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Abstract This meta-analysis investigates how three flexible work practices

(FWPs), flexible work schedules, telecommuting and sabbaticals, affect organiza-

tional attractiveness for job seekers and the organizational attachment of employees.

Based on organizational support theory and signalling theory, we conjecture that

anticipated organizational support mediates the positive relationship between FWPs

and organizational attractiveness. Applying the conservation of resources theory, we

suggest that FWPs increase organizational attachment through increased perceived

autonomy. Meta-analytic results based on 68 studies and 52,738 employees indicate

that FWPs increase organizational attractiveness and that the positive effects are

partially mediated by anticipated organizational support. We also find that flexible

work schedules and sabbaticals (but not telecommuting) increase organizational

commitment and that all FWPs decrease turnover intention. Furthermore, these

effects are partially mediated by perceived autonomy. Implications for practice and

future research are discussed.

Keywords Flexible work schedules � Telecommuting � Sabbaticals �
Organizational attractiveness � Organizational attachment

1 Introduction

As an organization’s competitive advantage is often based on specific knowledge of

its employees (Campbell et al. 2012), it is crucial for organizations to attract and

retain the most talented employees. To be considered as a desirable employer, both

externally to potential new hires and internally to existing employees, more and

& Stephan Nüesch
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more organizations strategically manage their human capital in times of talent

shortage (e.g. Dineen and Allen 2016). Organizations increasingly offer flexible

work practices (FWPs), like flexible work schedules, telecommuting and sabbat-

icals, to attract job seekers (e.g. Thompson et al. 2015) and retain existing

employees (e.g. Casper and Harris 2008), who increasingly place importance on

FWPs. For example, 75% of employees and 74% of job seekers state that they value

FWPs most over other benefits offered by employees (CareerArc 2015). While in

practice the majority of companies offer FWPs (Society for Human Resource

Management 2017), empirical studies examining the effect of FWPs on organiza-

tional attractiveness and organizational attachment have produced conflicting

results. Some studies have found that FWPs increase organizational attractiveness

(e.g. Thompson et al. 2015) and organizational attachment (e.g. Roehling et al.

2001). Other studies, however, have found no relationship between FWPs and

organizational attractiveness (e.g. Kausel and Slaughter 2011) or between FWPs

and organizational attachment (e.g. Haar 2008; Behson 2005), or have even found

that FWPs decrease organizational attachment (e.g. Masuda et al. 2012). Hence, a

meta-analytic summary is important to provide clear insights on the links between

FWPs and organizational attractiveness and organizational attachment, respectively.

Through conducting a meta-analysis, we quantitatively summarize the findings of

primary studies and compute overall estimates of the effects of FWPs on the

organizational attractiveness both for job seekers and for existing employees. More

specifically, we test whether and how FWPs increase job seekers’ organizational

attractiveness and employees’ organizational attachment.

We analyse the effects of three different FWPs, namely flexible work schedules,

telecommuting, and sabbaticals, on organizational attractiveness and organizational

attachment, the latter operationalized by organizational commitment and turnover

intention. Furthermore, we investigate how FWPs and the outcomes are related by

integrating two different mediators into the model. Drawing on signalling theory

(Spence 1973), organizational support theory (Eisenberger et al. 1986) and prior

empirical research (e.g. Casper and Buffardi 2004; Thompson et al. 2015), we argue

that the link between FWPs and organizational attractiveness to job seekers is

mediated by the job seekers’ anticipated organizational support and that the link

between FWPs and employees’ organizational attachment is mediated by employ-

ees’ perceived autonomy. Anticipated organizational support is defined as the job

seekers’ anticipation of the extent to which the organization will value their

contribution and care about their wellbeing (Eisenberger et al. 1986), while

perceived autonomy describes the employees’ perception of the extent to which they

can structure and control how, when and where they work (Gajendran and Harrison

2007). In addition, we examine the quality of primary study and the availability

versus use of FWPs as potential moderators, because these factors are likely to

cause heterogeneity across the primary studies and effect sizes.

We make four contributions to the literature. First, unlike prior meta-analyses

(e.g. Butts et al. 2013), we analyse the specific effects of flexible work schedules,

telecommuting and sabbaticals rather than a joint effect of a bundle of FWPs. FWPs

reflect different terms of flexibility regarding when (e.g. flexible work schedules),

where (e.g. telecommuting), and for how long work is conducted (Hill et al. 2008),
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whereby the latter includes decisions about breaks from work (e.g. sabbaticals).

Thus, the individual FWPs are not interchangeable and aggregating them into a

single construct may hide differential effects (Allen et al. 2013). In doing so, we

contribute to the literature by responding to a call for more research on the effects of

individual FWPs (Kossek et al. 2010; Allen et al. 2013).

Second, this analysis takes a closer look at the underlying psychological

mechanisms of the effects. Therefore, we develop and test a model of the indirect

effects of FWPs on organizational attractiveness and organizational attachment,

respectively. Prior analyses of mediators in the relationships of FWPs with

organizational attractiveness and with organizational attachment often concentrate

on family issues like work–family conflict (e.g. McNall et al. 2009; Ivanauskaite

2015). However, there are likely to be other mediating factors concerning personal

perception besides family.

Third, to the authors‘ knowledge, this is the first meta-analysis that links two

research streams that have mostly been examined separately, namely the effects on

both the external (organizational attractiveness) and internal (organizational

attachment) perspectives of an employer image. A separation of the two different

samples might make sense in the data collection process of prior studies, but it

inhibits discussions about FWPs from different perspectives. Thus, this paper gives

some insights into the effectiveness of FWPs as an attracting and a retaining

strategy.

Fourth, this is the first meta-analysis that includes sabbaticals as a predictor of

organizational attractiveness and attachment. Because sabbaticals are increasingly

offered by employees (Society for Human Resource Management 2016), knowing

their effect is highly relevant for practitioners.

2 Research on FWPs

We distinguish between three different FWPs, which relate to different kinds of

flexibility, namely when (e.g. flexible work schedules), where (e.g. telecommuting),

and for how long work is conducted (Hill et al. 2008), whereby the latter includes

decisions about breaks from work (e.g. sabbaticals). Thereby, flexible work

schedules allow employees to control their scheduling of working hours (Baltes

et al. 1999), telecommuting enables employees to decide where and often also when

they work (Gajendran and Harrison 2007) and sabbaticals give employees flexibility

to take extended periods of time away from work without losing their legal rights as

employees (Carr and Tang 2005). In this meta-analysis, sabbaticals are defined as

paid leaves (e.g. Kang 2013). This definition of sabbaticals differs from some in the

literature, where sabbaticals can also refer to unpaid breaks (Carr and Tang 2005).

As it is shown in the individual definitions of the FWPs, flexibility in the term FWPs

here refers to extending the decision rights for employees.

We focus our analyses on flexible work schedules, telecommuting, and

sabbaticals. Flexible work schedules and telecommuting are the most widely

implemented FWPs (Leslie et al. 2012). We additionally analyse the effects of

sabbaticals because sabbaticals are also increasingly offered by organizations and
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unlike flexible work schedules and telecommuting, sabbaticals do not refer to

flexibility in daily work routines (Society for Human Resource Management 2015;

Bal and de Lange 2015).

2.1 The effects of FWPs on external outcomes

Job seekers are typically imperfectly informed about a hiring organization (Rynes

and Miller 1983). According to the signalling theory (Spence 1973), job seekers

interpret observable characteristics of the organization as indicators for non-

observable information. Thus, information received during the recruitment process

may influence their perception of the organization (Casper and Buffardi 2004).

According to the organizational support theory (Eisenberger et al. 1986), we assume

that individuals form expectations about how much the organization values them

and cares about their wellbeing. Job seekers form their expectations based on, for

example, organizational recruitment activities and recruiter communication (Cable

et al. 2000). The meta-analysis by Rhoades and Eisenberger (2002) also showed that

working conditions are related to perceived organizational support. Information

about the offer of FWPs fuels expectations that such organizations are supportive of

employees‘ personal needs (Grover and Crooker 1995). We, therefore, argue that

offering flexible work schedules, telecommuting and sabbaticals increases prospec-

tive employees‘ anticipated organizational support (AOS), and as a consequence

increases organizational attractiveness in the job market. Hence, we assume that the

positive relationship between FWPs and organizational attractiveness is mediated

by anticipated organizational support.

Hypothesis 1: (H1a) Flexible work schedules, (H1b) telecommuting and (H1c)

sabbaticals are positively related to anticipated organizational support.

Hypothesis 2: (H2a) Flexible work schedules, (H2b) telecommuting and (H2c)

sabbaticals are positively related to organizational attractiveness.

Hypothesis 3: Anticipated organizational support mediates the relationship

between FWPs (flexible work schedules, telecommuting, sabbaticals) and

organizational attractiveness.

2.2 The effects of FWPs on internal outcomes

By being involved in the daily work routines, employees are better informed about

organizational characteristics than job seekers. Employees not only learn whether

FWPs are offered or not but also experience how easy or difficult it is to make use of

FWPs and whether FWPs really help them to balance their work and non-work

demands.

We use the conservation of resources (COR) theory to explain the effects of

FWPs on organizational attachment. The COR theory (Hobfoll 1989) explains that

people are motivated to obtain, retain, foster and protect their resources. Resources

include objects, personal characteristics and conditions that people value. When

resources are endangered or even lost or cannot be restocked, people experience
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stress. Thereby, resource loss is assumed to occur when the demands of one domain

drain the resources needed to meet the demands of another domain (Grandey and

Cropanzano 1999).

One likely approach to enable the employees to protect their resources is to

increase the perceived autonomy (Hall et al. 2006). Perceived autonomy increases

aspects like self-efficacy, self-esteem and senses of optimism and mastery and

increases personal resilience in stressful work circumstances (Hobfoll 2002). FWPs

increase perceived autonomy by giving employees more control over how, when

and where they work (e.g. Baltes et al. 1999). Flexible work schedules, for example,

increase the perceived autonomy of employees because they can themselves decide

when they work. Telecommuting gives employees more control over the work

environment, such as lighting and temperature. When taking a sabbatical,

employees usually have a high autonomy in determining its content, location and

timing. Based on the COR theory, sabbaticals allow the acquisition of other kind of

resources like improved vigor (Hobfoll 1989; Zahorski 1994), which can be

reallocated to private activities, projects or family needs (Guimaraes and Dallow

1999; Duxbury et al. 1998). Reallocated resources increase job and life fulfillment

(Bailey and Kurland 2002), which increases stress resistance capacity (Hobfoll

1989). Perceived autonomy generally helps to protect valuable resources such as

time and energy (Hall et al. 2006). Overall, offering FWPs increases employees‘

perceived autonomy. A higher level of perceived autonomy is in turn expected to

increase employees‘ organizational attachment, because it helps to protect valuable

resources such as time and energy (Hall et al. 2006). Therefore, we argue that the

positive relationship between FWPs and organizational attachment is mediated by

perceived autonomy.

Hypothesis 4: (H4a) Flexible work schedules, (H4b) telecommuting and (H4c)

sabbaticals are positively related to perceived autonomy.

Hypothesis 5: (H5a) Flexible work schedules, (H5b) telecommuting and (H5c)

sabbaticals are positively related to organizational commitment and negatively

related to turnover intention.1

Hypothesis 6: Perceived autonomy mediates the relationship between FWPs

(flexible work schedules, telecommuting, sabbaticals) and organizational

attachment (organizational commitment, turnover intention).

Figure 1 summarizes the prior hypothesized relationships of FWPs with external

and internal outcomes.

2.3 Differential effects of FWPs on external and internal outcomes

The three major forms of FWPs are flexibility in terms of time (e.g. flexible work

schedules), flexibility in terms of location (e.g. telecommuting) and flexibility in

Par20 If sabbaticals cause employees to reconsider their life including the current job, sabbaticals could

also increase turnover intention. However, we argue that the COR arguments dominate and that

sabbaticals decrease turnover intention.
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terms of periods away from work (e.g. sabbaticals) (Hill et al. 2008). These three

categories in turn can be aggregated to two distinct dimensions of flexibility:

irregular flexibility, which refers to irregular breaks from work, such as sabbaticals,

and regular flexibility, which refers to flexibility in the daily work routine, such as

flexible work schedules and telecommuting (Bal and de Lange 2015). As a

consequence, unlike employees who use flexible work schedules and telecommut-

ing, employees on a sabbatical do not have to continue working on a daily basis but

take a longer period off while still receiving a (reduced) salary and social insurance

contributions. Sabbaticals are, therefore, more useful in helping employees to

disconnect from work (e.g. Davidson et al. 2010). Sabbaticals enable employees to

conduct totally new projects, provide new and stimulating perspectives and thus

improve vigor (Zahorski 1994).

In addition, sabbaticals are still rarely offered while flexible work schedules and

telecommuting are more commonly offered (Society for Human Resource

Management 2015). In 2016, only 5% of the U.S. firms offered sabbaticals in

2016 (Society for Human Resource Management 2017). The opportunity of taking a

sabbatical may, therefore, be perceived as a special privilege, which should increase

both organizational attractiveness and organizational attachment. Flexible work

schedules and telecommuting are more likely to be taken for granted than

sabbaticals. Hence, we assume that sabbaticals have a stronger impact on

organizational attractiveness and attachment than flexible work schedules and

telecommuting.

Hypothesis 7: Sabbaticals have a stronger effect on (H7a) organizational

attractiveness and (H7b) organizational attachment than flexible work

schedules and telecommuting.

2.4 Moderator relationships

In addition to the hypothesized effects of FWPs, we assume that moderators might

temper or strengthen the effects of FWPs on particular outcomes. An examination of

the relevant literature motivates us to consider the following two moderators:

availability versus use of FWPs (e.g. Allen et al. 2013) and the quality of the

primary studies (e.g. Baltes et al. 1999). When referring to availability of FWPs, it is

meant that in the primary studies the individuals were asked if FWPs were offered,

but we have no information about their usage. We propose that some employees

might use them and some might not. In the existing literature, there are arguments

that the availability versus use of FWPs relates to different sizes of the effects (e.g.

Flexible Work 
Schedules

Telecommuting

Sabbaticals

AOS

Perceived  
Autonomy

Organizational  
Attractiveness

Organizational 
Commitment

Turnover  
Intention

Fig. 1 Model linking FWPs to
external and internal outcomes.
AOS anticipated organizational
support
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Butts et al. 2013). On the one hand, the availability of FWPs gives employees only a

sense of control (Kossek et al. 2006), whereas the use of FWPs actually provides the

employees an internal locus of control and hence autonomy (Allen et al. 2013) as

well as organizational attachment (Kossek et al. 2006). On the other hand,

researchers argue that the availability of FWPs already symbolizes appreciation and

support and thus increases organizational attractiveness and attachment (e.g. Grover

and Crooker 1995; Batt and Valcour 2003). Grover and Crooker (1995) found that

individuals who personally benefited from FWPs, the users, professed no higher

attachment to the organization than individuals who chose not to use the offered

FWPs. Moreover, experience of the downsides of FWPs that go unrecognized by

non-users (Golden and Veiga 2008; Rau and Hyland 2002) might decrease the effect

sizes for users. We, therefore, assume that the effect sizes are stronger when FWPs

are simply available than when FWPs are actually used.

Hypothesis 8: The relationships of FWPs with anticipated organizational

support (H8a), organizational attractiveness (H8b), perceived autonomy (H8c)

and organizational attachment (H8d) are stronger in the case of availability of

FWPs compared to use of FWPs.

In addition, we control for the quality of primary studies as it may influence the

reported effect sizes (e.g. Baltes et al. 1999). Publication bias suggests that not only

the study quality but also the size and statistical significance of the effects increase

the likelihood of being published (Rosenthal 1979). Using both published and

unpublished primary studies, we therefore argue that the effect sizes of the high-

quality primary studies will be higher than the effect sizes of the low-quality

primary studies.

Hypothesis 9: The relationships of FWPs with anticipated organizational

support (H9a), organizational attractiveness (H9b), perceived autonomy (H9c)

and organizational attachment (H9d) are strengthened by the quality of the

primary studies.

3 Method

3.1 Literature search and inclusion criteria

We conducted a search for relevant literature in the databases JSTOR, PsycINFO

and EBSCO using the English keywords flexible work schedule, flextime, flexitime,

flexible scheduling, telecommuting, telework, remote work, work at home, virtual

work, flexplace, home office, sabbaticals, paid time offs, and paid leaves. We

additionally use the German translations of the keywords to also consider primary

studies written in German. The aim of a meta-analysis is to quantitatively

summarize all the available empirical results for the respective relationships. This

also includes unpublished studies. Otherwise, the problem of a publication bias may

occur, since significant findings are more likely to be published than insignificant

findings, which can lead to overestimated results (Rosenthal 1979). Thus, different
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types of literature were included, specifically papers, master theses, doctoral theses,

working papers and conference papers. To further identify unpublished studies, we

checked http://scholar.google.com and conference programs of the Academy of

Management conference, the Society of Industrial and Organizational Psychology,

and the Southern Management Association. The reference lists of included studies

were screened for additional related studies. If a study met the inclusion criteria but

did not report the necessary statistical data or only reported bundles of FWPs, we

contacted the investigator(s). Through this process, we identified 134 potentially

relevant studies.

Figure 2 shows an overview of the literature search and inclusion criteria. To be

included in this analysis, a study had to: (a) examine the relationship between at

least one FWP and one outcome or on one of the mediators; (b) clearly assign the

effect size to one of the three categories of FWPs; (c) be written in English or

German; and (d) allow the statistical analysis by reporting either correlations or

statistics that could be converted into correlations (e.g. F test). Following the

application of these inclusion criteria, 68 studies with 74 separate samples and 122

relationships were included in our meta-analysis. Of these studies 55 were published

and 13 unpublished.

Selected studies for meta-analysis: 68Included 
Studies

Database: JSTOR
Records: 93 

Database: PsycINFO
Records: 87

Database: EBSCOhost
Records: 72Literature 

Search

Search of 
reference list:

101

Selection 
Criteria

Preselected studies: 134

Inclusion 
Criteria

- Appropriate statistical data  
 - Correlations or 
 - Sample sizes, means and standard deviations of a  

  treatment and a control group or 
- Some other statistics that can be converted into a  
  correlation

- Relation between FWP and outcomes or FWP and mediators
- Neither reviews nor meta-analyses 
- Effect size attributed to either flexible work schedules,  

telecommuting or sabbaticals 
- Articles written in English or German 

Contacting 
investigators:  

24

Fig. 2 Schematic diagram of literature research and inclusion
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3.2 Coding

Our coding guide was based on the procedure of Lipsey and Wilson (2001). To

evaluate the coding decisions, two of the study authors independently coded each

study. For this purpose, the two authors were provided with a standardized coding

guide. After they had tested the procedure and the coding guide on example studies,

problems were discussed and conventions were defined. The interrater agreement

rate (cf., Orwin and Vevea 2009) was 98%. Thus, the reliability of the coding

scheme can be judged as satisfying.

3.2.1 Predictors

We included the three different FWPs, namely flexible work schedules, telecom-

muting and sabbaticals in our study. These FWPs were measured by self-report and

were treated as exhibiting perfect reliability (e.g. Butts et al. 2013). While we used

the specific measures of each of these FWPs to test their direct effects, we were

compelled to form an aggregate latent measure of FWPs to test the mediation

hypotheses as this was the only way to satisfy the minimum requirement of five

observations per estimated parameter in the structural equation models (Bentler and

Chou (1987).

3.2.2 Mediators and outcome variables

In coding the mediators and outcome variables, we followed widely accepted

definitions and their construct-label synonyms. The mediators included anticipated

organizational support and perceived autonomy (task autonomy, job autonomy).

We collected effect sizes for both external and internal outcomes. The external

outcome organizational attractiveness (applicant attraction) is defined as the extent

to which a job seeker desires to work for a specific organization (Highhouse et al.

2003). The internal outcomes include organizational commitment, which evaluates

an employee’s desire to remain with the organization (Mowday et al. 1979), and

turnover intention (intention to quit, intention to stay, the latter was reversely

coded), which measures an employee’s readiness to leave the organization (Bothma

and Roodt 2013). While we used the specific measures of organizational

commitment and turnover intention to test their direct effects, we formed an

aggregate latent measure of organizational attachment with turnover intention

(reversely coded) to test the mediation and comparison hypotheses. This is in line

with other meta-analyses (e.g. Butts et al. 2013; Gajendran and Harrison 2007).

3.2.3 Moderators

We measured availability versus use of FWPs as moderator, coded as dichotomous

variables (0 = availability, 1 = use). In addition, the quality of the primary studies

was examined using two types of measures, the Study Design and Implementation

Assessment Device (Study DIAD) by Valentine and Cooper (2008) and the Journal

Impact Factor. Study DIAD judges quality in four categories, namely the fit between
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concepts and operations, the clarity of causal inference, the generality of findings,

and the precision of outcome estimation.2 The rating measure is a weighted mean of

the four areas with a value between 0 and 1. The mean quality of the studies in our

meta-analysis was 0.86, indicating that in average a study met 86% of the Study

DIAD requirements, which we consider as a good value. The more objective Journal

Impact Factor has the disadvantage of excluding unpublished primary studies.

3.3 Meta-analytic techniques and statistical adjustments

We used the statistical freeware R (R Core Team 2015) and in particular the

package ‘‘metaSEM’’ (Cheung 2015) to conduct the statistical analyses. All

statistical tests were two-sided with a significance level of 0.05.

Because we assumed heterogeneity across FWPs and sample characteristics, the

random effects model seemed appropriate (Viechtbauer 2010). This model expects

the true effect sizes to have different values in different studies, and to be random

but normally distributed, taking on different values in different studies (Raudenbush

2009). We investigated the validity of the assumption of a random effects model

using the Chi-squared statistic Q. It indicates whether all the observed heterogeneity

was due to sampling error variance. We first transformed reported statistics such as

means and standard deviations, F tests and standardized betas into correlations. As

all betas were within the range from - 0.50 and 0.50, the transformation is

appropriate (Peterson and Brown 2005). When studies reported multiple measure-

ments referring to the same construct, the combined effect sizes were calculated

using Hunter and Schmidt’s (2004) formula.

Prior to calculating the estimated population effect size Fisher’s z, its variance

and confidence intervals (CIs), we disattenuated each effect correlation for the

unreliability of the variables involved. For studies that did not report reliabilities, we

imputed reliability from the sample-weighted mean reliability of other studies that

involved the same variables (e.g. Hunter and Schmidt 2004). We only ran meta-

analyses when we had at least three independent effect sizes (Hunter and Schmidt

2004).

3.4 Model testing

To test the mediating effects, we used meta-analytic structural equation modelling

(MASEM) following Cheung and Chan (2005). To investigate the external and

internal outcomes independently, we conducted two separate MASEMs, which are

in the following referred to as external model and internal model.

Our external structural model used one latent construct to represent FWPs, while

anticipated organizational support and organizational attractiveness were considered

as single-item indicators without correction for measurement error, as these

corrections were made through the meta-analysis. The internal structural model not

Par37 The Study DIAD approach might be subjective, but offers the possibility to calculate quality ratings

for published and unpublished studies, which is very important to prevent the publication bias in the meta-

analytic results.
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only used the latent construct of FWPs but also used a second latent construct to

represent organizational attachment in place of the manifest indicators organiza-

tional commitment and turnover intention. Perceived autonomy was considered as

single-item indicator without correction for measurement error, as these corrections

were done through the meta-analysis. To build the two correlation matrices in

MASEM, we combined corrected population correlation coefficients from the

current study with previous meta-analytic results (e.g. Butts et al. 2013; Chang et al.

2009). As no prior meta-analysis had investigated the relationship between

anticipated organizational support and organizational attractiveness, we used

primary studies included in the current meta-analysis to estimate the effect size

(e.g. Chang et al. 2009). To calculate the underlying sample sizes of the correlation

matrices, we used the conservative harmonic mean of the sample sizes of the

respective matrix (e.g. Stajkovic et al. 2009; Viswesvaran and Ones 1995), leading

to N = 1159 in the external model and N = 3363 in the internal model.

3.5 Moderator analyses

We estimated the effects of the moderator study quality using weighted least square

(WLS) regressions on the Fisher’s z transformed corrected correlations (Hedges and

Olkin 1985), because this method is the most accurate one for continuous

moderators in meta-analyses (Steel and Kammeyer-Mueller 2002). To test the

moderator availability versus use of FWPs, we conducted subgroup analyses

(Hedges and Olkin 1985).

4 Results

4.1 Study characteristics

Table 1 summarizes the measured predictors, the outcomes, whether the respective

effect sizes of some statistical data had to be transformed into correlations, and the

quality score of each primary study included in this meta-analysis. Table 1 also

shows when the investigators of the primary study had to be contacted due to

missing statistical data and when the reliability of an outcome was not available and,

therefore, had to be imputed.

4.2 Bivariate relationships

The meta-analytic results for the direct effects of FWPs on external outcomes are

presented in Table 2. Our data support Hypotheses 1a and 1b by finding that flexible

work schedules (q = 0.25, 95% CI = 0.09, 0.42) and telecommuting (q = 0.22,

95% CI = 0.06, 0.37) are positively related to anticipated organizational support.

Hypothesis 1c could not be tested, as only two primary studies analyse the

relationship between sabbaticals and anticipated organizational support. As the

Q tests of heterogeneity are significant for flexible work schedules (p\ 0.001) and

telecommuting (p\ 0.01), the assumption of a random effects model is appropriate.
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Supporting Hypotheses 2a, 2b, and 2c, flexible work schedules (q = 0.18, 95%

CI = 0.11, 0.25), telecommuting (q = 0.14, 95% CI = 0.05, 0.23) and sabbaticals

(q = 0.30, 95% CI = 0.11, 0.49) are positively related to organizational attrac-

tiveness. The Q tests for flexible work schedules (p\ 0.001) and telecommuting

(p\ 0.05) are significant, while the one for sabbaticals is not. The non-significant

Q test indicates that the variance of the effect of sabbaticals is only due to sampling

error.

Results for the direct effects of FWPs on internal outcomes are presented in

Table 3. As predicted in Hypotheses 4a and 4b, the effects of flexible work

schedules (q = 0.32, 95% CI = 0.18, 0.46) and telecommuting (q = 0.19, 95%

CI = 0.06, 0.32) on perceived autonomy are positive. The Q tests are highly

significant (p\ 0.001). Hypothesis 4c, of a positive effect of sabbaticals on

perceived autonomy, cannot be tested in this meta-analysis, because no primary

study analyses this effect. Flexible work schedules (q = 0.19, 95% CI = 0.12,

0.26) and sabbaticals (q = 0.15, 95% CI = 0.05, 0.24) are positively related to

organizational commitment, whereas the effect of telecommuting on organizational

commitment is marginally non-significant (q = 0.08, 95% CI = - 0.01, 0.17).

Moreover, flexible work schedules (q = - 0.05, 95% CI = - 0.10, - 0.01) and

telecommuting (q = - 0.10, 95% CI = - 0.16, - 0.04) are negatively related to

turnover intention. Since only two primary studies test the effect of sabbaticals on

turnover intention, this relationship cannot be investigated in a meta-analysis. All

Table 2 Meta-analytic results for bivariate relationships between FWPs, mediators and external out-

come variables

Relationship K N r q SD

q
%

SE

95% CI Q

LL UL

Flexible work schedules

AOS 4 1106 0.25 0.25 ** 0.17 0.15 0.09 - 0.42 24.48 ***

Organizational

attractiveness

11 2746 0.18 0.18 *** 0.11 0.41 0.11 - 0.25 25.05 **

Telecommuting

AOS 3 846 0.21 0.22 ** 0.14 0.24 0.06 - 0.37 12.09 **

Organizational

attractiveness

7 2171 0.14 0.14 ** 0.12 0.28 0.05 - 0.23 21.23 **

Sabbaticals

AOS 2 716 – – – – – – –

Organizational

attractiveness

4 987 0.29 0.30 ** 0.19 1.00 0.11 - 0.49 2.87

k The number of effect sizes, N the total sample size, r the sample-weighted mean correlation, q the mean

estimate of the corrected population correlation, SD q the standard deviation of the mean estimate of the

corrected population correlation, % SE the percentage of variance attributable to sampling and mea-

surement error, 95% CI the 95% confidence interval, Q test for the total heterogeneity of true correlations

across studies, AOS anticipated organizational support, – relationships were excluded from analysis if

their frequency k was less than 3

* p\ 0.05, ** p\ 0.01, *** p\ 0.001
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Q tests concerning organizational attachment are highly significant (p\ 0.001).

Overall, our meta-analytic results support Hypothesis 5a that flexible work

schedules increase organizational attachment and decrease turnover intention.

Hypotheses 5b and 5c are only partly supported because telecommuting does not

significantly increase organizational commitment and because there were not

sufficient primary studies to test the effect of sabbaticals on turnover intention.

4.3 Model testing

To test the mediation models, we use MASEM and the WLS estimation method and

present the meta-analytic correlation matrices in Tables 4 and 5. At first, latent

constructs were created, one to represent all three FWPs, flexible work schedules,

telecommuting and sabbaticals, and a second to represent the two organizational

attachment indicators, organizational commitment and turnover intention. Because

no primary studies examine the effect of sabbaticals on perceived autonomy, we can

only test the effects of flexible work schedules and telecommuting in the internal

model. The proposed mediating variables and organizational attractiveness are

manifest variables.

We use comparative fit index (CFI), Tucker–Lewis index (TLI), root-mean-

square error of approximation (RMSEA), standardized root-mean-square residual

(SRMR), and Akaike’s information criteria (AIC) for evaluating model fits. CFI and

Table 4 Meta-analytic correlations between FWPs and external outcomes

1 2 3 4

1. Flexible work schedules –

2. Telecommuting 0.33b –

k 21b

N 52,111b

3. Sabbaticals 0.22b 0.19b –

k 2c 2j

N 839b 839b –

4. AOS 0.25a 0.22a 0.37a

k 4a 3a 2c

N 1106a 846a 716a

5. Organizational

attractiveness

0.18a 0.14a 0.30a 0.64b

k 11a 7a 4a 4b

N 2746a 2171a 987a 1106b

All correlations are corrected for unreliability and are derived from random effect meta-analytic

techniques

k The number of effect sizes, N the total sample size, AOS anticipated organizational support
a Original analysis in the current paper. Detailed information can be found in Table 2
b Original analysis in the current paper; c k is actually too small for an investigation, but sufficient here

Business Research (2018) 11:239–277 259

123



TLI greater than 0.90, SRMR less than 0.08 and RMSEA less than 0.10 indicate an

acceptable fit (Browne and Cudeck 1993; MacCallum et al. 1996). In Table 6, we

compare the fit statistics of the full mediation models with alternative partial

mediation models, which also entail direct effects of FWPs on organizational

Table 5 Meta-analytic correlations between FWPs and internal outcomes

1 2 3 4

1. Flexible work schedules –

2. Telecommuting 0.33b –

k 21b

N 52,111b

3. Perceived autonomy 0.32a 0.19a –

k 14a 6a

N 8,197a 2,601a

4. Organizational

commitment

0.19a 0.08a 0.38c –

k 26a 15a 6

N 20.348a 16,653a 702

5. Turnover intention - 0.05a - 0.10a - 0.15c - 0.56d

k 13a 10a 11 51

N 11,051a 6.010a 1667 1,7282

k The number of effect sizes, N the total sample size; All correlations are corrected for unreliability and

are derived from random effect meta-analytic techniques
a Original analysis in the current paper. Detailed information can be found in Table 2
b Original analyses in the current paper
c Spector (1986)
d Meyer et al. (2002)

Table 6 Fit statistics for hypothesized and alternative model comparisons

Model v2 df CFI TLI RMSEA SRMR AIC Dv2

Organizational attractiveness (external)

Model A: full mediation 82.66 *** 9 0.95 0.95 0.08 0.08 64.66

Model B: partial

mediation

43.98 *** 8 0.97 0.98 0.06 0.06 27.98 38.67 ***

Organizational attachment

(internal)

Model C: full mediation 74.50 *** 8 0.98 0.98 0.05 0.04 58.50

Model D: partial

mediation

42.00 *** 7 0.99 0.99 0.04 0.02 28.00 32.50 ***

df Degrees of freedom, CFI comparative fit index, TLI Tucker–Lewis index, RMSEA root-mean-square

error of approximation, SRMR standardized root-mean-square residual, AIC Akaike’s information criteria,

AOS anticipated organizational support

* p\ 0.05, ** p\ 0.01, *** p\ 0.001
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attractiveness and organizational attachment. The models are compared by testing

whether significant differences in Chi-squared occurred (Hu and Bentler 1999) that

have to be supported by the AIC measures, because they are less sensitive in large

samples (Bearden et al. 1982; Butts et al. 2013).

The model fit statistics of the external model A, which considers anticipated

organizational support as a full mediator, are acceptable (v2ð9Þ = 82.66, CFI = 0.95,

TLI = 0.95, RMSEA = 0.08, SRMR = 0.08, AIC = 64.66). However, the exter-

nal model B, which considers anticipated organizational support as a partial

mediator and also allows for a direct effect of FWPs on organizational

attractiveness, has significantly better model fit measures (Dv2 = 38.67,

p\ 0.001; DAIC = 36.68), supporting Hypothesis 3. The direct effect of FWPs

on organizational attractiveness is significantly positive (b = 0.26, p\ 0.001). All

path coefficients in model B are highly significant (p\ 0.001) and are presented in

Fig. 3. The indirect effect of FWPs on organizational attractiveness is 0.19

(p\ 0.05).

The model fit statistics of the internal model C, which considers perceived

autonomy as full mediator, are good (v2ð8Þ = 74.50, CFI = 0.98, TLI = 0.98,

RMSEA = 0.05, SRMR = 0.04, AIC = 58.50). However, the internal model D,

which considers perceived autonomy as a partial mediator and also allows for a

direct effect of FWPs on organizational attachment, has significantly better model fit

measures (Dv2 = 32.50, p\ 0.001; DAIC = 30.50), supporting Hypothesis 6. The

direct effect of FWPs on organizational attachment is significantly positive

(b = 0.17, p\ 0.001). All coefficients of model D are highly significant

(p\ 0.001) and are presented in Fig. 4. The indirect effect of FWPs on

organizational attachment is 0.14 (p\ 0.05).

4.4 Comparison of effects

The positive effect of an FWP on organizational attractiveness is larger for

sabbaticals (q = 0.30) than for flexible work schedules (q = 0.18) or telecommut-

ing (q = 0.14). To test for the significance of the differences, we conducted z tests

of mean comparison. Both the differences in effect sizes between sabbaticals and

flexible work schedules (z = 3.52, p\ 001) and between sabbaticals and

.26***

.52***

.55***
.47***

.64***.30***

Flexible Work 
Schedules

Telecommuting

Sabbaticals

FWPs

Model A: AOS as full mediator
Model B: AOS as partial mediator

AOS Organizational 
Attractiveness

Fig. 3 Model linking FWPs to external outcomes. FWPs flexible work practices, AOS anticipated
organizational support; values represent standardized coefficients for model B; ***p\ 0.001
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telecommuting (z = 4.41, p\ 0.001) are statistically significant, which confirms

Hypothesis 7a.

The positive effect of an FWP on organizational attachment was larger for

sabbaticals (q = 0.14) than for telecommuting (q = 0.09) but smaller than for

flexible work schedules (q = 0.15). The z tests show that sabbaticals have

significantly stronger positive effects on organizational attachment than telecom-

muting (z = 4.21, p\ 0.001), whereas the differences in effect sizes between

sabbaticals and flexible work schedules are not significant (z = 0.65, ns.). Hence,

Hypothesis 7b is only partially supported.

4.5 Moderator analyses

The mostly significant Q values indicate substantial heterogeneity and the potential

influence of moderators. As moderator analyses with small sample sizes and a low

number of primary studies are very sensitive (Shadish and Sweeney 1991), we

aggregate FWPs to one construct to increase the sample size. While we test the

moderator quality of primary study on both external and internal outcomes, we

examine the moderation effect of availability versus use of FWPs only on internal

outcomes, because job seekers have not yet had the opportunity to use FWPs.

Table 7 shows that availability versus use of FWPs acts as moderator, because

the availability of FWPs has significant larger effects than the use of FWPs on

perceived autonomy (QM = 25.69, p\ 0.001) and on organizational attachment

(QM = 45.93, p\ 0.001), confirming Hypothesis 8c and 8d. Hypotheses 8a and 8b,

predicting stronger effects in case of mere availability of FWPs compared to use of

FWPs on anticipated organizational support and perceived autonomy, are not

supported.

Table 8 shows that when using the Study DIAD approach, the quality of the

primary studies significantly decreases the relationship between FWPs and

organizational attractiveness (QM = 7.64, p\ 0.01). The moderating influences

of study quality on anticipated organizational support, perceived autonomy and

organizational attachment are not statistically significant.

Table 9 shows the results when measuring the quality of the primary studies with

the Journal Impact Factor. Because the Journal Impact Factor is only available for

published studies, this analysis has a smaller sample size, lower statistical power

Model C: Perceived autonomy as full mediator
Model D: Perceived autonomy as partial mediator

.34***

.85***.45***

.17***

.32***.71***

.40***

Flexible Work 
Schedules

Telecommuting
FWPs Perceived  

Autonomy
Organizational 

Attachment

Organizational 
Commitment

Turnover  
Intention (RC)

Fig. 4 Model linking FWPs to internal outcomes. FWPs flexible work practices; sabbaticals missed as
FWP indicator due to a lack of studies, RC reversely coded; values represent standardized coefficients for
model D; ***p\ 0.001
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and excludes unpublished work. All moderating effects are found to be statistically

insignificant. Hypotheses 9a, 9b, 9c, and 9d are therefore not confirmed.

4.6 Sensitivity analyses

To check the robustness of the meta-analysis results, we conducted two types of

sensitivity analyses (Borenstein et al. 2009). Because significant findings are more

likely to be published than non-significant results, leading to an overestimation of

the effects (Rosenthal 1979), we first control for a publication bias. For each of our

outcomes, we conducted the Egger test, which examines whether the respective

funnel plot of a relationship shows a significant asymmetry (Egger et al. 1997). The

Egger tests are not statistically significant, which indicates the absence of a

publication bias in our study. Ferguson and Brannick (2012) recommend to conduct

two different publication bias tests to underline the robustness of findings.

Therefore, we also conducted the Trim-and-Fill method, which trims unmatched

values around the initial estimate and fills the funnel plot with imputed missing

studies in an iterative process to achieve symmetric funnel plots (Duval and

Tweedie 2000). We compared the initial and new estimators to identify remarkable

changes. In two cases, trim-and-fill adjustments were made, whereby the effect sizes

changed only marginally and the significance levels remained constant.

Second, we checked whether the results change when eliminating outliers using

the procedures of Viechtbauer and Cheung (2010). In two cases the significance

levels of the relationships, of telecommuting with organizational attractiveness and

with turnover intention, increased from p\ 0.01 to p\ 0.001. The other results

show no notable changes, although the Q value that tests for heterogeneity decreases

considerably in all cases.

Table 9 Moderator analyses of the primary study quality (journal impact factor) on the relationships

between FWPs and outcomes

Relationship K N q SD

q
95% CI EV QE QM

LL UL

FWPs

AOS 3 520 - 0.12 0.29 - 0.32 - 0.95 0.00 48.30 *** 0.49

Perceived Autonomy 15 9358 0.03 0.22 - 0.09 - 0.14 0.00 469.94 *** 0.23

Organizational

attractiveness

10 1403 - 0.02 0.08 - 0.07 - 0.03 0.00 17.43 * 0.78

Organizational

attachment

51 47,365 - 0.03 0.14 - 0.07 - 0.01 0.01 937.88 *** 2.15

k The number of effect sizes, N the total sample size, q the mean estimate of the corrected population

correlation, SD q the standard deviation of the mean estimate of the corrected population correlation, 95%

CI the 95% confidence interval, EV the explained variance in effect sizes attributable to the moderator, QE

test of the residual heterogeneity of true correlations across studies, QM test of the heterogeneity

attributable to the moderator, FWPs flexible work practices, AOS anticipated organizational support

* p\ 0.05, ** p\ 0.01, *** p\ 0.001
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5 Discussion

The overall aim of this study was to investigate the question of whether and how

FWPs are related to organizational attractiveness and organizational attachment. For

these purposes, two kinds of examinations were conducted. Firstly, we explored

bivariate relationships between FWPs and external and internal outcomes by

performing a quantitative review. Secondly, we developed and tested two mediation

models that linked FWPs to organizational attractiveness through anticipated

organizational support and FWPs to organizational attachment through perceived

autonomy, respectively.

5.1 Key findings

Concerning the external outcomes and hence focusing on anticipated organizational

support and organizational attractiveness, our meta-analytic results indicate that

flexible work schedules, telecommuting and sabbaticals are related to increased

anticipated organizational support and organizational attractiveness. Following

Cohen’s benchmarks, the effect sizes of all three FWPs are small to moderate (e.g.

Cohen 1988). However, when comparing effect sizes, sabbaticals increase

organizational attractiveness more strongly than flexible work schedules and

telecommuting. Because sabbaticals are (still) less common than flexible work

schedules and telecommuting (Society for Human Resource Management 2015), job

seekers may feel a special privilege when they enter an organization that offers

sabbaticals. Moreover, the opportunity for a longer paid leave from work sounds

very desirable (Carr and Tang 2005).

Our meta-analysis also attempted to clarify how FWPs are linked to organiza-

tional attractiveness. Applying organizational support theory and signalling theory,

we find evidence that anticipated organizational support partially mediates the

relationship between FWPs and organizational attractiveness, which is in line with

the recent study by Thompson et al. (2015). By offering FWPs, organizations signal

that they care for their employees. The fact that anticipated organizational support

only partially mediates the relationship indicates that there may be additional

channels how FWPs affect organizational attractiveness beyond anticipated

organizational support. Butts et al. (2013), for example, suggested legitimacy as a

channel. They find that FWPs are desired by individuals regardless of whether

FWPs are anticipated as supportive.

The internal outcomes perceived autonomy and organizational commitment are

also positively affected by FWPs whereby FWPs have a negative relationship with

turnover intention. FWPs improve the perceived autonomy of existing employees

and their attachment to their organizations, both when measuring organizational

attachment as organizational commitment and as (an absence of) turnover intention.

All effects are statistically significant except for the marginally insignificant effect

of telecommuting on organizational commitment. The latter effect can be explained

by the positive and negative aspects of telecommuting that may neutralize each

other. On the one hand, telecommuting blurs the boundary between work and

266 Business Research (2018) 11:239–277
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private life (Hill et al. 2003; Igbaria and Guimaraes 1999) and, thus, leads to a

greater integration of work and non-work roles (Rau and Hyland 2002). As a

consequence, telecommuting may lead to prolonged workdays and increased

demand of extensive availability (Heijstra and Rafnsdottir 2010). Moreover,

employees often fear to be isolated when using telecommuting (Kurland and Cooper

2002; Golden and Veiga 2008). On the other hand, telecommuting increases the

perceived autonomy of employees (Gajendran and Harrison 2007), helps in

coordinating work and private obligations (Duxbury et al. 1998; Harpaz 2002) and

reduces commuting time (Raghuram and Wiesenfeld 2004).

A comparison of the effect sizes shows that the effect sizes of sabbaticals and

flexible work schedules on organizational attachment are similar. However, the fact

that sabbaticals have a significantly stronger effect on organizational attachment

than telecommuting indicates that employees consider telecommuting to be less

beneficial than sabbaticals and flexible work schedules. As mentioned above, and in

contrast to flexible work schedules, telecommuting presents various disadvantages

for employees, such as social and professional isolation. Hence, although both

practices offer regular flexibility, employees prefer flexible work schedules to

telecommuting, because flexible work schedules provide daily working time

flexibility without the significant drawbacks of telecommuting. Employees may also

value sabbaticals more than telecommuting because they allow employees to fulfil

personal dreams, like a trip around the world, while still having job security as they

do not lose their legal rights as employees.

We find evidence that the effect of FWPs on organizational attachment is

partially mediated by perceived autonomy. It is, therefore, crucial to not only

implement FWPs but to ensure that employees perceive autonomy regarding when,

where and how long they work (e.g. Gajendran and Harrison 2007). For example,

organizations should ensure that flexible work agreements do not dictate activities

and performance levels with high intensity, because this would diminish employees‘

perception of autonomy (Gurstein 2001).

Because perceived autonomy only partially mediates the relationship between

FWPs and organizational attachment, there might be other mediators. Gajendran

and Harrison (2007), for example, found work–family conflict and relationship

quality with supervisor as mediators of the effects of telecommuting on work

attitudes.

A further finding is that it matters whether the primary studies measured the

effects of the availability of FWPs or of the use of FWPs. More precisely, the

availability of FWPs is more strongly related to perceived autonomy and

organizational attachment than the use of FWPs, which corroborates the findings

of prior studies (e.g. Butts et al. 2013; Allen et al. 2013). This finding indicates that

the availability of FWPs already suffices to signal perceived autonomy besides other

positive attitudes and values (Batt and Valcour 2003; Grover and Crooker 1995) and

to increase organizational attachment as individuals are more attached when they

feel valued and trusted through the mere offer of FWPs. When using FWPs

employees may also experience potential drawbacks of FWPs such as social

isolation, which tends to weaken the positive effects of FWPs.
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When the quality of the primary studies was included as a moderator in the

models, the relationships were not statistically significant, indicating that the quality

of the primary studies does not influence the effect sizes, in all but one case. The

exception was that study quality decreased the effect size of FWPs on organiza-

tional attractiveness when we measured study quality by the Study DIAD. However,

this moderating influence also becomes statistically insignificant when we measure

the study quality of published work by the Journal Impact Factor, which is a more

objective proxy than the somewhat subjective Study DIAD proxy.

5.2 Limitations and directions for future research

Despite the significant contributions of this study, it is not without limitations. One

restriction is the fact that this meta-analysis displays correlations and not necessarily

causal effects. To identify causal effects, field experiments with treatment and

control groups and random allocations of employees to one of these groups would

be helpful. Performing quasi-experiments that include design features like removed

treatment may enhance the internal validity (Shadish et al. 2002), because

randomized experiments are often impractical or unethical in our context. Statistical

techniques like propensity score matching may also facilitate the identification of

causal effects (e.g. Guo and Fraser 2014).

Another problem is the low frequency of primary studies that analyse the effects

of FWPs, especially of sabbaticals, on anticipated organizational support, perceived

autonomy, and turnover intention. While several primary studies analysed the

effects of flexible work schedules, few primary studies analysed the effects of

telecommuting and hardly any primary study analysed the effects of sabbaticals.

Hence, additional studies are needed to address these under-researched areas.

The fact that anticipated organizational support and perceived autonomy only

partially mediate the relationships between organizational attractiveness and

organizational attachment, respectively, indicates that there might be other

mediators. We encourage future studies to test for different mediators, such as a

perceived value fit (e.g. Chapman et al. 2005) in addition to anticipated

organizational support when analysing the effects of FWPs on organizational

attractiveness, and a perceived work-life conflict (e.g. Butts et al. 2013) in addition

to perceived autonomy when analysing the effects of FWPs on organizational

attachment.

The highly significant residual heterogeneity statistic Q indicates that further

factors may moderate the relationships between FWPs and organizational attrac-

tiveness and organizational attachment, like gender (e.g. Scandura and Lankau

1997), age (e.g. Ng and Feldman 2009), or the work/non-work interface (Grawitch

et al. 2011). Thereby, the work/non-work interface should not only concentrate on

family related issues like previous papers (e.g. Allen 2001; Butts et al. 2013), but

should also integrate volunteerism, hobbies and other roles (Grawitch et al. 2011).

In addition, the origin of the study might act as a moderator due to different

employee protection rights in different countries.

Another limitation is that the usage of FWPs is measured as a dichotomous

variable. We encourage future research to measure the intensity of the use of FWPs
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on a continuous scale, which could also be included in the existing model as a

moderating variable (e.g. Golden and Veiga 2008). For example, if the number of

days working from home is restricted, the negative consequences of telecommuting

(e.g. isolation, blurring boundaries) are less intense (Golden and Veiga 2008; Rau

and Hyland 2002).

We also encourage longitudinal research that observes the same individuals

before and after entering an organization with or without FWPs. Such longitudinal

research could not only control for time-constant individual heterogeneity, but could

also test the influence of expectations. This is important, because discrepancies

between the promises made in the recruiting process and internal reality are

problematic (Haar 2008). When a job seeker decides to work for a specific company

partly on the basis of the offer of FWPs, realizing the downsides of FWPs or facing

co-workers or supervisors criticizing the use of FWPs could lead to disappoint-

ments. Such negative emotions could be counterproductive to the aim of introducing

FWPs. Employers do well to ensure consistency between the promises made in the

recruiting process and the internal reality. This implies that introducing FWPs has to

be accompanied by supervisor training and an organizational culture that welcomes

making use of FWPs (Mulvaney 2011).

A further avenue for future research is to specifically address the interdepen-

dencies between the evaluations of job seekers and employees. The studies of

Dutton and Dukerich (1991) and Knox and Freeman (2006) suggest that existing

employees pay high attention to external evaluations of the employer attractiveness,

while job seekers are also influenced by testimonials of employees on online

platforms or given by personal contacts (Gotsi and Wilson 2001).

5.3 Practical implications

Our results indicate that organizations should implement flexible work schedules,

telecommuting and sabbaticals to attract job seekers. Offering FWPs serves as a

signal to job seekers that the organization will care about the employees‘ wellbeing

and thus increases organizational attractiveness. As a consequence, individuals are

more likely to apply to such organizations, which enlarge the talent pool from which

these organizations can select the best talents. Moreover, the more highly an

applicant evaluates the organizational attractiveness, the more likely the applicant is

to accept a job offer (Chapman et al. 2005). The fact that sabbaticals have the

strongest positive relationship with organizational attractiveness indicates that

offering sabbaticals may create a unique selling proposition in the job market and

may thus be particularly helpful in acquiring the best talents.

Offering FWPs is not only related to the job seeker’s perception of organizational

attractiveness, but also increases the organizational attachment and retention rate of

the existing employees. Because turnover intention is closely linked to the actual

employee turnover (Steel et al. 1990), we can conclude that FWPs reduce the

turnover rate. This not only saves money on hiring and training new employees

(Halpern 2005), but also helps the organization to keep employees with specific

human capital (Campbell et al. 2012). As the effect of FWPs on organizational

attachment is partially mediated by perceived autonomy, organizations should make
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sure that everyday work is organized in such a way that employees experience

autonomy. The intensity of work assignments and performance expectations should

be independent of whether someone uses FWPs or not (e.g. Gurstein 2001; Harrison

et al. 2000). Our findings further indicate that the availability of FWPs already

increases organizational attachment regardless of whether employees personally use

FWPs. The opportunity to make use of FWPs when needed suffices to increase the

perceived autonomy.

6 Conclusion

Offering flexible work practices (FWPs) is an effective strategy to attract job

seekers and retain employees. This meta-analysis shows that flexible work

schedules, telecommuting and sabbaticals have positive relationships with organi-

zational attractiveness that are mediated through anticipated organizational support.

Furthermore, FWPs are positively related to organizational attachment because of

increased perceived autonomy. We hope that this meta-analysis will stimulate future

analyses of the underlying processes by which FWPs can help organizations in

attracting and retaining talented employees.
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