kossek, 2004). Examples include working thirty 
hours a week, phased-in retirement or return from leave-of-absence,  regular or sea-
sonal reduced-hours, job sharing, and short increments of paid time-off (Avery & 
Zabel, 2001). In contrast, heavy intensity time fl exibility includes voluntary paid or 
unpaid leaves of absence, where the employee takes extended time off such as leave 
for birth, adoption, eldercare, and education ( Judiesch & Lynness, 1999).

In each of these three contrasts, heavy intensity work-life fl exibility reduces 
opportunities for regular interaction with co-workers, while lower intensity use 
allows ongoing coordination and contact. Building on these distinctions, we sug-
gest that intensity has important implications for face-time and that it will moderate 
the relationship between individual use and ERB. This is an important issue given 
contemporary trends that emphasize interdependent work processes that emphasize 
employees’ cooperation in helping their co-workers (Ilgen, 1999). If an employee 
occasionally uses reduced hours, fl exible hours, or off-site work (light to moderate 
intensity), the employee will still have regular contact with co-workers and thus can 
still contribute ERB.

In contrast, heavy intensity use (such as an extended leave of absence, rou-
tinely working nights, or permanently working at home) can prevent regular 
contact and interaction with others. Less face-time, in turn, has negative impli-
cations for user ERB. For example, employees who typically do not work the 
same number of hours, at the same time or in the same place, are more likely to 
feel cut off from peers and excluded from general interactions. They will be less 
aware of both work and interpersonal issues that affect their co-workers and will 
be less able to pitch in spontaneously and help their colleagues. Thus, we propose 
an interaction where intensity has coordination implications for the relationship 
between use and extra-role behavior (see Figure 17.2).

P4b: Coordination effects: Intensity moderates the coordination effects of indivi-
dual use of work-life fl exibility on individual extra-role behavior, such that 
the relationship will be weaker (less negative) for light intensity than for 
heavy intensity.

CROSS-LEVEL CONSEQUENCES FOR
THE WORK GROUP

Following the recommendations of Bailey and Kurland (2002), we now focus 
on cross-level effects of reduced face-time on group-level outcome (proposition 

CH017.indd   316CH017.indd   316 10/30/07   6:48:49 PM10/30/07   6:48:49 PM

Denise  Whitehead
Inserted Text
s

Denise  Whitehead
Inserted Text
s



 Face-Time Matters 317

5–8). For clarity, we consider motivational and coordination cross-level effects 
separately. (See Figure 17.3 for illustrations.)

MOTIVATIONAL FACTORS

Earlier we argued that broad work-life fl exibility practices provide benefi ts 
that can be used by most employees. In this section, we suggest that peer  perceptions 
of equitable use will moderate the cross-level motivation effects of individual use 
and reduced face-time on work group performance. When  fl exibility practices are 
broad, most employees can expect to benefi t in the future, even though only some 
may benefi t immediately. When peers observe co-workers using fl exibility, this pro-
vides behavioral evidence (signaling) that fl exibility options are real and available for 
use (Lambert, 2000). It also shows that the organization values employees and creates 
a sense of reciprocal obligations. When organizations recognize the personal lives 
of a broad cross-section of employees, this is motivating and facilitates reciprocity
(Eisenberger et al., 2001). At the group level, equitable reduced face-time can further 

Motivational effects: Coordination effects:

P5:
Group
perf.

P6:
Group
perf.

High equity

Low equity

Individual use
(Motivation effects)

Individual use
(Coordination effects)

Motivational effects if high equity: Coordination effects:

P8:
Group
perf.

P7:
Group
perf.

High facilitating
factors

Low facilitating
factors

Place or heavy
intensityIndividual use

(Motivation effects)
Individual use

(Coordination effects)

Motivational effects if low equity: Coordination effects 

P8: 
Group 
Perf.

P8:
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Low facilitating
factors

Individual use
(Motivation effects)

Individual use
(Coordination effects)

Time/timing
or light intensity
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factors

H. Facilitating
factors

Figure 17.3 Individual work-life fl exibility and group performance
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strengthen motivation and can lead to deviation-amplifying positive spirals (increas-
ingly going above the norm to help out others), that enhance in-role and extra-role 
group performance (Lindsley, Brass & Thomas, 1995).

In contrast, if peers feel that others’ use of work-life fl exibility is not equi-
table, the cross-level motivational effects of reduced face-time on work group 
performance will be negative. If only a minority use fl exibility (perhaps because 
options are narrow and not applicable to all, or because of negative career conse-
quences), lower face-time of users becomes obvious to nonusers (Perlow, 1997). If 
policies focus only on work-family fl exibility, those who do not have dependents 
may not benefi t and may feel they are being treated unfairly. Here face-time can be 
demotivating (Burkett, 2000; Grandley, 2001) for nonusers, causing them to reduce 
their feelings of injustice by lowering contributions to the organization and refusing 
to help those who use fl exibility. In extreme cases, nonusers may retaliate and punish
users (exclude them from informal gatherings, withhold work-related infor-
mation, or blame them for problems that occur in their absence) (Andersson &
Pearson, 1998; Skarlicki & Folger, 1997). At the group level, these negative cross-
level effects should further detract from motivation, leading to deviation-amplifying 
negative spirals, which reduce group IRB and ERB.

Combining these processes, we propose an interaction where perceived 
equity changes the form of the relationship between individual use and group 
performance, such that the relationship between individual use and group per-
formance will be positive when perceived equity is high, but will be negative 
when perceived equity is low (see Figure 17.3).

P5: Motivational effects: Perceived equity moderates the cross-level effect of 
individual use of work-life fl exibility on group performance (both IRB 
and ERB), such that high perceived equity enhances motivation in the 
group and causes a positive relationship between individual use and group 
performance, but low perceived equity reduces motivation in the group 
and causes a negative link between use and group performance.

COORDINATION FACTORS

We also propose that individual use of work-life fl exibility has cross-level 
effects on coordination processes in work groups (Rapoport et al., 2002). To avoid 
confounding relationships, we assume in this section that the motivational effects 
discussed above are held constant. When employees use fl exibility (working fewer 
hours, different hours, or in a different place), their face-time is reduced and peers 
in the work group have additional challenges of coordinating work processes with
users of fl exibility. As work processes become increasingly interdependent and as 
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managers delegate more responsibility to work groups (Ilgen, 1999), this has 
important implications for overall group performance. If an employee does not 
work the same number of hours, at the same time, or in the same location, reduced 
face-time infl uences other team members. It is not enough to create conditions 
where the individual is working hard—they may be working very hard, but mak-
ing team dynamics work well can still be a challenge (Wells, 2001). Flexibility use 
by an individual can delay responses to customer requests and questions, disrupt 
routines of peers, create extra work for those left in the offi ce, and cause resent-
ment. When employees work in less proximity to each other, joint problem-solving 
and coordination of work processes is more diffi cult (IRB) and the reduced face-
time makes it hard for employees to detect and respond to unexpected needs for 
assistance (ERB). At the group level, individual use of work-life fl exibility creates 
coordination challenges, which lead to process losses (Steiner, 1972) and deviation-
amplifying negative spirals that detract from group performance.

P6: Coordination effects: Individual use of work-life fl exibility creates coordi-
nation challenges for peers and has negative effects on group performance 
(IRB and ERB).

TYPE OF FLEXIBILITY AND GROUP PERFORMANCE

We now consider the moderating role of type of fl exibility in infl uenc-
ing the cross-level coordination effects of individual use on group performance. 
Extending the arguments developed to support proposition 4 (which predicted 
type of fl exibility that would moderate the effects of use on extra-role behavior at 
the individual level), we propose the type of fl exibility infl uences the relationship 
between individual use and group performance. We base our arguments on the 
criticality of coordination for both in-role and extra-role group performance.

We propose that type of fl exibility used (time, timing, place) has differential 
cross-level implications for face-time and coordination of group outputs. We argue 
that individual use of place fl exibility will have more extreme cross-level effects 
on group performance than either time or timing fl exibility. This is because place 
fl exibility (the location of work) has a more dramatic effect on worker proximity 
to co-workers than either time or timing. When employees work regularly from 
home or telework from a satellite offi ce, they have less frequent and less regu-
lar contact with peers. This has two coordination consequences. Less face-time 
reduces interaction and makes group communication, problem-solving, coop-
eration, and coordination more diffi cult. Place fl exibility also causes group-level 
process losses that detract from in-role group-level performance (Steiner, 1972). 
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Place fl exibility and less face-time also make it more diffi cult for group members 
to know when co-workers need help and they are less likely to be present to 
offer help (ERB). Again, we suggest that these effects lead to deviation-amplifying 
negative spirals that detract from extra-role performance (Lindsley et al., 1995). 
Overall, we propose an interaction where type of fl exibility used (place versus 
time/timing) changes the form of the cross-level coordination effects of individual 
use on group performance. When face-time is reduced the most (place fl exibility), 
the individual use and group performance link will be stronger than for time or 
timing.

P7a: Coordination effects: Type of fl exibility moderates the cross-level 
coordination effects of individual use of work-life fl exibility on group 
performance (IRB and ERB), such that the relationship will be weaker (less 
negative) for time or timing than place.

Second, we also propose that intensity (light-heavy) has differential cross-
level implications for coordination of group outputs (both IRB and ERB). More 
specifi cally, we argue that face-time implications of heavy intensity (e.g., time: 
extended leave of absence; timing: routinely working nights; or place: permanently 
working at home) will change the link between individual use and group per-
formance more than light or moderate intensity. Light intensity includes examples 
of time (full-time work with occasional absences), timing (a 9–5 schedule with 
occasional shifts in timing), and place (central work location with occasional off-
site meetings). In each of these instances, employees maintain regular proximity to 
co-workers and thus protect their face-time and allow ongoing work coordina-
tion and discretionary helping. Similarly, moderate intensity (voluntary seasonal 
part-time work during school vacations, working core hours but fl exing start time 
to avoid peak traffi c, periodic remote work during a special project) allows face-
time and regular  contact with co-workers that, in turn, facilitates work coordina-
tion and discretionary helping. In contrast, heavy intensity interferes with IRB 
and ERB coordination processes in the group. When employees take an extended 
leave of absence from work, routinely work non-core hours, or work regularly 
off-site, they have little face-time. As a result, it is more challenging for the group 
to integrate the required and discretionary efforts of these employees. This leads 
to group-level process losses which detract from group-level in-role and extra-
role performance (Steiner, 1972). In sum, we propose an interaction where the 
face-time implications of utilization intensity change the cross-level coordination 
effects of individual use on group performance. With heavy intensity, the relation-
ship between individual use and group-level performance will be more negative 
than with light intensity.
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GROUP-LEVEL FACILITAING FACTORS AND GROUP PERFORMANCE

We now turn our attention to group-level factors that can change the 
cross-level motivation and coordination effects of individual reduced face-time 
on group-level performance. This is a critical issue because increased coordination 
demands and peer concerns about fl exibility abuse require careful management at 
the group level (Rapoport et al., 2002). In developing this part of our model, we 
draw on the social dilemma literature (Pruitt, 1998; Schroeder, 1995) to suggest 
techniques that managers can use to reduce unanticipated (and often unintended) 
negative consequences of individual behavior (in our case, use of work-life fl ex-
ibility) on group-level outcomes (group IRB and ERB). Social dilemmas occur 
when individual decisions benefi t the actor but also trigger costs to the group. 
Social dilemmas are mixed motive situations that juxtapose personal interests and 
collective interests (Schelling, 1978; Schroeder, 1995).

This idea of a mixed motive situation is relevant to our interest in work-
life fl exibility because individual use of work-life fl exibility benefi ts the individual 
personally, but reduced face-time may confer motivation and coordination costs on 
the group. For example, propositions 5–7 describe circumstances where individuals 
benefi t personally from the use of work-life fl exibility but the cross-level motiva-
tion and coordination effects on group performance can be negative. If employees 
generally feel that utilization of fl exibility is not equitable, this can lower motiva-
tion in the group and have negative consequences for overall group performance. 
Similarly, if an employee works in a different location, different hours, or fewer 
hours, it can be more diffi cult for the overall group to coordinate its work (IRB) 
and it can also be more diffi cult for peers to help each other (ERB).

The social dilemma literature provides a useful framework for thinking 
about managerial interventions that can reduce the group-level motivation and 
coordination challenges associated with reduced face-time. Pruitt (1998) sug-
gested specifi c group-level facilitating factors that can be used to reduce negative 
cross-level effects of individual behavior on group-level outcomes. We consider 
four of these factors: incentives for cooperation, trusting co-worker relationships, 
social control, and clear expectations. According to Pruitt, each of these factors 
can be used to enhance cooperation among work group members. Each of these 
suggests managerial techniques for positively structuring and managing the cross-
level effects of work-life fl exibility use on overall group effectiveness. Table 17.2 

P7b: Coordination effects: Intensity moderates the cross-level coordination 
effects of individual use of work-life fl exibility on group performance (IRB 
and ERB), such that the relationship will be weaker (less negative) for light 
intensity than for heavy intensity.
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Table 17.2

Group-level facilitating factors that infl uence work-life fl exibility and group performance

Social dilemma interventions  Examples of practical application of social dilemma
 To enhance cooperation interventions

1. Incentives

* Tangible incentives  Provide tangible incentives such as extra paid time-off for employees 
who cover for co-workers. Offer greater work-life fl exibility as a 
reward for high performance or as another technique for rewarding 
seasoned employees who have earned the maximum merit increase 
or are at the top of their pay range.

* Intangible incentives  Stress intangible benefi ts, emphasizing the value of positive relationships, 
increased social identity with the group, and long-term positive 
consequences of ongoing relationships. Use selection strategies to hire self-
motivated individuals with prosocial values who will be motivated to 
cooperate and support work-life fl exibility.

2. Co-worker relationships

* Matching  Support low-risk positive matching strategies such as offering to cover 
personally and asking employees to co-self-manage fl exibility. Encourage 
employees to work out agreements to cover for each other (e.g., I’ll work 
for you this Saturday if you work for me next).

* Trust  Model trust by delegating scheduling and coordination for specifi c 
projects to employees. Lower risks of trusting behavior by making 
sure that co-workers do not have to cover for those who continually fail to 
follow-through on their promises to trade time. Intervene, if necessary, 
to curb abuse, reverse decisions, or clarify appropriate behavior. Reinforce 
beliefs that cooperation need not be identical or zero sum in the short-
run and that all will benefi t personally and collectively from ongoing 
cooperation.

3. Social control mechanisms

* Voluntary compliance  Establish clear norms for cooperation and set a climate of strong shared 
values. Ask for voluntary cooperation and publicly recognize this good 
citizen behavior. Pair experienced employees with newcomers, as 
part of a peer mentoring system to socialize cooperation. Ask for public 
declarations of overall support for fl exibility and future willingness to 
cooperate.

* Promises/Threats  Provide clear statements of realistic benefi ts based on ongoing 
cooperation such as adding fl exibility options for educational courses 
or personal travel. Provide equally clear statements of realistic threats 
for non-cooperation such as removing specifi c fl exibility options (i.e., 
drop the ability to bank hours in exchange for future time off ).

* Rules  Develop policies and procedures for using work-life fl exibility based on 
input from group members. Set up web scheduling so each employee

(continues)
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provides specifi c examples of how each facilitating factor can enhance coopera-
tion among group members.

The fi rst characteristic that Pruitt (1998) identifi ed is tangible and intangible 
incentives that motivate cooperation. Social dilemma research suggests the impor-
tance of providing fi nancial incentives and other rewards to support cooperation 
toward the attainment of group goals (Komorita & Parks, 1994) and the intangible 
satisfaction derived from positive work relationships (Kramer & Goldman, 1995). 
Specifi c application to work-life fl exibility suggests the benefi ts of providing paid 
time off to employees who cover for co-workers who use fl exibility. Another appli-
cation would be offering additional fl exibility options as a reward for high perfor-
mance or as another incentive for those who are at the maximum of their pay 
ranges. Thus, managers can frame cooperation on work-life fl exibility issues in terms 
of personal gains (fi nancial benefi ts, positive relationships with others, and long-
term positive consequences of ongoing relationships). Another technique suggested 
by the social dilemma literature is hiring employees who have a prosocial orienta-
tion. This is because those who place a high value on positive, personal relationships 
will derive personal satisfaction from cooperating to resolve tensions or confl ict 
over use of work-life fl exibility. These examples of tangible and intangible incen-
tives should increase motivation to cooperate within the work group and minimize 
potential negative cross-level effects of individual use on group performance.

The second factor identifi ed by Pruitt is trusting co-worker relationships, 
including past interactions and expectations for future behavior. Social dilemma 
research demonstrates that expected reciprocity increases cooperative behavior 

Table 17.2 (continued)

 Social dilemma interventions  Examples of practical application of social dilemma
 To enhance cooperation  interventions

  knows everyone’s schedule. Document and publicize appropriate ways to 
change schedules to support work-life fl exibility.

* Approvals  Ask group leaders or subgroups to administer approval of fl exibility 
requests. Provide procedural justice guidelines so that employees 
understand the process. Establish a hierarchy of needs for determining 
priorities and balancing responsible use over the long-term.

4. Clear expectations  Initiate conversations that clarify expectations for work-life fl exibility 
use. Make sure employees understand the benefi ts of ongoing 
cooperation and the risks of abuse. Communicate clear expectations 
that work and life situations change and that all employees must be 
fl exible. Facilitate periodic discussions of responsible use. Help employees 
anticipate challenging situations and develop alternatives for ongoing 
successful work-life integration. Initiate lunch discussions so employees 
better understand peer’s work and lives outside of work
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(Van Lange, Liebrand, Messick & Wilke, 1992). For example, matching strategies 
(such as tit for tat) can be started and reinforced through small opening moves 
that carry low risk (Pruitt, 1998). This minimizes concerns about the sucker effect 
and enhances joint cooperation. A related technique is using trust and substitutes 
for trust such as making decisions reversible (allowing escape if others defect) and 
asking others to declare their intentions (Kramer & Goldman, 1995). Specifi c 
application to work-life fl exibility suggests that managers should support low-
risk, positive matching strategies such as offering to cover personally and then 
later asking employees to co-manage fl exibility. Managers can encourage employ-
ees to develop agreements among themselves to cover for each other when work 
demands confl ict with personal preferences to use fl exibility. Enhancing expecta-
tions for matching behavior should enhance the positive effects of individual fl ex-
ibility use on overall group performance. Managers can also intervene to reinforce 
trusting relationships, with relevance to fl exibility use. They can model trust by 
delegating scheduling and coordination to employees. They can also intervene to 
make sure that no employees abuse fl exibility by using it and never or rarely cov-
ering for others. These interventions include stopping inappropriate behavior and 
clarifying appropriate use of fl exibility. Managers also can clearly communicate 
the belief that cooperation need not be identical or zero sum because responsible 
use of broad policies will allow all employees to benefi t over time.

Third is social control mechanisms such as group norms for cooperation. 
According to Pruitt (1998), social norms are especially important for managing 
social dilemmas and can be divided into four basic categories: voluntary compli-
ance, promises and threats, rules, and approvals. Applied specifi cally to work-life 
fl exibility, managers can enhance voluntary compliance by asking volunteers to 
cooperate and then publicly recognize this behavior. They can pair experienced 
employees with newcomers and through peer mentoring socialize cooperation 
on fl exibility use. Another technique is providing clear descriptions of real-
istic benefi ts of cooperation (promises) such as adding new fl exibility options for 
education or personal travel. Similarly, managers can clearly communicate real-
istic threats for non-compliance (Yamagishi, 1988) such as withdrawing a specifi c 
fl exibility option such as banking hours for future time off. Managers also can 
ask group members for input when developing new rules or procedures for fl ex-
ibility. Alternatively, they might put scheduling information on a web page so that 
everyone has easy access to work schedules and processes for requesting schedule 
changes for purposes of fl exibility. A fi nal set of options relates to approvals. A 
manager could delegate approval of fl exibility requests to a group leader or sub-
group so that employees are directly involved in administrative decisions. To facili-
tate group decision-making, managers might provide procedural justice guidelines 
and a hierarchy of needs for prioritizing and balancing requests over time.

Pruitt’s fourth factor is clear communication of expectations, and he describes 
six reasons based on prior research for positive effects on cooperation: reinforcing 
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group norms, creating pressure for conformity, triggering public commitment, pro-
moting group identity, encouraging expectations that others will cooperate, and 
promoting long-range thinking and common fate. In applying these specifi cally to 
work-life fl exibility, we suggest that managers have a number of options. After clari-
fying initial expectations, they can make sure employees understand the benefi ts of 
responsible use and the risks of inappropriate use/abuse. They can indicate that both 
work and life situations change and thus signal a clear expectation that all employ-
ees must be fl exible in their use and approach to fl exibility. In other words, what 
works at one point in time, may not endure indefi nitely. Periodic group discussions 
could reinforce appropriate use of fl exibility. Finally, managers can help employ-
ees anticipate changing situations and can help the group develop alternatives for 
ongoing successful work-life integration for all group members.

In sum, we propose that these facilitating factors have motivation and coordi-
nation implications that will moderate the cross-level relationship between individual 
use of work-life fl exibility and group performance, such that the negative effect of 
reduced face-time on group performance is weakened when facilitating factors are 
strong.

P8: Group-level facilitating factors (incentives for cooperation, trusting co-
worker relationships, social control mechanisms, and clear expectations) 
moderate the cross-level motivation and coordination effects of individual 
use of work-life fl exibility on group performance (IRB and ERB), such 
that the relationship will be weaker when facilitating factors are strong.

DISCUSSION

Reduced hours, fl extime, and telework infl uence face-time at work (Bailyn, 
1993; Munch, 2001). Since many organizations still use “line of sight” management 
styles, where visibility signals commitment and effort, face-time can have implica-
tions for performance (Wells, 2001). Building on the idea that face-time matters, 
we have proposed that reduced face-time has both motivation and coordination 
consequences for individuals and their work groups. Emphasizing the increasingly 
interdependent nature of work processes and work design (Ilgen, 1999), we devel-
oped a cross-level model predicting both positive and negative effects of work-
life fl exibility use on individual and work group performance. We suggest that 
acknowledging and actively managing the social and group implications of reduced 
face-time should help organizations improve the effectiveness of these programs, 
which, to date, have not been fully integrated into the workplace (Bailyn, 1993).
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The two primary goals of this chapter were (1) to introduce a cross-level 
model that links the reduced face-time of work-life fl exibility use with individual 
and group performance and (2) to advance work-life fl exibility research by devel-
oping a richer conceptualization of types of fl exibility and differentiating motiva-
tion and coordination consequences of reduced face-time for performance. Our 
approach differs from past perspectives by emphasizing the implications of work-
life fl exibility use for performance, rather than the more traditional focus on indi-
vidual attitudes such as satisfaction, commitment, strain, and turnover intentions. 
The approach also follows the advice of Bailey and Kurland (2002) and incor-
porates both individual and group level effects on performance. Theoretically, the 
chapter provides a framework that can guide future research by providing a more 
precise conceptualization of the face-time implications of work-life fl exibility and 
testable propositions for empirical analyses. Practically, the chapter suggests that 
type of fl exibility and group-level facilitating factors can help managers imple-
ment progressive work-life fl exibility programs in a manner that enhances rather 
than detracts from performance.

From a theoretical perspective, we provide a framework that can guide 
future research in two ways. First, we differentiate three types of work-life fl ex-
ibility (time, timing, and place) and emphasize the importance of intensity. One 
of the key points of our framework is that place fl exibility and heavy intensity of 
work-life fl exibility use are especially detrimental to face-time and create more 
severe coordination challenges for employees. In contrast, time, timing, and light 
intensity are less likely to detract from group performance because they facilitate 
ongoing interaction among work group peers. Second, we developed an initial 
model of propositions depicting the effects of work-life fl exibility use on per-
formance that can be tested in future empirical analyses. In the fi rst part of the 
model, we focused on consequences of use to individual users, and in the second 
part of the model we focused on cross-level consequences of individual use on 
group performance. We consider inclusion of both individual and group effects 
as a strength of this framework because it integrates prior work-life fl exibility 
research that has considered individual and group levels separately.

We suggest a number of specifi c next steps for future research. Before fi rm 
recommendations can be made to management, it will be important to test the 
proposed relationships in the model. Given our emphasis on cross-level effects, this 
implies research that spans a number of organizations with varying breadth in their 
work-life fl exibility practices. It also implies analysis across a range of groups so that 
differences between groups (such as differences in trust, incentives for cooperation, 
social control mechanisms, and expectations) can be assessed. Finally, testing the 
model will also require nested data from individuals (in work groups) who differ 
in their use of work-life fl exibility and face-time at work. Overall, this suggests a 
research program that would best be accomplished by a research team, rather than 
by a single individual.
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Another important future research consideration is the need for careful 
attention to the level of conceptualization and operationalization for each con-
struct in the model. Following recommendations of Kozlowski and Klein (2000), 
we have explicitly incorporated two types of cross-level level relationships in our 
theorizing. Proposition 1 acknowledges that individuals are nested within organi-
zations and proposes top-down, contextual effects on individual behavior. In 
contrast, propositions 5–8 propose a bottom-up, cross-level emergence process. 
Kozlowski and Klein use group performance as a classic example of emergence 
relationships because group performance emerges from group processes and inter-
actions when work is interdependent. In these situations, group performance is 
more than the sum of individual performance. Instead, it is a cross-level collective 
phenomenon that is shaped by individual behavior (P6 and P7) and constrained 
by the context (P5 and P8). In sum, our propositions specify the level of concep-
tualization and operationalization for future research.

IMPLICATIONS FOR RESEARCH AND PRACTICE

The conceptual framework also has implications for practice. Given 
advances in information technology and the invasiveness of 24/7 work demands 
that exist in many organizations, the model suggests important factors for manag-
ers to consider in implementing and managing work-life fl exibility programs. For 
example, careful attention to group-level facilitating factors should be especially 
relevant to managers of Generation X workers who value work-life balance more 
than previous generations and thus are more likely to use fl exibility programs 
(Hochschild, 1997; Smola & Sutton, 2002). The model suggests four specifi c inter-
ventions based on the social dilemma literature that managers can use to enhance 
cooperation among group members with direct relevance to reduced face-time 
and successful use of work-life fl exibility. This should facilitate implementation of 
progressive work-life fl exibility programs in a manner that enhances rather than 
detracts from group performance. Table 17.2 described these facilitating factors 
and highlights specifi c practical applications.

Another practical implication is the importance of cross-level coordination 
and motivation issues. These are particularly salient in contemporary work organi-
zations that use fl exibility benefi ts to attract and retain highly skilled employees 
and that also use groups and teams to organize work. If reduced face-time seems 
inequitable, peers may become demotivated and may not cooperate. This can 
lead to negative cross-level effects on in-role and extra-role group performance. 
On the other hand, if organizations manage social dilemma factors proactively 
such that they create and reinforce cooperation, the cross-level effects of work-
life fl exibility use on group performance are more likely to be neutral or posi-
tive. Rapoport and colleagues (2002) described a fl exibility coordination board 
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that a high technology team used to encourage members to coordinate their use 
of fl exibility. When members had shared values, performance improved. Increased 
communication and coordination helped minimize negative consequences from 
misreading face-time social cues and discouraged detrimentally high use.

Another practical implication of the model is the differential face-time effects of 
work-life fl exibility based on type and intensity of use. Organizations and work groups 
can benefi t from emphasizing time and timing fl exibility as well as low-moderate
types of intensity (reduced hours, fl extime with core hours, periodic telework).

As for limitations of this chapter, besides the boundary conditions noted 
earlier, our model is incomplete. It does not include all factors (e.g., nonwork) 
that infl uence the effectiveness of work-life fl exibility usage and does not include 
feedback loops or reciprocal effects. We view this as material for future research.

In conclusion, we have proposed that work-life fl exibility programs have 
implications for face-time at work and important implications for individual and 
work group performance. Acknowledging the interdependent nature of contem-
porary work, we have developed a model that emphasizes cross-level relationships 
and factors that are most likely to increase the positive performance consequences 
of work-life fl exibility programs. We hope that our model stimulates future 
research that integrates two contemporary issues in work organizations: employee 
preferences for increased fl exibility, and the social and performance implications 
for work groups. To our knowledge, this is the fi rst cross-level model to consider 
the challenges of managing work-life fl exibility so that use enhances rather than 
detracts from individual and group level performance. We hope our chapter stim-
ulates future research and serves the goal of ultimately helping employees benefi t 
from responsible use of work-life fl exibility policies while helping group mem-
bers work effectively together.

REFERENCES

Andersson, L. M. & Pearson, C. M. (1998). Tit for tat? The spiraling effect of incivility in the work-
place. Academy of Management Review, 24, 452–471.

Andreassi, J. K. & Thompson, C. A. (2008). Work-family culture: Current research and future directions. 
This volume.

Avery, C. & Zabel, D. (2001). The Flexible Workplace: A Sourcebook of Information and Research. Westport, 
CT: Quorum.

Bailey, D. E. & Kurland, N. B. (2002). A review of telework research: Findings, new directions, and les-
sons for the study of modern work. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 23, 383–400.

Bailyn, L. (1993). Breaking the Mold. New York: Free Press.
Barnett, C. & Hall, D. T. (2001). How to use reduced hours to win the war for talent. Organizational 

Dynamics, 29(3), 192–210.
Brief, A. P. & Motowidlo, S. J. (1986). Prosocial organizational behaviors. Academy of Management 

Review, 11, 710–726.
Bureau of Labor Statistics (2000). National Compensation Survey, Survey of Employee Benefi ts. 

(online). Available: www.bls.org.

CH017.indd   328CH017.indd   328 10/30/07   6:48:52 PM10/30/07   6:48:52 PM



 Face-Time Matters 329

Burkett, E. (2000). The Baby Boon: How Family-Friendly America Cheats the Childless. New York: Free 
Press.

Connor, M., Hooks, K. & McGuire, T. (1997). Gaining legitimacy for fl exible work arrangements 
and career paths: The business case for public accounting and professional services fi rms. In 
S. Parasuraman & J. Greenhaus (eds), Integrating Work and Family: Challenges and Choices for a 
Changing World (pp. 154–166). Westport, CT: Praeger.

Cooper, C. D. & Kurland, N. B. (2002). Telecommuting, professional isolation, and employee develop-
ment in public and private organizations. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 23, 511–532.

Crandall, N. & Wallace M. (1998). Work and Rewards in the Virtual Workplace: A New Deal for 
Organizations and Employees. New York: American Management Association.

Dunham, R., Pierce, J. L. & Castenada, M. (1987). Alternative work schedules: Two fi eld quasi- 
experiments. Personnel Psychology, 40, 215–242.

Eisenberger, R., Armeli, S., Rexwinkel, B., Lynch, P. D. & Rhodes, L. (2001). Reciprocation of per-
ceived organization support. Journal of Applied Psychology, 86, 42–51.

Federico, R. & Goldsmith, H. (1998). Linking work/life benefi ts to performance. Compensation and 
Benefi ts Review, 30(4), 66–70.

Gottlieb, B. H., Kelloway, E. K. & Barham, E. J. (1998). Flexible Work Arrangements: Managing the Work-
Family Boundary. Chichester, England: Wiley.

Grandley, A. (2001). Family-friendly policies: Organizational justice perceptions of needs-based allo-
cations. In. R. Cropanzano (ed.), Justice in the Workplace: From Theory to Practice (pp. 145–173). 
Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.

Grover, S. L. (1991). Predicting the perceived fairness of parental leave policies. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 76, 247–255.

Grover, S. L. & Crooker, K. (1995). Who appreciates family responsive human resource policies? The 
impact of family-friendly policies on the organizational attachment of parents and non-parents. 
Personnel Psychology, 48, 271–288.

Hackman, J. R. (1990). Groups That Work (and Those That Don’t). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.
Hill, E. J., Miller, B. C., Weiner, S. P. & Colihan, J. (1998). Infl uences of the virtual offi ce on aspects of 

work and work/life balance. Personnel Psychology, 51, 667–683.
Hochschild, A. (1997). The Time Bind: When Work Becomes Home and Home Becomes Work. New York: Holt.
Ilgen, D. R. (1999). Teams embedded in organizations: Some implications. American Psychologist, 54, 

129–139.
Judiesch, M. K. & Lynness, K. S. (1999). Left behind? The impact of leaves of absence on managers’ 

career success. Academy of Management Journal, 42, 641–651.
Komorita, S. S. & Parks, C. D. (1994). Social Dilemmas. Madison, WI: Brown & Benchmark.
Kossek, E. (2005). Workplace policies to support families. In S. Bianchi, L. Casper & R. King (eds) 

Work, Family Health and Well-Being (pp. 97–116). Mahwah, New Jersey: LEA Press.
Kossek, E. E., Barber, A. & Winters, D. (1999). Using fl exible schedules in the managerial world: The 

power of peers. Human Resource Management, 38, 33–46.
Kossek, E., Lautsch, B. & Eaton, S. (2006). Telecommuting, control, and boundary management: 

Correlates of policy use and practice, job control, and work-family effectiveness. Journal of Vocational 
Behavior, 68, 347–367.

Kossek, E. E., Noe, R. & Colquitt, J. (2001). Caregiving decisions, well-being and performance: The 
effects of place and provider as a function of dependent type and work-family climates. Academy of 
Management Journal, 44(1), 29–44.

Lee, M. & Kossek, E. (2004). Crafting Lives that Work: A Six-Year Retrospective on Reduced Load Work in 
the Careers and Lives of Professionals and Managers. An Alfred P. Sloan Study. The complete report can 
be downloaded at http://www.polisci.msu.edu/kossek/fi nal.pdf

Kozlowski, S. W. J. & Klein, K. J. (2000). A multilevel approach to theory and research in organizations: 
Contextual, temporal, and emergent processes. In K. J. Klein & S. W. J. Kozlowski (eds), Multilevel 
Theory, Research, and Methods in Organizations (pp. 3–90). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

CH017.indd   329CH017.indd   329 10/30/07   6:48:53 PM10/30/07   6:48:53 PM



330 Handbook of Work-Family Integration

Kramer, R. M. & Goldman, L. (1995). Helping the group or helping yourself? Social motives and 
group identity in resource dilemmas. In D. A. Schroeder (ed.), Social Dilemmas: Perspectives on 
Individuals and Groups (pp. 49–67). Westport, CT: Praeger.

Lambert, S. J. (2000). Added benefi ts: The link between work-life benefi ts and organizational citizen-
ship behavior. Academy of Management Journal, 43, 801–815.

Levine, J. M. & Moreland, R. L. (1998). Small groups. In D. Gilbert, S. Fiske & G. Lindzey (eds), 
Handbook of Social Psychology (4th edn) (pp. 415–469). Boston: McGraw Hill.

Lindsley, D. H., Brass, D. J. & Thomas, J. B. (1995). Effi cacy-performance spirals: A multilevel perspec-
tive. Administrative Science Quarterly, 20, 645–678.

Mitchell, T. R. (1997). Matching motivational strategies with organizational contexts. In L. L. 
Cummings & B. M. Staw (eds), Research in Organizational Behavior (Vol. 19), (pp. 57–149). Greenwich, 
CT: JAI Press.

Munck, B. (2001). Changing a culture of face-time. Harvard Business Review, 79, 125–131.
Olmstead, B. & Smith S. (1997). Managing in a Flexible Workplace. New York: AMACOM.
Organ, D. W. (1988). Organizational Citizenship Behavior: The “Good Soldier” Syndrome. Lexington, MA: 

Lexington Books.
Perlow, L. A. (1997). Finding Time: How Corporations, Individuals, and Families can Benefi t from New Work 

Practices. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press.
Perry-Smith, J. & Blum, T. (2000). Work-family human resource bundles and perceived organizational 

performance. Academy of Management Journal, 43, 1107–1117.
Pruitt, D. G. (1998). Social confl ict. In D. T. Gilbert, St. Fiske & G. Lindzey (eds), Handbook of Social 

Psychology (4th edn), (pp. 470–503). Boston, MA: McGraw Hill.
Rapoport, R., Bailyn, L., Fletcher, J. & Pruitt, B. (2002). Beyond Work-Family Balance: Advancing Gender 

Equity and Workplace Performance. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.
Schelling, T. C. (1978). Micromotives and Macrobehavior. New York: Norton.
Schroeder, D. A. (1995). Social Dilemmas: Perspectives on Individuals and Groups. London: Praeger.
Skarlicki, D. P. & Folger, R. (1997). Retaliation in the workplace: The roles of distributive, procedural, 

and interactional justice. Journal of Applied Psychology, 82, 434–443.
Smola, K. W. & Sutton, C. D. (2002). Generational differences: Revisiting generational work values for 

the new millennium. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 23, 363–382.
Steiner, F. F. (1972). Group Process and Productivity. New York: Academic Press.
Van de Ven, A. H. & Ferry, D. L. (1980). Measuring and Assessing Organizations. New York: Wiley.
Van Dyne, L., Cummings, L. L. & McLean Parks, J. (1995). Extra-role behaviors: In pursuit of construct 

and defi nitional clarity (A bridge over muddied waters). In B. M. Staw & L. L. Cummings (eds), 
Research in Organizational Behavior (Vol. 17), (pp. 215–285). Greenwich, CT: JAI Press.

Van Lange, P. A. M., Liebrand, W. B. G., Messick, D. M. & Wilke, H. A. M. (1992). Social dilemmas: The 
state of the art. In W. B. G. Liebrand (ed.), Social Dilemmas: Theoretical Issues and Research Findings 
(pp. 3–28). Oxford: Pergamon Press.

Wells, S. (2001). Making telecommuting work. HRMagazine, 46, 34–46.
Yamagishi, T. (1988). Seriousness of social dilemmas and the provision of a sanctioning system. Social 

Psychology Quarterly, 51, 265–271.

CH017.indd   330CH017.indd   330 10/30/07   6:48:53 PM10/30/07   6:48:53 PM



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket true
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Perceptual
  /DetectBlends true
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /SyntheticBoldness 1.00
  /EmitDSCWarnings true
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize false
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
    /Arial-BoldItalicMT
    /Arial-BoldMT
    /Arial-ItalicMT
    /ArialMT
    /Courier
    /Courier-Bold
    /Courier-BoldOblique
    /Courier-Oblique
    /Symbol
    /TimesNewRomanPS-BoldItalicMT
    /TimesNewRomanPS-BoldMT
    /TimesNewRomanPS-ItalicMT
    /TimesNewRomanPSMT
    /ZapfDingbats
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /DownsampleColorImages false
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth 8
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /FlateEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /DownsampleGrayImages false
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth 8
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /FlateEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages false
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /DownsampleMonoImages false
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /PDFX1aCheck true
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly true
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError false
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox false
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /JPN <FEFF3053306e8a2d5b9a306f30019ad889e350cf5ea6753b50cf3092542b308030d730ea30d730ec30b9537052377528306e00200050004400460020658766f830924f5c62103059308b3068304d306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103057305f00200050004400460020658766f8306f0020004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d30678868793a3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /FRA <>
    /DEU <>
    /PTB <>
    /DAN <>
    /NLD <>
    /ESP <>
    /SUO <>
    /ITA <>
    /NOR <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU <FEFF0045006c0073006500760069006500720020005000720065007300730020005000440046002000530070006500630073002000560065007200730069006f006e0020004100630072006f00620061007400200036000d0052006f0062002000760061006e002000460075006300680074002c0020005300510053002c00200045006c007300650076006900650072002000420056>
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [595.276 841.890]
>> setpagedevice


