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Editorial: Workplace Flexibility

Within the last years, flexibility has been an ongoing issue for various fields of re-
search and practice. Consequently, a considerable amount of literature dealing with
the concept of flexibility has developed. Its diversity has led to various perspectives
on dimensions and aspects of flexibility. However, two major fields of flexibility can
be distinguished. On the one hand, the organizational perspective understands
workplace flexibility as the degree of adaptability of an organization in an uncertain
and changing environment (Dastmalchian & Blyton, 2001). On the other hand,
workplace flexibility can encompass the individual perspective of the workforce, es-
pecially the degree of flexibility regarding aspects of where, when, and how work is
performed (Hill et al., 2008). Within both streams of research, various aspects of
flexibility have been addressed, such as organizational structures (Feldman & Pent-
land, 2003), type of employment (Lepak et al., 2003; Sayah & Süß, 2013), man-
agement and strategic human resource management (Wright & Snell, 1998), time
and location of work (Allen et al., 2013), demands towards employees (Vahle-Hinz
et al., 2013) and work (Ruiner et al., 2013), leadership (Barrow, 1976), and the role
of Communication Technologies (Diaz et al., 2012). Regarding the consequences of
flexibility, literature often assumes positive results for both individual and organiza-
tion, when flexibility increases. For example, evidence has been found that flexibili-
ty at work is positively related to self-reported health (Butler et al., 2009). Further-
more, it can increase organizational attractiveness (Thompson et al., 2015), profit
(Kesavan et al., 2014), and firm performance (Martínez Sánchez et al., 2007).

However, there is also a missing consensus and ongoing discussion regarding possi-
ble consequences of flexibility. Research has identified potential downsides of flexi-
bility, such as blurred work-life boundaries (Pedersen & Lewis, 2012), the risk of
stigmatization (Cech & Blair-Loy, 2014), unsupportive work climate and in-
equitable implementation of flexible work practices (Putnam et al., 2014). Other
relationships, for example between flexibility and work-family conflict (Allen et al.,
2013; Shockley & Allen, 2007), remain unclear. Further, if flexibility is only an or-
ganizational facade (Eaton, 2003; Nystrom & Starbuck, 1984) which is communi-
cated but not lived in the organization, even more negative consequences such as
violations of psychological contracts might occur, especially when flexibility is used
as a facade to justify the transformation of standard work arrangements to non-
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standard work arrangements. This special issue addresses some of the challenges de-
scribed above.

The first contribution by Christian Grund, Axel Minten, and Nevena Toporova focus-
es on the relationship between individual and job-related characteristics and moti-
vation assessments of temporary agency workers, who can be considered as an im-
portant and flexible asset for organizations. Drawing on a large sample from one of
Germany’s largest temporary work agencies, their study shows how the assessment
of motivation and work morale, provided by the customer companies who em-
ployed the temporary agency worker, is dependent on individual and job-related
characteristics. They highlight how further research should examine the progression
of motivation during temporary work and in relation to regular employees.

Drawing on signaling theory, René Schmoll and Stefan Süß take a look at the sepa-
rate and joint effect of temporal and spatial flexibility on organizational attraction.
While first evidence suggests that flexibility can increase organizational attractive-
ness, an in-depth analysis of this effect is missing. Using an experimental, vignette-
based study, they provide evidence that temporal and spatial flexibility have a sepa-
rate effect. Instead of an interaction, they found an additive effect for the combina-
tion of both.

Also examining the consequences of temporal and spatial flexibility, the study from
Setareh Zafari, Martina Hartner-Tiefenthaler, and Sabine Theresia Köszegi investi-
gates the role of perceived organizational alignment as a contextual factor. They
show that perceived organizational alignment moderates the positive effect of au-
tonomy on work-related outcomes, such as work engagement, organizational iden-
tification, and job satisfaction. Especially based on the differing results for job satis-
faction, they emphasize the need to carefully consider alignment measures in terms
of employees’ goals, as otherwise they can be perceived as too demanding, resulting
in negative effects.

Overall, as was to be expected, these contributions open further questions regarding
workplace flexibility. Both in the sphere of how individuals that are employed flexi-
bly in organizations—such as temporary worker or freelancer—deal with this flexi-
bility demands or the consequences of increasing flexible opportunities and de-
mands in the day-to-day work. In our view, research would benefit from including
further experimental investigations that focus on the differential effects of different
types of flexibility

Finally, we would like to provide you with some insights into the editorial process
of this special issue. We started this project in combination with the 2017 annual
meeting of the German “Arbeitskreis Empirische Personal- und Organisations-
forschung”, where some of the contributors of this special issue presented early ver-
sions of their work. By December 31, 2017, we received seven contributions of
which we selected five manuscripts to be included in the review process. Two
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manuscripts were desk rejected. After receiving eleven reviews, we provided all
manuscripts with the opportunity for another revision. All authors followed our in-
vitation to revise and resubmit and their manuscripts were then again externally re-
viewed, resulting in two additional rejections. After another editorial revise, we fi-
nally accepted three manuscripts. As such a rigor process would not have been pos-
sible without the timely, constructive, and helpful support provided by the review-
ers, we would like to thank them for their commitment:

Dorothea Alewell; Matthias Baum; Kai Bormann; Wolfgang Güttel; Sven Hauff;
Stephan Kaiser; Renate Ortlieb; Caroline Ruiner; Jost Sieweke; Marius Wehner;
Uta Wilkens.

 

Düsseldorf, Januar 2019 Sascha Ruhle
 Stefan Süß
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