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Considerable human resources management (HRM) literature explores the role 

of supervisors in general on shaping HRM activities, as well in mediating between 

organizational policies and employees (Batt & Valcour, 2003; !atcher & Bagger, 

2011). !e fundamental argument is that supervisors shape employees’ ability, 

motivation, opportunities and reactions to HR policies (Purcell & Hutchinson, 
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2  S. KOIVISTO AND R. E. RICE

2007). !e supervisor’s mediating role constitutes the ‘“black box” linking HRM 

and performance’ (Knies & Leisink, 2014, p. 58). Supervisors act as agents in 

implementing HRM practices and thus in"uence how employees interpret and 

respond to organizational HRM policies and programs. In this general research 

approach, supervisors not only implement (positively or negatively) HR policies, 

but also communicate organizational support (or lack of it) for employees through 

the implementation of those policies.

!is study can be seen as part of that broad research issue: We consider how 

a supervisor’s allowance of organizational "exible work arrangements (FWA) to 

subordinates relates to employees’ feelings of respect and leader endorsement. 

Both respect and leader endorsement are crucially important for groups’ e#ective 

functioning (e.g. Haslam, Reicher, & Platow, 2013; Tyler & Blader, 2000) – with-

out them, groups face severe problems as pivotal phenomena such as exceeding 

role requirements, helping co-workers and improving and developing the way of 

working depend on these (e.g. Koivisto & Lipponen, 2015).

Stavrou (2005) argues that HRM programs need to match industry, market and 

societal changes by fostering more organizational "exibility, especially FWA. De 

Menezes and Kelliher (2011) note that FWA can be considered as part of HRM 

practices in the general stream of research on HRM and performance.

However, our main contribution is viewing the relationship between leader’s 

FWA decisions and the two selected outcomes from the social identity approach 

(Tajfel & Turner, 1979; Turner, Hogg, Oakes, Reicher, & Wetherell, 1987) and 

examining whether they are moderated by leader in-group prototypicality (Hogg, 

2001). As far as we know, this is the $rst time this prominent approach has been 

applied to research on FWA and possibly in the HRM literature. We begin by 

reviewing research on FWAs and particularly supervisors’ role in them, then intro-

duce the social identity approach and then turn to the study.

Flexible work arrangements and supervisory in"uence

Flexible work arrangements

Recent years have witnessed a substantial increase in the use of FWA, which 

‘permit employees some level of control over when and where they work out-

side of the standard workday’ (Lambert, Marler, & Gueutal, 2008, p. 107). !ese 

arrangements include part-time work, "extime, compressed work week, telework 

and telecommuting, among others (Kossek & Michel, 2010).

FWA can provide many positive as well as negative implications for health, 

work–family balance, worker engagement, job satisfaction, performance, com-

mitment, turnover intentions and absenteeism (Baltes, Briggs, Hu#, Wright, 

& Neuman, 1999; Gajendran & Harrison, 2007). Stavrou’s (2005) analysis of 

responses from the top HRM manager in over 2000 companies from 14 EU mem-

ber states looked at how 4 ‘bundles’ of FWA were associated with 3 organizational 
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THE INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF HUMAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT  3

performance measures. !e ‘non-standard work patterns’ bundle was related to 

decreased turnover in the private sector; the ‘work away from the o%ce’ cluster 

was related to improved performance and reduced absenteeism; the ‘non-stand-

ard work hours’ group was related to increased sta# turnover; and the ‘work 

outsourced’ category was associated with increased sta# turnover (but only in the 

public sector). However, none of the four regressions explained more than 6% 

of the variance. De Menezes and Kelliher (2011) systematically reviewed (based 

on 900 academic database search combinations and additional Google searches) 

148 publications from 1970 to 2009 assessing the ‘business case’ for FWAs. !e 

most frequent support was for improvements in absenteeism (61% of the relevant 

studies supportive), job satisfaction (57%), turnover or retention (46%), $nancial 

indicators or productivity (44%), organizational commitment (41%), health or 

well-being (32%) and individual performance or productivity (31%). Almost all 

the remaining studies found no support, with only three total $nding negative 

associations. !e review discussed results within each FWA category, and iden-

ti$ed contingent relationships, such as worker or organization characteristics. 

However, it did not report any contingencies related to supervisory allowance 

of FWA.

More employees are using more FWA. For example, a 2008 survey of US organ-

izations with at least 50 employees found a range of FWAs, from "exible schedules 

(79%) to job shares (29%) (Galinsky, Bond, & Sakai, 2008). In a US representative 

sample, nearly half of working American adults engaged in at least some supple-

mental (i.e. not substituting for o%ce work and not contracted telework) work 

at home using ICT tools (Madden & Jones, 2008). Generally, employees view 

access to FWA as something desirable (e.g. Solnet, Kralj, & Kandampully, 2012). 

For example, one study revealed that gratitude to employers for accommodating 

"exible working arrangements was a dominant discourse among people using 

FWA (Kelliher & Anderson, 2010). According to the Flexible Work Arrangements 

factsheet (Flexible work arrangements: !e fact sheet, 2010), 80% of US workers 

indicated preferences for more "exible work options, particularly if they weren’t 

associated with negative implications at work.

However, these $gures also reveal that many employees do not have access 

to, or do not use, FWA due to policy, organizational and (our primary concern) 

supervisory factors. A 2014 web survey of 400,000 US Federal employees (46.8% 

response) (United States O%ce of Personnel Management, 2014) revealed that 

29% of the sample participated in telework, while 57% did not because of barriers. 

A third of the sample used alternative work schedules, with 22% reporting that 

the option was not available to them. Golden (2001) noted the large inequality in 

access to FWA, as 73% of US workforce did not have access, due to demographic, 

work and job characteristics (see also Swanberg, Pitt-Catsouphes, & Drescher-

Burke, 2005). FWA policy use is o+en determined by business needs and supervi-

sor choice, criteria such as organizational tenure or full-time work, organizational 

strati$cation and norms, and legal and economic ‘opportunity structures’, leading 
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4  S. KOIVISTO AND R. E. RICE

to considerable variation in adoption within even one organization (Kossek, Lewis, 

& Hammer, 2010; Lambort & Haley-Lock, 2004; Swanberg et al., 2005). As a 

speci$c example, scheduling control may be available through formal "exwork 

policies, employee–supervisor negotiation and informal supervisor practices 

(Henly, Shaefer, & Waxman, 2006). Inconsistencies in results about outcomes 

of FWA may thus be partially explained by variations in implementation, which 

can reduce, reinforce or create barriers (Ryan & Kossek, 2008). In particular, we 

consider supervisors’ in"uence on FWA use.

Supervisors’ in"uence on FWA use

!e e#ectiveness and e%ciency of FWA-policies depends largely on whether or 

not the immediate supervisor is supportive of these arrangements (Batt & Valcour, 

2003; Eaton, 2003; Leslie, Park, & Mehng, 2012). For example, numerous studies 

show that supervisors who support FWA promote employees’ work–life balance 

(e.g. Batt & Valcour, 2003; Bowen, 1998). Supervisors, in particular, have consid-

erable in"uence on work–family policies by having $nal approval, deciding how 

to allocate training and other employees to balance workload, publicizing policies, 

shaping norms about them, a#ecting ease of policy use, clarifying roles, monitor-

ing workload and preventing co-worker jealousy (Golden, 2001; Ryan & Kossek, 

2008). Implementation of FWA is o+en made on a case-by-case, idiosyncratic 

and informal basis (Hornung, Rousseau, & Glaser, 2008). !ese discretionary 

decisions may be based on the supervisor’s prior experiences with and personal 

beliefs about work–family balance, such as negatively assessing requests for work 

"exibility as a sign of low organizational commitment (Rodgers, 1992).

Even when available, FWA may be underused, partially due to supervisor-related 

factors, such as lack of supervisory support (Batt & Valcour, 2003). Supervisors 

may discourage employees from using formal FWA by implementing penalties 

on their use (e.g. hampering "exible workers’ career success or cutting out pay 

raises; Batt & Valcour, 2003; Leslie et al., 2012). Supervisors may be reluctant to 

allow their subordinates to work remotely or during non-formal work hours (e.g. 

!atcher & Bagger, 2011), for example because they fear losing control (Clear & 

Dickson, 2005), or have doubts about subordinates’ abilities to work away from 

the o%ce.

Supervisory ‘discretion’ may consist more of implicit biases and discrimination 

than an informal but still objective evaluation of the employee or task needs. 

Supervisors make di#erent kinds of attributions for the reasons why employees 

want to utilize FWA (Leslie et al., 2012). Whether they think that an employee 

wishes to work "exibly to increase productivity (e.g. having international calls 

during non-standard work hours), or for personal reasons (e.g. structuring work 

around childcare) in"uences supervisors’ willingness to allow an individual to 

use FWA. For example, in a scenario-based experiment, managers’ dispositions 

toward an employee’s request for a FWA, or the granting of the request, were very 
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THE INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF HUMAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT  5

substantially in"uenced by indicators of disruption to the work and thus increased 

e#ort for the supervisor (Powell & Mainiero, 1999). Another scenario analysis 

found that participants perceived female users of "exible scheduling, compared 

to those working regular hours, as less dedicated to their job/career and less 

motivated by advancement, even though there was no di#erence in perceived 

capability. However, supervisors may also mitigate unsupportive organizational 

norms by making it clear that the use of FWA will not cause negative consequences 

for employees (Batt & Valcour, 2003), or by providing access to FWA beyond for-

mal organizational policies. Overall, these incongruencies between o%cial FWA 

policies, supervisory behavior and employee use represent another instance of 

the more general gaps between intended, implemented and used HR practices 

(Khilji & Wang, 2006). In sum, many workers are denied, or gain, access to FWA 

through their immediate supervisors.

Contributions of this study

!e present research concentrates on immediate supervisors’ allowance of access 

to FWA, and subsequent direct and moderated in"uences of that allowance on 

employee and supervisor social identity implications. Prior empirical research 

in the area of FWA has mostly concentrated on increasing our understanding 

of the e#ects of "exwork use (as brie"y noted above). Here, we suggest that a 

supervisor’s decisions on employees’ access to FWA may have implications for 

both employee- and leader-related identity issues – a sense of being respected, and 

leader endorsement. Further, we suggest that beyond direct e#ects of supervisor 

allowance of FWA, there may be subtle moderating e#ects of supervisory proto-

typicality. !eoretically, this study extends and tests the social identity model of 

leadership (see below) in the new context of FWA. Practically, the study provides 

some insight into the social contexts of supervisory decisions about FWA.

Theoretical foundations: subordinate and supervisor social identity 

and leader in-group prototypicality

Social identity model of organizational leadership

We ground our work in the social identity approach (Tajfel & Turner, 1979; Turner 

et al., 1987), particularly the Social identity model of organizational leadership 

(SIMOL; Haslam et al., 2013; Hogg, 2001; van Knippenberg & Hogg, 2003). !is 

theoretical approach focuses on factors that give supervisors authority in the 

eyes of their followers, particularly as it concerns subordinate- and leader-related 

identity issues.

!e social identity approach integrates social identity theory (Tajfel & Turner, 

1979) and self-categorization theory (Turner et al., 1987). Its core presumption 

is that salient group membership shapes attitudes, feelings and behavior. When 
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6  S. KOIVISTO AND R. E. RICE

belonging to a salient group, people develop a social identity. !ey start to de$ne 

themselves not only in terms of personal identity and relationships, but also in 

terms of social identity, based upon group salience, one’s membership and an 

in-group prototype.

An in-group prototype is a constructed and subjective representation of char-

acteristics (e.g. attitudes, values, norms, beliefs, manners, goals and behavior) that 

describe and prescribe what the group is and what it is not (Haslam et al., 2013). 

Members actively monitor the group in its context and notice even subtle signs in 

how prototypical their supervisor is. As a result, some supervisors are perceived 

as more prototypical than others (Hogg, 2001).

Supervisor’s decisions on employees’ FWA use and group members’ feelings 

of respect: moderating role of leader in-group prototypicality

A central prediction from the social identity approach is that people strive for 

favorable self-de$nitions and want to feel that they are valued members of their 

groups (Tyler & Blader, 2000). !ey use interactions and dealings with other group 

members as sources of identity-related information such as their self-worth and 

standing (respect) within the group (Lind & Tyler, 1988). Group members assess 

treatment and outcomes received from their supervisor to make inferences about 

their own standing (e.g. Blader & Tyler, 2009; Tyler & Lind, 1992). When a super-

visor rewards an employee with desired outcomes, he/she likely attributes the treat-

ment received to one’s own behavior and infers oneself to be a respected member 

of the group. When the treatment by a group authority does not seem fair and/or 

favorable to an individual, he/she is likely to conclude that he/she is not a particu-

larly respected member of the group (Tyler & Blader, 2000; Tyler & Lind, 1992). 

From this perspective, a supervisor’s FWA allowance carries an important symbolic 

message. It signals that the group member is worthy of being allowed to use the 

desired bene$t of FWA, and that his/her standing within the group is secured.

!us, H1a: A supervisor’s allowance of a subordinates’ access to FWA is posi-

tively related to subordinates’ feelings of being respected.

SIMOL proposes that the extent to which the supervisor’s decisions and behav-

ior in"uence group members’ identity-related inferences is to some extent con-

tingent upon the supervisor’s in-group prototypicality. Supervisors who are able 

to represent what is common to the group are likely to have more in"uence than 

non-prototypical leaders over group members’ identity-related attitudes, emotions 

and behaviors (e.g. van Knippenberg, 2011; van Knippenberg & Hogg, 2003).

!is is because, in salient groups, prototypicality is the basis of perception and 

evaluation of self and other group members (Hogg, 2001). An in-group prototyp-

ical supervisor’s behavior informs an individual not only about supervisor’s, but 

also about other group members’, opinions and attitudes towards him/her (Tyler 

& Lind, 1992). !us, if this kind of leader allows a certain member access to FWA, 

this member can consider himself/herself to be valued by the whole group. On the 
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THE INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF HUMAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT  7

other hand, if the in-group prototypical leader denies access to FWA, the member 

can see himself/herself as devalued by the entire group (Lind & Tyler, 1988; Tyler 

& Lind, 1992). A non-prototypical leader’s FWA-decision is not expected to have 

such a prominent e#ect, since a non-prototypical leader does not represent the 

views of a group that is important for one’s social identity.

!us, H1b: !e relationship between supervisory allowance of FWA and one’s 

sense of being respected is stronger when the supervisor is perceived to be more 

prototypical.

Supervisor’s decisions on employees’ FWA use and leader endorsement: 

moderating role of leader in-group prototypicality

A supervisor’s allowance of subordinates’ FWA use is also likely to a#ect subor-

dinates’ attitudes towards the leader. Generally, and not surprisingly, leaders who 

perform well are evaluated more positively by subordinates on a variety of attrib-

utes that may not be related to the performance (Giessner, van Knippenberg, & 

Sleebos, 2009). !ese associated evaluations re"ect what Meindl and Ehrlich (1987) 

referred to as the ‘romance of leadership’. Further, according to leader-member 

exchange (LMX) theory, social, attitudinal and material resources are exchanged 

in leader–employee relationships to maintain equity (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995). In 

exchange, employees may express their satisfaction or dissatisfaction with the lead-

er’s decision by increasing or decreasing their endorsement (Wit & Wilke, 1988). 

For example, in high-quality LMX relations, the leader provides more resources 

– above formal or contractual levels – to favored subordinates, increasing their 

sense of autonomy, responsibility, well-being, organizational commitment, job 

satisfaction, organizational citizenship and work performance (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 

1995; van Knippenberg & Hogg, 2003; Schriesheim, Castro, & Cogliser, 1999).

!us, H2a: A supervisor’s allowance of subordinates’ access to FWA is positively 

related to subordinates’ leader endorsement.

Van Knippenberg & Hogg (2003) note that LMX theory emphasizes the leader–

subordinate dyadic relationship, ignoring broader social in"uence factors such 

as leader prototypicality or group identi$cation. Instead, SIMOL predicts that 

the extent to which the supervisor is in-group prototypical is likely to moderate 

members’ interpretations of and reactions to the supervisor’s decisions (Haslam 

et al., 2013).

Importantly, for our study, SIMOL proposes that prototypical leaders are less 

stringently evaluated than non-prototypical leaders, and thus, they get more 

leeway in making also unfavorable decisions. !is fundamental presumption of 

SIMOL builds on two classical notions. !e $rst is Hollander’s (1964) idiosyncrasy 

credit theory, which proposes that highly normative leaders who have earned 

credit within the group are allowed to behave non-normatively without negative 

consequences (up to a point). Unlike Hollander’s conceptualization of credits 

as being earned through social exchange relationships, SIMOL presumes such 
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8  S. KOIVISTO AND R. E. RICE

credits result from being representative (i.e. prototypical) of the group (Giessner 

et al., 2009). !e second is Sherif and Sherif ’s (1964) demonstration that leaders 

who are respected, legitimate and group-oriented receive more leeway within 

their groups. In-group prototypical leaders are viewed as such (Hogg, 2001). !ey 

thus have more leverage in in"uencing group members’ inferences, attitudes and 

behavior (Haslam et al., 2013; van Quaquebeke & Ecklo#, 2013). One mechanism 

for this relationship is that more prototypical leaders foster greater trust. !ey 

are trusted to make decisions that in the end bene$t the group and its individual 

members, even if their decisions and behavior would seem unfavorable (Platow 

& van Knippenberg, 2001), or ine#ective (Giessner et al., 2009).

As a consequence, prototypical leaders are at least somewhat endorsed by 

in-group members simply on the basis of that in-group prototypicality (Hogg, 

2001). In practice, this implies that compared to less prototypical supervisors, 

in-group prototypical supervisors’ e#ectiveness and endorsement is less contin-

gent upon their actual decisions or behavior (Giessner et al., 2009). !is allows 

leaders to make decisions and engage in behaviors that may be counter-normative 

or against subordinate preferences (up to a point) without losing subordinates’ 

endorsement. In comparison, non-prototypical leaders have to earn their endorse-

ment by engaging in group-oriented and member-serving decisions and behavior.

!us, H2b: !e relationship between supervisory allowance of FWA and leader 

endorsement is weaker when the group leader is perceived to be more prototypical.

Method

Sampling and procedures

We conducted a survey in the spring of 2013 and again in the spring of 2014 in a 

Finnish telecommunication company. We chose this setting because of the known 

"exible work programs o#ered by the company and its long history of utilizing 

FWA. !e entire organizational membership working at the company headquar-

ters (N = 1538 at T1, N = 1447 at T2) was emailed an invitation with a short 

introduction of the online survey, a link to the company’s intranet site explaining 

the study in detail and the link to the survey. Eight hundred and thirty-seven 

usable responses were received at T1 (response rate 54%), and 735 at T2 (50.1%). 

We focus on the T1 responses, using T2 as a replication to assess the reliability of 

the results. !e T1 and T2 samples are not, however, completely independent, as 

nearly half of the respondents were the same.

Measures

Both surveys included the following measures. All of the scales exhibited unidi-

mensionality (via principal components analysis; table available from the author) 

and good reliability (from .80 to .94; see Table 1 below).
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10  S. KOIVISTO AND R. E. RICE

Supervisor’s allowance of subordinates’ access to FWA was measured with four 

items derived from a study by McNamara, Pitt-Catsouphes, Brown, and Matz-

Costa (2012): ‘My supervisor allows me to’ (a) ‘change starting and quitting times’, 

(b) ‘choose a work schedule that varies from the typical schedule at our worksite’, 

(c) ‘compress the work week by working longer hours on fewer days for at least 

part of the year’ and (d) ‘work from an o#-site location (such as home) for part 

of the regular work week’.

Leader in-group prototypicality was measured using three items from Platow 

and van Knippenberg’s (2001) scale: ‘Overall, I would say that my supervisor’ (a) 

‘is a good example of the kind of people who work at (name of the organization)’, 

(b) ‘represents what is characteristic about employees of (name of the organiza-

tion)’ and (c) ‘stands for what people who work at (name of the organization) 

have in common’.

Respect was measured with three items from Tyler and Blader’s (2002) respect 

scale: (a) ‘Other members of (name of the organization) react well to me’, (b) ‘I 

have made a good impression on others in (name of the organization)’ and (c) 

‘Most members of (name of the organization) respect me’.

Leader endorsement was measured with Colquitt (2001)’s scale: (a) ‘I speak 

favorably about my supervisor to my friends’, (b) ‘I think that my supervisor is a 

good one’ and (c) ‘I really like my supervisor’.

As noted in the review, variations in preferences for FWA might a#ect assess-

ments of supervisor’s decisions about FWA. !us, Desire for FWA use was meas-

ured with the same items used for Supervisor’s allowance of subordinates’ access to 

FWA, except that respondents were asked to rate how important it is / would be 

for them to have each of the four FWA opportunities. Control variables included 

age, sex, tenure and education.

Results

Table 1 provides the descriptive statistics, alpha reliabilities, response choices 

and correlations for the scales and demographics at both time periods. At T1, 

60.5% of the respondents were men. Most of the respondents worked full-time 

(99%) and had a regular working contract (97%). On average, respondents were 

41–50 years old (under 30, 4.4%; 31–40, 29.0%; 41–50, 38.4%; over 60 yrs, 4.2%). 

Over 70% had university education (elementary school, 2.4%; upper secondary 

school or vocational school, 27.5%; university of applied sciences, 35.9%; univer-

sity 34.3%). !ey had been working at the organization for 16.6 (SD = 9.6) years. 

Most of the respondents reported having children (55%) but only 20% had elder 

care responsibilities. !e following percentage of respondents reported engaging 

in these FWA once a week, a few times a week or every day: change starting and 

quitting times (71.0%), choose a work schedule that varies (41.2%), compressed 

workweek (11.4%) or work at home (51.1%). !ey participated in another nine 
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THE INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF HUMAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT  11

FWA at least once a week from 15.7% (work in your own car) to .4% (work at a 

library).

Moderated regression analysis

As Table 2 shows, none of the demographic control measures (age, sex, tenure and 

education) correlated signi$cantly with leader in-group prototypicality or leader 

endorsement, and only two were correlated with respect: age (T1) and education 

(T1 and T2). !ose two were entered in the initial regression explaining respect, 

but neither was a signi$cant in"uence. !erefore, we do not include demographics 

in the reported analyses.

We used a moderated multiple regression approach to test our hypotheses. 

Following Aiken and West (1991) and Dawson (2014), supervisor’s FWA decision, 

Table 2. Regression analyses for respect and for leader endorsement.

*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001.
Note: Full entry method within blocks. Values are standardized beta coefficients.
Interaction term is the product of the mean-centered Supervisor’s allowance of FWA use and mean-centered Leader 

in-group prototypicality.

T1 T2

Respect explanatory variables
Step 1
Supervisor’s allowance of FWA use (1) .17 *** .10 **
Leader in-group prototypicality (2) .18 *** .16 ***
Desire for FWA use .04 .03
R2 .08 .04
Adjusted R2 .07 .04
F (3,823) = 23.1 *** (3,726) = 10.1 ***
Step 2
Supervisor’s allowance of FWA use (1) .18 *** .11 **
Leader in-group prototypicality (2) .19 *** .15 ***
Desire for FWA use .05 .02
Interaction 1 × 2 (both centered) .08 * .09 *
R2 .08 .05
Adjusted R2 .08 .04
R2 change .01 .01
F (4,822) = 18.7 *** (4,725) = 9.0 ***
F change (1,822) = 5.2 * (1,725) = 5.7 *
Leader endorsement explanatory variables
Step 1
Supervisor’s allowance of FWA use (1) .39 *** .38 ***
Leader in-group prototypicality (2) .28 *** .21 ***
Desire for FWA use −.12 *** −.06
R2 .27 .27
Adjusted R2 .27 .27
F (3,829) = 104.0 *** (3,725) = 8.7 ***
Step 2
Supervisor’s allowance of FWA use (1) .36 *** .36 ***
Leader in-group prototypicality (2) .28 *** .32 ***
Desire for FWA use −.10 *** −.06
Interaction 1 × 2 (both centered) −.17 *** −.14 ***
R2 .30 .29
Adjusted R2 .30 .28
R2 change .03 .02
F (4,828) = 88.0 *** (4,724) = 72.9 ***
F change (1,828) = 29.3 *** (1,724) = 18.8 ***
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12  S. KOIVISTO AND R. E. RICE

and supervisor’s in-group prototypicality, were mean-centered and then multiplied 

to create the interaction term. At the $rst step in two separate regressions, respect 

or leader endorsement was regressed on supervisor’s allowance of subordinates’ 

access to FWA, leader prototypicality and employees’ desire for FWA use. !e inter-

action term was entered in the second step of each regression.

Respect

Results of the $rst step of the T1 regression, for respect, without interaction, indi-

cated that if the supervisor o!ered more FWA, and if the supervisor was more in-

group prototypical, the employee had a slightly greater sense of being respected (7% 

variance explained). However, the desire for FWA to the employee was unrelated to 

respect. In the second step, the interaction term was signi$cant, and contributed 

an additional 1% explained variance. !e T2 results were similar (7% variance, 

1% additional).

Leader endorsement

Results in the $rst step of the T1 regression for leader endorsement were much 

stronger than for respect (27% variance explained). A supervisor’s o#ering of FWA 

and leader prototypicality were both positively related to leader endorsement. 

However, desire for FWA was, intriguingly, signi$cantly negatively related to leader 

endorsement. It may be that employees who do not strongly endorse their super-

visor feel it is preferable to spend more time away from the o%ce, or be more 

in control of their work context. Alternatively, as some prior research suggests, 

working away from the o%ce creates social distance between the "exworker and 

co-workers and supervisor. Here, too, the interaction term was signi$cant, adding 

3% explained variance. Results from the T2 data were again very similar (27%, 2% 

additional), except for the slightly smaller and non-signi$cant, yet still negative, 

in"uence of desire for FWA.

Slopes analysis

To determine the interaction e#ects, we used the Process SPSS macro (Hayes, 

2013) to compute e#ect sizes at one standard deviation below and above the mean 

for leader prototypicality. At T1, the slope between supervisor’s FWA allowance 

and feelings of respect was β = .08 (p < .01) for low prototypical supervisors, and 

β = .16 (p < .001) for high prototypicality. For leader endorsement, the slopes were 

β = .47 and β = .21, respectively (both p < .001). !e results for T2 were quite 

similar. !e slope for respect was β = .02 (ns) for low, and β = .13 (p < .001) for 

high, supervisor prototypicality. For leader endorsement, the slopes were β = .45 

and β = .23, respectively (both p < .001). Figures 1(a) and (b) display the two sets 

of slopes.
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Discussion

Basic results

!e results of the present study supported both our direct (H1a, H2a) and mod-

eration hypotheses (H1b, H2b). A group leader’s decision to allow group mem-

bers’ access to organizational FWA was related to higher feelings of respect and 

Figure 1a. T1 Respect as a function of supervisor’s allowance of subordinates’ FWA use, by supervisor 
prototypicality.

Figure 1b. T1 Leader endorsement as a function of supervisor’s allowance of subordinates’ FWA use, 
by supervisor prototypicality.
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14  S. KOIVISTO AND R. E. RICE

higher leader endorsement. Importantly, and in line with propositions of SIMOL, 

these e#ects were asymmetrically moderated by leader in-group prototypicality: 

An in-group prototypical leader’s FWA-decisions had a stronger in"uence on 

group members’ feelings of respect but weaker in"uence on leader endorsement. 

!ese results were quite consistent across T1 and T2, providing evidence of the 

reliability of these results. Such reliability is always in question about single-time 

cross-correlational results.

Theoretical implications

!ese $ndings make theoretical contributions to the traditions of SIMOL and 

FWA. First, they broaden the research done within the SIMOL by examining 

identity- and leader-related e#ects of a supervisor’s FWA allocation decisions. 

Previous work has mainly considered identity-related e#ects as a consequence of 

procedural and interactional justice (Lind & Tyler, 1988; Tyler & Blader, 2000). 

It has only recently been proposed that allocation decisions (or some economic 

outcomes) could also provide symbolic value for assessing one’s self-worth and 

standing within a group (Blader & Tyler, 2009). Importantly, the present research 

contributes to this new aspect of research by showing that leader in-group proto-

typicality moderates the impact of supervisor’s allocation decisions (and not pro-

cedural or interactional justice e#ects like previous studies; Koivisto & Lipponen, 

2015) on employees’ attitudes about oneself and towards the leader. As far as we 

know, this is the $rst empirical study $nding this moderation e#ect, which is 

central to SIMOL.

Second, the study supports the straightforward LMX proposition that a super-

visor’s decisions to favor a subordinate result in increased support for the leader 

(Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995). However, it shows support for this in the speci$c FWA 

context. Even more importantly, it extends this proposition by indicating that 

characteristics of a leader, speci$cally the extent the leader represents the shared 

group identity, moderate the relationship between leader decisions and support 

for the leader. It thus validates SIMOL’s assumption that in-group prototypical 

leaders may be endorsed in spite of their unfavorable decisions or behavior (up 

to some point) (e.g. Giessner et al., 2009).

!ird, the $nding that the relationships between a supervisor’s FWA-related 

decision and employees’ feelings of respect and leader endorsement are asymmet-

rically moderated by leader in-group prototypicality provides interesting input 

into the current theoretical discussions in SIMOL. !at is, even though research 

and literature supports the signi$cance of prototypicality in group processes, 

during recent years there has been an active debate on the moderating role of 

leader in-group prototypicality in the relationship between leader behavior and 

leader-related outcomes on the one hand, and employee-related outcomes on the 

other hand (see De Cremer, van Dijke, Brebels, & Hoogervorst, 2008).
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!e debate has noted that leader in-group prototypicality may have di#er-

ent moderating e#ects on di#erent kinds of outcomes. It may substitute for the 

undesired behavior when the dependent variable is associated with the source of 

the behavior (i.e. the leader) (Giessner et al., 2009; Ullrich, Christ, & van Dick, 

2009). Alternatively, it may reinforce the in"uence of a leader’s behavior when the 

dependent variable is associated with the self or the group (Koivisto & Lipponen, 

2015).

Before the present study, empirical research had not examined both employee- 

and leader-related e#ects (from the perspective of the employee), as moderated 

by leader in-group prototypicality, in a single study. !e results of our study sup-

port the idea presented by De Cremer et al. (2008) that the moderation e#ects of 

leader in-group prototypicality depend to some extent on whether the outcome 

is follower- or leader-related. Based on these results, prototypicality matters for 

the individuals’ sense of being respected (self-identity), while non-prototypicality 

matters more for their leader endorsement.

!is $nding strengthens the theoretical foundations of the social identity 

approach and SIMOL. In-group prototypical leaders are viewed as more liable 

for employees’ identity-related inferences but are accorded more leeway when 

it comes to employees’ leader-related evaluations. As in-group representatives, 

prototypical leaders are able to convey identity-related information to group mem-

bers, and in this way a#ect members’ self-evaluations and feelings of self-worth. 

Yet, because of their prototypicality and the assumption that they seek to maintain 

the group’s norms and interests, they have a greater ability to make an unpopular 

decision, and even to fail in their endeavors, while still retaining positive assess-

ments (Giessner et al., 2009; Ullrich et al., 2009).

Practical implications

!e $ndings of the present study are also interesting in terms of developing FWA 

policies and leadership in organizations. Our study underscores that, in line with 

the above review of supervisory in"uence on FWA, in addition to developing 

organization-wide policies for FWA, organizations should remember that employ-

ees view their immediate supervisors as active and consequential actors in the 

process. !us, e#ective partnership between HRM practitioners and immediate 

supervisors may help in eliciting positive and avoiding negative outcomes of lead-

er’s FWA decisions. It is particularly important to $nd ways to avoid supervisors’ 

unnecessary negative FWA-allowance decisions (that are based on factors such 

as supervisor’s fear of losing control, insu%cient knowledge or suspicion towards 

FWA). !us, HRM practitioners should ensure that supervisors at all organiza-

tional levels have su%cient information on the organizational FWA, the positive 

and negative e#ects of their utilization and boundary conditions for reaching 

successful outcomes. !ey should also ensure that all supervisors get the needed 

guidance in applying FWA and leading from the distance.
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16  S. KOIVISTO AND R. E. RICE

!is is important because an immediate supervisor’s decisions on FWA can 

have profound e#ects (see also Knies & Leisink, 2014) for both the employees and 

the supervisors themselves, as well as personnel and performance outcomes. !e 

present research shows that these decisions in"uence employees’ feelings of being 

respected and support for the leader. However, via these outcomes, the organi-

zational and group-level e#ects are much wider: !at is, employees’ perceptions 

on their standing can a#ect leadership as well as functioning of work groups and 

organizations (Haslam et al., 2013; Tyler & Blader, 2000).

First, it is important for organizational and team-level viability and success 

(Podsako#, MacKenzie, Paine, & Bachrach, 2000) to preserve positive self-de$-

nitions of employees. Positive self-evaluation and experience of being a respected 

group member facilitates adopting group goals, proactively striving towards these 

goals, and even going beyond role requirements in carrying out tasks (as well as 

other extra-role behaviors) or avoiding negative and abusive behaviors (Blader 

& Tyler, 2009; Knies & Leisink, 2014; Koivisto & Lipponen, 2015). Conversely, 

negative identity evaluations may severely jeopardize organizational and team-

level success since they may even lead to antisocial behavior such as producing 

physical, economic, psychological or emotional harm towards other employees 

or the organization (Aquino & Douglas, 2003).

Second, employees’ attitudes towards the leader govern the extent that group 

members internalize a group’s goals, as well as the vigor and motivation that they 

devote to pursuing these goals (Haslam et al., 2013). Positive attitude towards 

the leader promotes the leader’s ability to exercise power in the group (van 

Knippenberg & Hogg, 2003). Endorsed supervisors are likely to get more com-

pliance and support for their requests, suggestions and orders (e.g. Hogg, 2001). 

Indeed, low endorsement may harm the leader’s ability to be e#ective (Giessner 

et al., 2009).

Future research

Of course, not all leaders’ decisions can be favorable to employees; leaders o+en 

need to make decisions that are unfavorable to at least someone. In that situa-

tion, there probably are ways for leaders to diminish the negative e#ects of their 

undesired decisions. One interesting avenue for future research, then, would be 

examining these factors and their possible moderating role in relation to lead-

ers’ FWA allocation decisions, leader in-group prototypicality, and leader- and 

follower-related outcomes. For instance, it could be argued that an employee’s 

perception of their leader’s interactional or procedural fairness in decision-making 

situations might compensate for the negativity aroused by unfavorable decisions 

(e.g. Brockner et al., 1994; Ullrich et al., 2009) – or vice versa.

Another interesting avenue for future research would be empirically examining 

other e#ects of organizational FWA policies and supervisor’s FWA-related deci-

sions. For example, how do identity-level and leader-related consequences di#er 
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when the levels of organizational provision of FWA, supervisor’s support for FWA 

and members’ use of FWA are more or less congruent? Over time, does repeated 

incongruence increase or decrease supervisor prototypicality? To the extent that, 

as in this organization, supervisor allowance of FWA strongly convergences with 

organizational provision of FWA, supervisory allowance is less likely to represent 

a ‘favored’ exchange of resources from leader to subordinate. In this case, LMX 

theory would argue that there would be less of an in"uence on leader endorsement. 

Further, SIMOL argues that in very salient groups or when members experience 

strong group identi$cation, the salience of the group relations and norms would 

cause members to devalue substantial favoritism in the form of favored dyadic 

FWA allowance (van Knippenberg & Hogg, 2003). !us, future studies should 

assess the contextual e#ects of divergence in FWA provision, and of group salience 

and identi$cation.

Research in this area could also extend the causal chain, by assessing behavioral 

outcomes (especially other extra-role behaviors; Blader & Tyler, 2009) of increased 

subordinate respect or leader endorsement associated with o#ering FWA. !ose 

also may be moderated by leader in-group prototypicality (Koivisto & Lipponen, 

2015). Furthermore, it would be interesting to examine to what extent and how 

employees may appeal unfavorable FWA decisions, and whether they are more 

likely to do so with prototypical or non-prototypical supervisors.

Limitations

!e study of course has certain limitations. First, the results are based on cross-sec-

tional survey data collected from a single organization, although at two time peri-

ods (which show highly similar results, increasing reliability). Common method 

variance is possible when using survey data (e.g. Podsako#, MacKenzie, Lee, & 

Podsako#, 2003). However, the direction of this kind of bias in a moderation 

analysis is an underestimation of interaction e#ects (Siemsen, Roth, & Oliveira, 

2010). In addition, the correlational data makes it di%cult to ascertain the causal 

relationships in question. For example, one could argue that feelings of respect 

or leader endorsement in"uence the perceived favorability of a leader’s decisions. 

However, from a theoretical standpoint, there is no rationale behind this kind of 

causal relationship, whereas the relationships that we suggest are strongly based on 

the social identity approach and SIMOL. Additionally, were the results across T1 

and T2 noticeably di#erent, were this a true panel study or were there theoretical 

reasons to assess changes in the relationships across time, it would be appropriate 

to test for such di#erences and changes using latent variable modeling (McArdle, 

2009).

!e fact that the data were collected in a telecommunication company that has 

a long history of o#ering FWA options to its employees may be seen as reducing 

the broader relevance of our key $ndings. !at is, it could be argued that in organ-

izations where work "exibility is not a viable or desired option, FWA may not have 
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the same signi$cance to employees. In that context, a supervisor’s FWA-related 

decisions then may be related neither to employees’ feelings of respect nor their 

leader endorsement; or alternatively, such decisions may be much more highly 

in"uential. Organizations emphasizing collective and cooperative work may be 

less satisfactory contexts for FWA; employees in those contexts may even avoid 

FWA due to its possible fragmentation of team cohesion and interaction. However, 

as work "exibility becomes more common (Galinsky et al., 2008; Madden & Jones, 

2008), and increasingly important for younger generations entering the workforce 

(Smith, 2010), the $ndings of our research become more relevant.

De Menezes and Kelliher (2011) emphasize the many possible contingent 

results about FWA due to di#erent kinds or combinations of FWA, convergence 

between availability and employee preferences and use, extent of employee choice, 

change in working arrangements over time, frequency of use, length of availability 

of policy, etc. !ey note that ‘relatively few contingent factors have been actually 

examined, though reviews or meta-analyses indicated a need for such investiga-

tions (e.g. Baltes et al., 1999)’ (p. 463). Further, studies vary by methodologies, 

data and research designs (most typically single-level and cross-sectional), with 

wide variation in types of occupation, sample size of individuals or organizations.

Conclusion

!is study provides new insights to the research on FWA, supervisory mediation 

of FWA and SIMOL by demonstrating that (1) immediate group supervisors’ 

decisions on their subordinates’ access to FWA are associated with subordinates’ 

identity and leader endorsement, and (2) that a leader’s in-group prototypicality 

moderates these relationships: In-group prototypical (rather than less prototypi-

cal) leaders’ FWA-decisions have a stronger in"uence on group members’ self-eval-

uation, but a smaller in"uence on group members’ leader endorsement. !ese 

$ndings emphasize one of many immediate supervisors’ active roles in implement-

ing organizational policies. When implementing policies for FWA, organizations 

need to consider ways to help immediate supervisors communicate these to their 

subordinates, and to underscore implications for employee and leader identity.
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