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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Telecommuting, which entails working away from the conventional workplace has not 
experienced the growth projections predicted (Mokhtarian, 1998; Pliskin, 1997).  Also, 
academic research on telecommuting in the management and psychology fields is relatively 
undeveloped, despite a lot of popular press about the benefits and disadvantages of 
working from home.  

In this study the authors sought to get a better understanding of the factors that help and 
hinder telecommuting adoption by employees by delving into attitudes and behaviors of both 
employees who telecommute and those who do not telecommute as well as by examining 
supervisor attitudes, and HR practices in organizations related to telecommuting. For 
telecommuters, theysought to gain a better understanding of how “extent of telecommuting,”  
i.e. the number of days a week a telecommuter works away from the office has an effect 
on employee satisfaction.

The sample for this project consisted of individuals working in a variety of organizations in 
Silicon Valley. For each organization, the authors sought to get survey responses from a 
telecommuter, a non-telecommuter and their supervisor, with all three working in the same 
department.  The data was collected in 2008.  The authors received 624 surveys. Of these 
262 were telecommuters, 181 non-telecommuters and 181 supervisors.

The study’s research questions attempted to gain a better understanding of the barriers 
and facilitators of telecommuting.  The first set of research questions centered around 
understanding the differences between telecommuters and non-telecommuters on job 
attitudes. The authors found that telecommuters were more committed to the organization 
(organizational commitment) and were more satisfied with life in general (life satisfaction) 
than non-telecommuters. However, they did not find any differences between telecommuters 
and non-telecommuters on how satisfied they were in their jobs (job satisfaction) and 
whether they were more likely to leave the organization in which they were employed 
(turnover intentions).  

Furthermore,  the authors wanted to understand what was the optimal amount of 
telecommuting. So for the subsample of telecommuters, the authors examined the 
relationship between extent of telecommuting and job attitudes.  They found telecommuters 
to be more satisfied with their jobs when they engaged in moderate levels of telecommuting 
as opposed to extreme levels of telecommuting (i.e. very high or very low).  Telecommuters 
were also less likely to leave the organization when extent of telecommuting was 
moderate. 

The authors also examined whether there are personality differences between 
telecommuters and non-telecommuters.  The found that telecommuters were more likely 
to be extraverts—i.e. someone who is sociable and talkative (Barrick and Mount 1991)— 
than non-telecommuters. 

Research findings also indicated that telecommuters were more likely to experience 
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disruption in their work due to greater family responsibilities. In other words their family 
responsibilities tended to interfere with their work (family interference in work) more than 
for non-telecommuters.
 
Not surprisingly, research revealed that telecommuters, on average, commuted for longer 
distances and for longer time periods then their matched non-telecommuting coworkers.  
However, telecommuters were less likely to drive to work during rush hour.  Furthermore, 
there was a slightly higher number of telecommuters who reported their commute to be 
stressful compared to non-telecommuters. One interesting finding was that more than 
50 percent of telecommuting supervisors believed that employees have to be a high 
performer to telecommute.  Among non-telecommuting supervisors, 37 percent agreed 
with that statement.

The authors also examined whether employees and supervisors would have different 
perceptions of HR practices depending on whether they telecommute or not. Thier finding 
was that telecommuters have different beliefs and perceptions regarding their organization’s 
support for telecommuting. This was evident in that more telecommuters than non-
telecommuters felt that organizational reward structures supported telecommuting, and 
that adequate training in technology was available for the telecommuter. Telecommuters 
also experienced greater support from their supervisors and also felt that the performance 
evaluation system supported those who work offsite. 

This study, which was done among telecommuters across multiple organizations 
strongly suggests that moderate amounts of telecommuting may be the best strategy 
for companies that are seeking to introduce large scale telecommuting.  This seems to 
provide the best outcomes for employees in terms of commitment and life satisfaction. But 
the study finds that personality is an important variable, which should be considered as 
important for future research.  Also in the study, researchers did not examine specific job 
characteristics, so future research should examine job characteristics that make certain 
jobs lend themselves to telecommuting. This would be an extremely worthwhile endeavor 
because it would help organizations design telecommuting programs that are tailored to 
certain jobs.
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INTRODUCTION

While there is no universal definition for telecommuting (Mokhtarian, Salomon and 
Choo 2005; Tremblay 2002), a recent meta-analysis (a summary of previous studies on 
telecommuting) by Gajendran and Harrison (2007) in the psychology and management 
literatures defined telecommuting as an alternative work arrangement in which employees 
perform some portion of their job outside their primary workplace. Oftentimes, this secondary 
location is an employee’s home. Although exact number of telecommuters has been difficult 
to quantify due to non-standardized definitions of telecommuting, research estimates that 
the number of teleworkers (a term, often used interchangeably with the word telecommuter) 
increased more than tenfold in a decade (Shellenbarger 1997) to roughly 22 percent of the 
American workforce in 2001 (Gibson, Blackwell, Dominicis and Demerath 2002). Another 
study (U.S. Census Bureau 2004) reported that nearly 4.2 million people worked at home 
in 2000, up from 3.4 million in 1990. The Dieringer Research group indicated that 12.4 
million Americans worked for employers that allowed them to work from home at least one 
day per month, up from 9.9 million in 2005, representing a 25 percent increase. Others 
using different definitions of telecommuting, have reported figures of more than 28 million 
telecommuters in the United States, indicating an increased adoption of telecommuting as 
an alternative work arrangement (Golden, Veiga and Simsek, 2006).     

Rising estimates of telecommuters is not surprising given the benefits of telecommuting 
to multiple stakeholders. Society benefits when employees telecommute because working 
from home reduces gasoline consumption and auto emissions (Shafizadeh, Niemeier, 
Mokhtarian and Salomon 1997). Organizations that support telecommuting programs 
benefit due to lower office overhead costs and lower employee turnover rates (Bailey and 
Kurland 2002). Finally, employees who telecommute benefit from having greater levels of 
satisfaction with their work and improved quality of life (Golden and Veiga 2005; Van Sells 
and Jacobs 1994).

However, telecommuting is not growing as fast as predicted by researchers and practitioners. 
Numerous employees and managers are still resistant to telecommuting. For example, one 
could argue that the technological environment of Silicon Valley combined with the high 
traffic congestion in the Bay Area would make organizations more receptive to alternative 
work arrangements such as telecommuting. However, many organizations have been 
reluctant to embrace telecommuting and in fact provide incentives (for example, on site 
gyms and day care centers) that encourage employees to go to work.     

This study seeks to understand the perceived obstacles and facilitators of telecommuting 
from the stakeholder perspective by evaluating both employee and management’s 
attitudes toward telecommuting. The intention is to understand factors that make certain 
telecommuting arrangements more successful than others, and how this relates to traffic 
congestion. The sample for this project was comprised of organizations in Silicon Valley, 
however, the authors expect the findings to apply to other urban areas such as Boston and 
Chicago. Although these cities may have more public transit systems available, they are 
also technology centers that are similar in size, are high cost of living cities, and may have 
telecommuting issues comparable to Silicon Valley.  
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The specific aims for this study were to determine perceived facilitators and obstacles 
to telecommuting by examining individual level determinants that have an impact 
on telecommuting.  As such the study’s research questions focused on examining 
differences between telecommuters and non-telecommuters on attitudes such as job 
and life satisfaction, and to see if extent of telecommuting plays an important role in 
determining effectiveness of telecommuting implementation. Some of these outcomes 
included job and life satisfaction, organizational commitment, and turnover intentions.  
These were specifically chosen as outcome variables in testing relationships since these 
are commonly desired outcomes sought by organizations (Harrison, Newman and Roth 
2006).  A secondary purpose of this study was to see if people with certain personality 
characteristics are more suited to telecommuting, and to examine how home life may 
interfere with work life when telecommuting.

Research Questions

The following are the specific research hypotheses that are addressed in this report.

Research Question 1:  A curvilinear (inverted-U shape) relation exists between the 
extent of telecommuting and employee job attitudes (job satisfaction, life satisfaction, 
organizational commitment, turnover intention).  More specifically, job satisfaction, life 
satisfaction, and organizational commitment will be highest when extent of telecommuting 
is moderate.  Telecommuters will be less likely to leave (resign from) the organization 
when extent of telecommuting is moderate.

Research Question 2: There will be differences in job attitudes between employees who 
telecommute and employees who do not telecommute 

Research Question 3: Telecommuters will have different personality characteristics than 
non-telecommuters. In particular the researchers examine differences on two personality 
characteristics: conscientiousness (someone who is responsible, dependable, and 
organized) and extraversion (someone who is sociable and assertive).
 
Research Question 4: Since telecommuting involves working from home, it is important 
to examine whether telecommuters and non-telecommuters differ on their work-family 
interactions.  The authors examine whether work responsibilities interfere with family 
responsibilities (hereinafter referred to as work-interfering-with-family or WIF) and whether 
family responsibilities interfere with work (hereinafter referred to as family-interfering-with-
work or FIW) will be different for telecommuter and non-telecommuters.

Research Question 5:  There will be differences in objective mobility indicators (commuting 
time and commuting distance) and commuting perceptions, between employees who 
telecommute and employees who do not telecommute.

Research Question 6: The study examines the circumstances is telecommuting 
prohibited to understand the barriers to telecommuting.

Research Question 7: Supervisors who telecommute will differ in their attitudes toward 
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telecommuting than those who do not telecommute.

Research Question 8:  Employees and supervisors will have different perceptions of HR 
practices depending on whether they telecommute or not.

Research Question 9: The researchers obtain the HR professionals’ perspective on 
telecommuting issues through a focus group discussion that discusses barriers and 
facilitators of telecommuting.

Thus, research question 1 is based on analysis of data obtained from telecommuters 
only, since the independent variable of interest for this research question is “extent of 
telecommuting.” Research questions 2 through 5 specifically focus on differences between 
telecommuters and non-telecommuters. As such, the data used for analyzing these research 
questions is obtained from a comparison of telecommuters and non-telecommuters. 
Research questions 6 and 7 are tested with data obtained from the supervisor survey; 
although research question 6 examines conditions under which telecommuting is prohibited, 
Question 7 focuses on differences between supervisors who telecommute with supervisors 
who do not telecommute.  Research questions 8 and 9 deal with HR practices related 
to telecommuting, but are different in that research question 8 examines perceptions of 
HR practices between employees and supervisors who telecommute and those who do 
not, and research question 9 taps into issues that human resource (HR) managers face 
in implementing telecommuting programs.  Although the data for research questions 1 
through 8 were obtained from surveys, the data for research question 9 is obtained from 
focus group discussions among managers in high-technology companies.
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RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

Is Extent of Telecommuting Related to Job and Life Satisfaction, 
Organizational Commitment and Turnover Intentions? 

The popular press mentions increases in job satisfaction as one of the important outcomes 
resulting from telecommuting (Golden and Veiga 2005). Gajendran and Harrison (2007) in 
a meta-analytic study in which they summarized the results of 46 studies found a positive 
relationship between telecommuting and job satisfaction. The argument that telecommuting 
has a positive impact on job satisfaction is derived from the logic that telecommuting 
allows an employee greater flexibility and autonomy in how his/her work is accomplished. 
This allows individuals to meet their job demands as well as their personal and family 
demands. 

Conversely, other theoretical perspectives contend that telecommuting results in decreased 
social interactions and relations with co-workers and when coupled with feelings of social 
isolation, telecommuters may experience lower levels of job satisfaction than their non-
telecommuting counterparts (Cooper and Kurland 2002; Harpaz, 2002).  

In a study that aimed at reconciling these inconsistencies, Golden and Veiga (2005) 
demonstrated that the relationship between extent of telecommuting and job satisfaction is a 
curvilinear, inverted U-shaped relation. In particular, they noted telecommuters experience 
an increase in job satisfaction at relatively low levels of telecommuting, which tapers off 
and begins to decrease at more extensive levels of telecommuting. The argument is that at 
relatively low levels of telecommuting, individuals are able to get the benefit of having social 
interaction with their colleagues and supervisor at work and the flexibility to meet personal 
needs (Golden and Veiga, 2005).  On the other hand, at very high levels of telecommuting, 
the loss of social interaction resulting in social and professional isolation lead to decreased 
job satisfaction. This may occur due to fewer opportunities for participating in developmental 
activities such as mentoring, interpersonal networking and informal learning (Cooper and 
Kurland 2002).  This curvilinear relationship has been replicated in subsequent studies 
with job satisfaction (Golden 2006; Virick, Da Silva and Arrington 2010). 

While most of the research has investigated the relationship between extent of 
telecommuting and job satisfaction, more recently, Virick, Da Silva and Arrington (2010) 
found that telecommuters are most satisfied with their life when they telecommute at 
moderate levels. Furthermore, Gajendran and Harrison (2007) found that telecommuters 
are less likely to resign from the organization in which they work than non-telecommuters. 
This is important because giving employees the option to telecommute may actually help 
in retaining good employees. 

The present study seeks to validate and extend the relation identified by Golden and Veiga 
(2005) by testing the relation between extent of telecommuting and job and life satisfaction. 
It also extends the curvilinear hypotheses to two new outcome variables that have not 
been tested in the literature: organizational commitment and turnover intentions. These 
questions are important because they help us identify if extent of telecommuting is critical 
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to the success of telecommuting programs. Organizations who have had unsuccessful 
telecommuting programs should look at implementing moderate levels of telecommuting 
to facilitate effective telecommuting. Thus, the following prediction is made:

Research Question 1:  A curvilinear relation exists between the extent of telecommuting 
and employee job attitudes (job satisfaction, life satisfaction, organizational commitment, 
turnover intentions).  More specifically, job satisfaction, life satisfaction, and organizational 
commitment will be highest when the extent of telecommuting is moderate.  Turnover 
intentions will be lowest when extent of telecommuting is moderate.

Are There Differences in Job Satisfaction, Life Satisfaction, Organizational 
Commitment and Turnover Intentions Among Telecommuters and Non-
Telecommuters?

Although research on telecommuting tends to focus on extent of telecommuting, a few 
studies have looked at differences between telecommuters and non-telecommuters.  For 
instance, Igbaria and Guimaraes (1999) found that telecommuters tended to be happier 
with their supervisors and also tended to have higher organizational commitment (i.e. they 
were much more loyal to the organization in which they worked) than non-telecommuters. 
On the other hand, Staples (2001) found no differences between remote and non-remote 
workers (he defined a remote worker as one who was in a geographically different location 
than his/her manager), on stress levels and on perceptions of organizational climate.

Gajendran and Harrison (2007) found that telecommuters had higher job satisfaction 
and lower turnover intentions. They and others argue that flexible work arrangements 
are viewed positively by employees because it provides them autonomy and generates 
positive feelings toward the employer.  The same argument can be used to hypothesize 
that telecommuting will be associated with higher levels of organizational commitment.   
The authors also propose that the autonomy and flexibility provided by telecommuting will 
be positively associated with higher levels of life satisfaction. 

Research Question 2:  There will be differences in job attitudes between employees who 
telecommute and employees who do not telecommute. In particular telecommuters will 
have higher levels of job satisfaction, life satisfaction, and organizational commitment, 
and lower turnover intentions.

Personality Differences Among Telecommuters and Non-Telecommuters

Few studies have examined personality differences among telecommuters and non 
telecommuters. Lamond (2000) speculated that personality would be an important 
consideration, suggesting that telecommuting dimensions (e.g. how much intra-
organizational communication is important in the job) would have a bearing on whether 
a person with a certain personality characteristic would be effective.  Feldman and 
Gainey (1997) propose a theoretical framework in which they argue that personality 
characteristics can affect whether certain individuals would gravitate or be attracted 
toward telecommuting work arrangements.  In particular they noted that extraverts and 
those high on agreeableness may get frustrated in telecommuting arrangements. 
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In an unpublished study, Clark (2007) empirically tested whether the “Big 5” personality 
dimensions (conscientiousness, extraversion, emotional stability, agreeableness and 
openness to change) would predict attitudes toward telecommuting in a student sample. 
She found emotional stability to have a significant negative relation with attitudes toward 
telecommuting, whereas agreeableness and conscientiousness had a positive relation 
with attitudes to telecommuting, implying that those who are conscientious and agreeable 
would have positive attitudes toward telecommuting. The authors investigate the 
relationship between conscientiousness and extraversion among telecommuters and non-
telecommuters (Conlin 2009; Lamond, 2000). 

Conscientiousness, described as being organized, disciplined and responsible has 
been found to be the strongest predictor of job performance (Barrick and Mount 1991). 
Since telecommuting requires significant self management skills (Haines, St-Onge and 
Archambault 2002; Lamond 2000), researachers predict that telecommuters will be higher 
on conscientiousness than non-telecommuters.

An extravert, on the other hand, is described as someone who is sociable and talkative 
(Barrick and Mount 1991).  Thus it is likely that individuals who are high in extraversion will 
be more likely to work in situations that have greater interaction with people. This suggests 
that telecommuters will be lower on extraversion than non-telecommuters.

Research Question 3: Telecommuters will have different personality characteristics than 
non-telecommuters. In particular telecommuters will be higher on conscientiousness and 
lower on extraversion than non-telecommuters.

Differences in Work Interfering With Family Among Telecommuters and Non-
Telecommuters

There is a growing literature on the work-family interface. Researchers who study work-
family issues examine conflict arising from work interfering with family (WIF) and family 
interfering with work (FIW).  These researchers have had an interest in studying flexible 
work arrangements because flexibility provides a better overall quality of life for employees.  
Research in this domain is based on the assumption that where there is less conflict 
between work and family, it will lead to better outcomes of satisfaction and effectiveness 
among employees.  In that context, telecommuting, as a flexible work arrangement is seen 
as a benefit that provides increasing flexibility in how work is done. Working from home 
allows employees to better manage their family responsibilities. At the same time, working 
from home enhances boundary permeability or enmeshing of work and family roles.  Thus 
there is a greater chance of family related responsibilities interfering with your work, given 
that much of telecommuting involves working from home.  

Whereas boundary permeability leads to greater intrusion of work into family and vice 
versa, thereby potentially increasing work family conflict, boundary flexibility also provides 
the flexibility in managing the two domains and thereby could help alleviate work family 
conflict. These two simultaneously occurring phenomenon are what have probably 
led to conflicting findings on the relationship between telecommuting and work family 
conflict. Gajendran and Harrison (2007) found telecommuters to have conflict. But in a  
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more finegrained analysis in which work interference in family (WIF) was differentiated 
from family interference in work (FIW), Golden et al. (2006) found that while WIF was 
lower for telecommuters, FIW was actually higher. A more recent study by Lautsch et al 
(2009) found telecommuting to be associated with lower WIF, but there was no relation 
between telecommuting and FIW. Thus, results are equivocal with respect to the effects 
of telecommuting on conflict. 

Consistent with most of the previous literature the authors hypothesize telecommuting 
to be associated with lower work interference in family and lower family interference in 
work. 

Research Question 4: Telecommuters will have lower work interference in family (WIF) 
and family interference in work (FIW) than non-telecommuters.

Objective Mobility and Commute Perceptions of Telecommuters and Non-
Telecommuters

Transportation researchers and urban planners often look at commute distance and 
commute time as critical variables that affect transportation planning, travel demand and 
actual traffic patterns (Mokhtarian 1998). These are generally referred to as objective 
mobility (Collantes and Mokhtarian 2007). 

Ory and Mokhtarian (2005) examined the travel patterns of California state employees 
over a 10-year period.  They found that telecommuters had longer one-way commutes in 
terms of time and distance than employees who never telecommute.  However, Ory and 
Mokhtarian also found that telecommuters commute less frequently and travel at higher 
speeds, in part due to telecommuters having the ability to travel during off-peak times 
and that telecommuters were more likely to live on the urban fringe in which parts of their 
commute were less congested compared to their non-telecommuting colleagues.  Thus, 
the end result is such that telecommuters have fewer person-miles and person-minutes.     

Based on Ory and Mokhtarian’s (2005) findings, the authors predict that commute 
distance and time will be greater for telecommuters than non-telecommuters. As 
such, they hypothesize between group differences between telecommuters and non-
telecommuters.  

In regard to commuting preferences, the authors do not have specific hypotheses regarding 
the directionality of the differences in commuting perceptions between telecommuters 
and non-telecommuters, however, they do predict that there will be differences.  

Research Question 5:  There will be differences in objective mobility indicators (commuting 
time and commuting distance) and commuting perceptions, between employees who 
telecommute and employees who do not telecommute.

Under What Circumstances is Telecommuting Prohibited?

To understand the obstacles that prevent telecommuting from occurring, the authors 
propose an exploratory hypothesis that was aimed at generating open ended responses 
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from supervisors on the barriers or specific conditions under which telecommuting was 
prohibited. The rationale in doing so was to generate a list of possible explanations from 
a large number of supervisors on identifying the conditions under which telecommuting 
is prohibited. Supervisory opinions are important because most organizations provide 
supervisors with discretionary authority when it comes to allowing individual employees to 
telecommute, in effect serving as organizational gatekeepers of telecommuting (Mokhtarian 
and Salomon 1996). As such, the authors asked supervisors the following open-ended 
question.

Research Question 6: Under what circumstances is telecommuting prohibited? 

Supervisors Who Telecommute Versus Those Who Do Not Telecommute: 
Attitudinal Differences 

The authors argue that supervisors who telecommute will differ in their attitudes toward 
telecommuting than those who do not telecommute. They hypothesized that supervisors 
who do not telecommute will feel that evaluating the performance of telecommuters will 
be more challenging. They also predicted that supervisors who telecommute will be less 
likely to feel that telecommuters will suffer negative career consequences as a result of 
telecommuting. 

To test the above, the authors asked questions relating to issues (1) evaluating the 
performance of telecommuters versus non telecommuters, (2) whether telecommuters will 
suffer with respect to career advancement relative to non-telecommuters, and (3), whether 
in their organization it was “important to be a high performer to telecommute.”

Research Question 7: Supervisors who telecommute will differ in their attitudes toward 
telecommuting than those who do not telecommute.
 
HR Practices: Difference in Perceptions Among Telecommuters and Non-
Telecommuters

Although research on telecommuting tends to focus on the extent of telecommuting, a few 
studies have looked at differences between telecommuters and non-telecommuters.  For 
instance, Igbaria and Guimaraes (1999) found that telecommuters tended to be happier 
with their supervisors and also tended to have higher organizational commitment than 
non-telecommuters. However, no studies to the authors’ knowledge have examined HR 
practices as they specifically relate to telecommuting.

Yet, the challenges of managing a geographically distributed workforce have been 
recognized. Scholars have emphasized the complexity and challenges that come about 
when a supervisor has a blended workforce and is simultaneously managing both 
telecommuters and non-telecommuters (Lautsch, Kossek and Eaton 2009).  Lautsch and 
colleagues (2009) found that telecommuters and non-telecommuters perceive that they 
are being monitored differently.  However, Lautsch and colleagues suggest that effective 
supervision would entail that telecommuters and non-telecommuters be managed no 
differently. 
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Extending that argument, the authors propose that telecommuters may perceive HR 
practices related to telecommuting to be different from that perceived by non-telecommuters. 
This may, in turn, impact employee attitudes and performance. Prior literature on HR 
practices has demonstrated that HR practices have an impact on organizational outcomes 
through their influence on employee attitudes (Huselid, 1995).  Furthermore, researchers 
such as Nishii and Wright (2008) have also suggested that such employee perceptions 
of HR practices may well precede employee attitudes and behavior because employees 
may attach their own meaning to the HR practice, and thereby not interpret it in the same 
manner.  To explore this, the authors propose exploratory hypotheses surrounding HR 
practices as they relate to telecommuting. In particular, this research will test whether 
telecommuters and non-telecommuters (among both employees and supervisors) differ 
in their perceptions regarding skills training for telecommuting, technology training for 
telecommuting, communication training, team work skills training, reward structure, pay-
to-performance linkages, performance appraisals, supervisor support, and specified work 
hours.
   
Research Question 8:  Employees and supervisors will have different perceptions of HR 
practices depending on whether they telecommute or not.

HR Practices: The HR Professionals’ Perspective
 
There is some literature that examines why some firms are more likely to adopt 
telecommuting (Mayo, Pastor, Gomez-Mejia and Cruz 2009). However, to the authors’  
knowledge, no studies on telecommuting have examined HR practices by asking HR 
managers through an open-ended discussion on issues and challenges associated with 
telecommuting. As such, they sought to have an open ended exploratory discussion with 
HR managers from high tech companies in the Silicon Valley for a guided discussion on 
telecommuting issues in their organizations. They sought to get more information about 
HR practices and the realities of implementing telecommuting in organizations that was 
possible via survey methodology, as such focus group methodology was used to dig 
deeper into issues.

Research Question 9: The HR professionals’ perspective on HR practices related to 
telecommuting. 
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SURVEYS

OBJECTIVE

The primary objective of the survey component of this project was to assess employee and 
supervisor attitudes and behaviors toward telecommuting.  

SAMPLE 

The researchers aimed at collecting the survey data in sets or triads. The triad consisted of 
a telecommuter, matched with someone in the same position who does not telecommute, 
and their respective supervisor. They received surveys from 262 telecommuters, 181 
non-telecommuters and 181 supervisors.  When they matched the department name and 
organization among the study’s telecommuters and non-telecommuters, there were 125–
134 paired dyads (the sample size differed due to missing data).  Participants consisted 
of employees from over 200 companies working in over 200 different departments (for 
example,  accounting, engineering, human resources, operations, information technology, 
global services).  They had a variety of job titles (for example, account manager, engineering 
planner, financial analyst, IT architect, research analyst, software engineer, systems 
analyst).

Ninety-two percent of the companies were for-profit organizations and 43% were publicly 
traded companies.  The publicly traded companies ranged from small  (minimum size was 
86 employees) to large (maximum size was 400,129 employees).  The average publicly 
traded company in the study sample had 53,415 employees.  Forty-one percent of the 
companies in the sample were technology related, not surprising given that the survey was 
conducted in Silicon Valley.  The following table classifies companies by sector according 
to Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) codes as per the Department of Labor.

Companies Surveyed by Industry SectorTable 1 

Sector According to SIC Codes Percentage 
Agriculture, Forestry, and Fishing 0
Mining 0
Construction 1
Manufacturing 26
Transportation, Communications, Electric, Gas, and Sanitary Services 4
Wholesale Trade 2
Retail Trade 10
Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate 9
Services 40
Public Administration 0
Unclassified 8

The following is a summary of participant study demographics.
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Participant Demographics from Online SurveyTable 2 

Employee 
Telecommuters

Employee                 
Non-Telecommuters Supervisors

N = 262 N = 181 N = 181
Male 52% 43% 57%
Married 52% 49% 71%
Mean Position Tenure (yrs) 4.47 5.03 6.78
Mean Organizational Tenure (yrs) 4.94 5.13 7.65
Total Work Experience (yrs) 14.58 14.91 20.79

PROCEDURE

The researchers created three versions of the survey: (1) a survey for employees who 
telecommute, (2) a survey for employees who work in the same department as the 
telecommuter but do not telecommute, and (3) a survey for their respective supervisor.

The authors had students from several undergraduate business courses in Fall 2008 
assist them with recruiting participants for the study.  Students were asked to identify 
someone they knew who was employed full-time, preferably at a for-profit organization 
and who telecommutes for part of his/her work week.  Students then asked his/her 
participant to provide the name and email address of a coworker in the department who 
did not telecommute and the name and email address of their respective supervisor. To 
assist the students in recruiting participants, students delivered a letter to each of their 
three participants, informing them of the nature of the survey. A pen inscribed with San 
José State University was also delivered as an incentive to complete the survey and as a 
thank you.  Since researchers could not give monetary incentives, the participants’ names 
were placed in a raffle and three participants received iPod Nanos.   

The students submitted the names, email addresses, and company names. Using this 
information, a database was created with all of this information linking the participant 
information to the students’ information to keep track of which students the researchers 
received participant information from.  Researchers then emailed the participants a link 
to the online survey for them to complete. Each respondent received a unique link to 
the survey so once they completed the survey they could not go back and submit a 
second survey.  A reminder email was sent out three weeks later to those who had still not 
completed their surveys. Paper and pencil versions of the survey were made available 
to students who requested them, however very few participants requested the paper and 
pencil surveys.  2G USB drives were given as gifts to students whose three volunteers 
had successfully completed the survey. 

Students who found an additional set of volunteers were eligible to enter their name in a 
raffle to win prizes.  Raffle prizes included two Dell Laptop computers, three Apple iPod 
Nanos, and ten USB drives.

For students enrolled in classes taught by the principal investigators, the survey data 
collection was integrated in a small class project examining HR policies regarding flexible 
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work arrangements. If a student did not want to take part in this project, an alternative 
assignment was provided. Students from several other classes also assisted in the 
recruitment effort and received extra credit for their participation in addition to being eligible 
for the raffle prizes.

To ensure the surveys were not completed by the students, researchers asked the survey 
respondent to include his/her name, phone number, and email address.  They were fortunate 
that many of the study’s participants gave researchers their workplace email addresses so 
they knew that the surveys were going directly to them.  However, the authors were less 
confident of the handful of paper and pencil surveys that were received.  Consequently, 
one of the research assistants served as a quality control person and randomly contacted 
a sample of the participants who submitted paper and pencil surveys to make sure the 
participant was who he/she said he/she was.  A few individuals contacted did not recall 
completing the survey so researchers chose not to include the paper and pencil surveys 
in the study’s analyses.    

In summary, the following steps were taken to maximize survey response rates: (1) providing 
incentives for both the participants and the students, (2) incorporating this recruitment 
procedure within a broader class project, (3) regularly updating the students to let them 
know whether their participants completed the survey so they could follow up directly with 
the participants, and (4) sending follow up email reminders to the participants.

EMPLOYEE MEASURES

Appendix A contains a list of the items for each measure.  Unless indicated below, all 
measures used a 5 point likert-type scale that ranged from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = 
strongly agree.

Telecommuting Status

In the survey telecommuting was defined as follows: “Telecommuting is an alternative work 
arrangement that typically involves working from home some portion of the work week and 
by using electronic devices to interact with others inside and outside the organization.”  
Researchers then asked participants to indicate whether they currently telecommute.  
Participants who reported currently telecommuting were coded 1 and participants who did 
not currently telecommute were coded 0.

Job Satisfaction

Job satisfaction was measured with three items developed by Cammann, Fichman, 
Jenkins and Klesh (1983).  The scale reliability, measured with Cronbach’s alpha was 
á = .90.  The reliability of the scale measures the internal consistency of the measure, 
with reliabilities (alpha coefficients) above .70 being considered acceptable (Nunnally and 
Bernstein, 1994). 
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Life Satisfaction

Life satisfaction was measured with four items created by Diener, Emmons, Larsen, and 
Griffin (1985). Reliability of the scale was α = .80. 

Organizational Commitment

Organizational commitment was measured using the six items capturing affective 
organizational commitment suggested by Meyer and Allen (1997).  The negatively worded 
items in the original measure were adapted to be formulated in the affirmative. Reliability 
of the scale was α = .89  

Turnover Intentions

This was measured with two items by Camman, Fichman, Jenkins and Klesh (1979).  
Reliability of the scale was α = .82

Conscientiousness

Conscientiousness was measured with five items from Goldberg’s international personality 
item pool (http://ipip.ori.org). Reliability was α = .74. 

Extraversion

Extraversion was measured with five items from Goldberg’s international personality item 
pool (http://ipip.ori.org). Reliability of the scale was α = .84. 

Work Interference With Family

Work interference with family was measured with six items from Carlson, Kacmar and 
Williams (2000).  Reliability was α = .89

Family Interference With Work

This construct was measured with five items from Carlson, Kacmar and Williams (2000). 
Reliability was α = .81. 

Objective Mobility

Researchers gathered commuting information by asking participants (1) how many miles 
and (2) how many minutes was the round-trip commute from home to their workplace.  

Commuting Perceptions

This construct was measured with three items developed by the authors.  
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Circumstances When Telecommuting is Prohibited 

In the survey researchers included an open-ended question in which the researchers 
asked employees the following “Under what circumstances is telecommuting prohibited in 
your organization?”

Perceptions of HR Practices

This construct was measured by adapting ten items derived from those suggested by 
Huselid (1995), and Rogg, Schmidt, Shull and Schmitt (2001) to reflect HR practices in 
relation to telecommuting.  

SUPERVISOR MEASURES

Telecommuting Status

In the survey telecommuting was defined as follows “Telecommuting is an alternative work 
arrangement that typically involves working from home some portion of the work week and 
by using electronic devices to interact with others inside and outside the organization.”  
Researchers then asked participants to indicate whether they currently telecommute.  
Participants who reported currently telecommuting were coded 1 and participants who did 
not currently telecommute were coded 0.

Perceptions of HR Practices

This construct was measured by adapting ten items derived from those suggested by 
Huselid (1995), and Rogg, Schmidt, Shull and Schmitt (2001) to reflect HR practices in 
relation to telecommuting.

Supervisor’s Attitudes Toward Telecommuting

The authors developed their own items to assess supervisor’s attitudes toward 
telecommuting.

RESULTS FOR RESEARCH QUESTION 1

Early research examined the linear relationship between amount of telecommuting and job 
satisfaction (Bailey and Kurland, 2002).  That is, does amount of telecommuting increase 
or decrease an employee’s level of job satisfaction?  Some researchers theorized that the 
more an employee telecommutes the more satisfied he/she will be because telecommuting 
provides greater work-life balance (Aziz and Zickar 2006).  However, others theorized 
that the more an employee telecommutes the less satisfied he/she will be, because the 
employee will experience greater social isolation and professional support (Cooper and 
Kurland 2002).

Golden and Veiga (2005) took a completely different perspective and argued that the 
relationship between amount of telecommuting and job satisfaction is not linear but rather 
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is curvilinear, in the shape of an unverted U. Golden and Veiga found support for their 
hypothesis.  Job satisfaction was highest when employees telecommuted a moderate 
amount, which they found to be approximately 15 hours a week (equivalent to about two 
work days).  

The first research question was to test whether a curvilinear relation exists between the 
extent of telecommuting and employee job attitudes (job satisfaction, life satisfaction, 
organizational commitment, and turnover intentions).  More specifically, job satisfaction, life 
satisfaction, and organizational commitment will be highest when extent of telecommuting is 
moderate. Turnover Intentions will be lowest when extent of telecommuting is moderate.

Researchers measured an employee’s extent of telecommuting with two questions: “In a 
typical week how many hours do you spend working from home?” and “What proportion 
of an average work week do you spend telecommuting?”  The results were identical so 
the authors report the results from the second question.  

They then tested research question 1 by running a series of hierarchical regression 
analyses for the subsample of telecommuting employees.  In the analyses, the authors 
controlled for organizational tenure, sex, and marital status.  Curvilinearity was tested 
by entering the linear telecommuting term in the first step and by entering the squared 
telecommuting term in the second step.  

In predicting job satisfaction, results support the notion of a curvilinear relationship (R2
cha= 

.03, p < .05).  Study findings are consistent with the recent findings by Golden and Veiga 
(2005) and Virick, DaSilva and Arrington (2010). As depicted in Figure 1 on the following 
page, the highest level of job satisfaction is reported when there is a moderate amount 
of telecommuting. This is important for HR practitioners and for those who create and 
administer telecommuting programs in companies because it tells us that moderate levels 
of telecommuting gives the best results in terms of job satisfaction levels.

Surprisingly, extent of telecommuting was not related to life satisfaction in this study.  
However, extent of telecommuting was significantly related to organizational commitment 
and turnover intentions  (see Table 3 for results).  Commitment to the organization was 
highest when there was a moderate amount of telecommuting (see Figure 2) and turnover 
intentions were lowest when there was a moderate amount of telecommuting (see Figure 
3). Thus this study is the first to report findings of a curvilinear relation between the extent 
of telecommuting and both organizational commitment and turnover intentions. This is 
important because this study demonstrates that not only is moderate telecommuting good 
for job satisfaction of employees, but that those who telecommute at moderate levels are 
also more loyal and committed to the organization, and they are also less likely to leave 
the organization. 
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The Relationship Between Extent of Telecommuting and Job Figure 1 
Satisfaction

The Relationship Between Extent of Telecommuting and Figure 2 
Organizational Commitment
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The Relationship Between Extent of Telecommuting and  Figure 3 
Turnover Intentions

The Relationship Between Extent of Telecommuting (Proportion of Table 3 
Average Work Week Spent Telecommuting) and Employee Attitudes 

Step
Job 

Satisfaction
Life 

Satisfaction
Org.

Commitment
Turnover 
Intentions

β ∆R2 β ∆R2 β ∆R2 β ∆R2

1 Organizational 
Tenure -.05 .02 .05 .02 .08 .01 -.05 .00

Sex    .00 .06 .02  -.03
Marital Status -.12 .10  -.09   .02

2 Telecommuting    .68* .01 .14 .01   .56* .00   -.62* .00
3 Telecommuting2 -.62*  .02* -.05 .00  -.57*  .02*    .65*   .03**

* p < .05 and ** p < .01

Note: Step 1 tests the control variables, Step 2 tests the linear relationship between extent of telecommuting and the 
criterion variable and Step 3 tests the curvilinear relationship.

RESULTS FOR RESEARCH QUESTION 2

Research question 2 centered around a comparison of job attitudes (job satisfaction, life 
satisfaction, organizational commitment, and turnover intentions) between telecommuters 
and non telecommuters. Thus, researchers investigated that there will be differences in job 
attitudes between employees who telecommute and employees who do not telecommute. 
In particular, telecommuters will have higher levels of job satisfaction, life satisfaction, 
organizational commitment, and lower turnover intentions.
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As seen in Table 4, results of the comparison of the matched telecommuters to non-
telecommuters across the attitudinal measures indicated that telecommuters reported 
higher levels of life satisfaction and organizational commitment (p value at .10).  However, 
no statistically significant differences were found between telecommuters and non-
telecommuters on job satisfaction and turnover intentions.  

Results of a Matched Pairs t-test of Scale Means for Job Satisfaction, Table 4 
Life Satisfaction, Organizational Commitment, and Turnover Intentions  

Construct Mean 
Telecommuters

Mean 
Non-

Telecommuters
 T value Results

Job Satisfaction 4.00 3.91       .95
No difference between 
telecommuters and 
non-telecommuters.

Life Satisfaction 3.47 3.31 1.63*
Telecommuters more 
satisfied with life then 
non-telecommuters.

Organizational 
Commitment 3.38 3.20  1.84+

Telecommuters 
report higher levels 
of organizational 
commitment.

Turnover 
Intentions 2.46 2.44       .17 No differences.

Life Satisfaction 3.47 3.31 1.63*
Telecommuters more 
satisfied with life then 
non-telecommuters.

* p < .05, + p  < .10

RESULTS FOR RESEARCH QUESTION 3

Research question 3 tested whether telecommuters and non-telecommuters would differ 
in terms of their personality characteristics.  In particular researchers examined whether 
they would differ with respect to conscientiousness and extraversion.

As shown in Table 5, no significant differences were found between telecommuters and 
non-telecommuters in conscientiousness.  However, counter to the research hypothesis, it 
was found that telecommuters were higher on extraversion than non-telecommuters.
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Results of a Matched Pairs t-test of Scale Means for Table 5 
Conscientiousness and Extraversion

Construct Mean 
Telecommuters

Mean 
Non-Telecommuters T value Results

Conscientiousness 3.73 3.77 -.57

No differences 
between 
telecommuters and 
non-telecommuters.

Extraversion 3.43 3.26 2.04* Telecommuters are 
more extraverted.

 
* p < .05 

RESULTS FOR RESEARCH QUESTION 4

Research question 4 examined differences in work interference with family and family 
interference with work between telecommuters and non-telecommuters.  Based on past 
empirical studies, researchers had hypothesized that telecommuters will have lower work 
interference with family as well as lower family interference with work compared to their 
non-telecommuting counterparts.  

Study findings (see Table 6) indicated that there was no difference between telecommuters 
and non-telecommuters on work interference with family.  However, researchers did find 
that telecommuters reported higher family interference with work, which is counter to the 
hypothesis.  

The findings that telecommuters report higher FIW is not surprising.  This is because working 
from home makes telecommuters more accessible and available to family members, who 
may respond by increasing their expectations that the person who works from home 
is able to take on more family-related tasks. This disruption can be counterproductive 
for the telecommuter who may find themselves doing family chores that they would not 
otherwise have been able to do, if they were working in an office, and physically distanced 
from their home. 

Results of a Matched Pairs t-test of Scale Means for Work  Table 6 
Interference with Family and Family Interference with Work Conflict

Construct Mean 
Telecommuters

Mean 
Non-Telecommuters t-test Results

Work Interference 
with Family 2.98 2.84 1.33 No differences.

Family Interference 
with Work 2.29 2.11  2.37*

Telecommuters 
report higher family 
interference with 
work conflict

* p < .05 
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RESULTS FOR RESEARCH QUESTION 5

Research question 5 tested whether there would be differences in objective mobility 
indicators (commuting time and commuting distance) and commuting perceptions between 
employees who telecommute and employees who do not telecommute.

To test this, a subsample of the dataset was created by matching telecommuters and 
non-telecommuters who worked in the same company, same department, under the same 
supervisor.  

Researchers asked the employees how many miles roundtrip they telecommuted and how 
many minutes roundtrip was the commute.  There were 11 cases of telecommuters who 
had reported commuting over 300 miles and taking over 780 minutes roundtrip for their 
commute.  Since several of these participants reported that their commutes were by plane, 
these 11 data points were dropped since it would not be an appropriate comparison.

As shown in the Table 7, the telecommuters, on average, commute for longer distances and 
for longer time periods then their matched coworker.  However, telecommuters were less 
likely to drive to work during rush hour.  Furthermore, there was a slightly higher number of 
telecommuters who reported their commute to be stressful compared to non-telecommuters 
(p value at .10), which may be a function of the longer distance and time required for their 
commute.  There were no significant differences regarding the telecommuters and non-
telecommuters perceptions of using public transportation.  

Comparison of Telecommuters and Non-Telecommuters Regarding Table 7 
Their Commuting Experience

Mean
Telecommuters

Mean
Non-Telecommuters T value

How many miles roundtrip is the 
commute from your home to work 
your workplace?

49 miles (SD = 53) 30 miles (SD = 31)   3.55**

How many minutes roundtrip is the 
commute from your home to your 
workplace?

74 minutes (SD = 84) 52 minutes (SD = 38) 2.61*

I regularly drive to and from work 
during rush hour. 2.96 3.56 -4.23**

If convenient public transportation 
was available, I would use it. 3.14 3.32 -1.29

My commute to work is stressful. 2.98 2.72   1.90+

Note:  ** p < .01, * p < .05, + p < .10
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RESULTS FOR RESEARCH QUESTION 6

Research question 6 dealt with conditions under which telecommuting is prohibited.  
Researchers asked all supervisors regardless of whether they telecommute an open-
ended question that was stated as follows: ““Under what circumstances is telecommuting 
prohibited in your organization?”

Researchers coded the participants’ responses into categories and the following were the 
most common reasons that telecommuting is prohibited:

When face-to-face interactions are required (18% of respondents)1.	
When performance is low (15%)2.	
Hourly employees are not allowed to telecommute (13%)3.	
The position doesn’t allow it (12%)4.	
New employees are not allowed to telecommute (10%)5.	
Telecommuting is generally discouraged (3%)6.	

Ten percent of respondents stated that they did not understand what circumstances 
telecommuting was prohibited and 19% of respondents reported that there were no 
conditions in which telecommuting was prohibited.

RESULTS FOR Research question 7

Research question 7 addressed whether supervisors who telecommute have different 
attitudes toward telecommuting than supervisors who do not telecommute.  Researchers 
hypothesized that supervisors who do not telecommute will feel that evaluating the 
performance of telecommuters will be more challenging. Researchers also predicted that 
supervisors who telecommute will be less likely to feel that telecommuters will suffer 
negative career consequences as a result of telecommuting. 

In the study sample, most supervisors were managers/professional (56%), department 
heads (27%) or first level supervisors (14%).  Most worked an average of 50 hours a week. 
Forty-five percent were salaried, 47% were salaried with an incentive (bonus), and 8% 
were hourly employees.  About 50% of the supervisors were also currently telecommuting.  
Most supervisors (79%) said that their direct reports needed their approval before being 
allowed to telecommute.

To test the above research question, researchers asked questions relating to issues 
(1) evaluating the performance of telecommuters versus non-telecommuters, (2) 
whether telecommuters will suffer with respect to career advancement relative to non-
telecommuters, and (3) whether in their organization it was “important to be a high 
performer to telecommute.”

Results indicated that 34% of telecommuting supervisors agreed with the statement 
that ‘it is more difficult to evaluate the performance of telecommuters and 37% of non-
telecommuting supervisors agreed with that statement.  However, about 25% of both 
telecommuting and non-telecommuting supervisors agreed with the statement that 
“telecommuters need less supervision than people who do not telecommute.”
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Regarding career consequences, 12% of telecommuting supervisors agreed with the 
statement that telecommuters are more likely to get laid off (as compared to 14% among 
non-telecommuting supervisors). Also 10 % of telecommuting supervisors agreed with the 
statement that telecommuters are less likely to advance in their career (as compared to 
13% agreement among non-telecommuters).   Finally 52% of telecommuting supervisors 
agreed with the statement that “in my organization you have to be a high performer to 
telecommute.”  Among non-telecommuting supervisors 37% agreed with that statement.

RESULTS FOR RESEARCH QUESTION 8

Research question 8 explored whether employees and supervisors will have different 
perceptions of HR practices depending on whether they telecommute or not.  To test this 
question, researchers asked employees and supervisors the same ten questions regarding 
HR practices. To ease interpretation of the data, researchers collapsed the agree and 
strongly agree responses and report them below in Table 8.  

The first HR practice had generally consistent results across all four categories.  
Approximately one-quarter of the participants in each category reported that their 
organization provided sufficient training in telecommuting work skills (HR practice 1 from 
Table 8).  There was greater discrepancy in the second HR practice.  Approximately 
half of the participants in each category reported sufficient training in technology to 
support those who telecommute with the lowest level of agreement among the non-
telecommuting employees (46%) and the highest among the telecommuting supervisors 
(61%).  Approximately half of the participants in all categories reported sufficient training in 
communication skills and teamwork skills (HR practice 3 and HR practice 4 respectively).  
Interestingly, 28% and 30% of the non-telecommuters (employees and supervisors) felt 
that the reward structure in their organization supported effective telecommuting whereas 
43% of the telecommuting employees and 40% of the telecommuting supervisors agreed 
with this statement.  This finding suggests that telecommuters and non-telecommuters 
have different perceptions regarding the reward structures support of telecommuting.  

Over three-quarters of the respondents in all categories report that pay is linked to 
performance (HR practice 6 from Table 8) and there do not appear to be significant 
differences by telecommuting status.  However, for the remaining HR practices, there 
does appear to be differences in perceptions.  Less then half of the respondents reported 
that the performance review system supported effective telecommuting with the lowest 
level of agreement reported among the non-telecommuters (HR practice 7).  HR practice 
8 refers to whether the performance appraisal system supports those who work offsite.  
Forty-eight percent of telecommuting employees agree with this statement in comparison 
to 41% non-telecommuting employees,  and 56% telecommuting supervisors agree with 
this statement in contrast to 49% of non-telecommuting supervisors.

A similar pattern is found for HR practice 9.  The majority of telecommuters (both employees 
and supervisors) agree with the statement that “my supervisor supports telecommuting for 
people in our work unit” however, only half of the non-telecommuters (both employees and 
supervisors) agree with this statement.  It is unclear whether these differences are due to 
actual differences in supervisor support or whether they are perceptional differences.  HR 
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Practice 10 is also consistent with the above findings.  Telecommuters are less likely to 
report that their organization requires employees to work during specific work hours. 
Thus, telecommuters, regardless of whether they are supervisors or employees, 
clearly have different beliefs and perceptions regarding their organization’s support for 
telecommuting compared to their non-telecommuting counterparts.

Perceptions of HR Practices by Telecommuting Status and Job Table 8 
Classification (Percentage Agreement)

HR Practices
Telecommuters Non-telecommuters 

Employee Supervisor Employee Supervisor
n = 262 n = 88 n = 181 n = 89

1 Sufficient training in 
telecommuting work skills 30 21 26 25

2
Training in technology, which is 
sufficient to support those who 
telecommute

54 61 46 55

3 Sufficient training in 
communication skills 55 59 51 58

4 Sufficient training in teamwork 
skills 54 57 61 55

5 Reward structure supports 
effective telecommuting 43 40 28 30

6 Pay is linked to performance 75 84 73 81

7
Performance review 
system supports effective 
telecommuting

40 44 32 35

8 Performance appraisal system 
supports those who work offsite 48 56 41 49

9
My supervisor supports 
telecommuting for people in 
our work unit

77 71 58 52

10 Requires employees to work 
during specific work hours 48 49 60 61

RESULTS FOR RESEARCH QUESTION 9

Research question 9 deals with HR professionals’ perspective on telecommuting issues.  
Researchers conducted a focus group to gather information on this research question.



Mineta Transportat ion Inst i tute

 27

FOCUS GROUP

OBJECTIVE

In addition to getting feedback from employees and supervisors from various departments, 
researchers also wanted to discuss telecommuting issues with HR managers in the San 
Francisco Bay Area.  Thus, the objective for the focus groups was to get in-depth information 
regarding telecommuting policies within a subset of companies in the Bay Area.

SAMPLE

Seven HR professionals attended the telecommuting focus group.  The HR professionals 
worked for large technology-based companies in Silicon Valley.  All the participants in the 
group were engaged in the discussion and continued discussing the issue beyond the 
allotted time.  

PROCEDURE

Recruiting participants for the focus group involved using multiple approaches to reach out 
to individuals. There were three specific approaches researchers used: (1) they attended 
association meetings to promote the focus groups, (2) they networked with researchers’ 
colleagues and friends, and finally (3) they sent letters to the HR departments of each of 
the companies surveyed.  It was extremely difficult to get HR professionals to commit 90 
minutes of their workday to attend a focus group, so researchers ended up having only 
one roundtable focus group.   

FOCUS GROUP QUESTIONS

Before beginning the focus group discussion, researchers had a 10-minute presentation 
highlighting some of they key findings from the online surveys to get the focus group 
participants thinking about the topic of telecommuting.  Following the presentation, 
researchers asked participants to describe their company’s motivation or hesitancy to 
implement telecommuting programs.  The authors also asked them to describe their own 
perceptions regarding telecommuting and telecommuters within their organization.  For 
instance, does performance management differ for telecommuters? A complete set of 
questions asked is provided in Appendix B.

FOCUS GROUP RESULTS

The following is a summary of what was discussed in the meeting based on themes that 
emerged.

Drivers of Telecommuting in Companies

There are three main motivations for telecommuting include cost-saving, employee 
retention, and employee productivity.
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Cost savings typically occurs as a driver of telecommuting when an organization is •	
facing competitive pressures to reduce expenses.

Retention as a motivator is typically seen when an organization really wishes to retain •	
a valuable employee and makes an accommodation for that employee so that they 
don’t leave the organization. Often this arrangement is not formalized, and in many 
cases companies may not even officially recognize they allow telecommuting. In many 
cases, this is done on a case-by-case basis.

In the long-term, the main driver of telecommuting should be productivity. If •	
telecommuting can make employees more productive, it will be supported. 

To summarize, cost savings and employee retention seem to be the most important rea-
sons that drive companies to offer telecommuting. However, it will only be sustainable in 
the long run if it improves productivity.

Resistance Factors to Telecommuting

The most significant resistance to telecommuting comes from lack of senior management 
support, and the organizational culture. Other deterrents to telecommuting are nature of 
the job and company size. 

Lack of senior management support and a mindset that “you have to be physically •	
present to be effective” makes introduction of telecommuting very challenging. At some 
of these companies, some employees telecommute one day a week, but management 
doesn’t want to see it (“guerilla teleworkers”). 

Sometimes the nature of the job makes telecommuting difficult.  A pattern emerged in •	
the discussion where it was felt that the larger the percentage of non-exempt workers 
a company has, the more the culture will not support telecommuting. (A non-exempt 
worker is defined as an hourly worker, who is different from an exempt worker who is 
paid on a salary basis).

Smaller companies are also reluctant to let people telecommute because a few •	
missing people can make a significant impact. But some small companies encourage 
telecommuting to save on overhead.

The above point to the importance of senior management support if telecommuting is to 
be successful, particularly if the culture is resistant to adopting new ways of working such 
as those that exist in companies with a lot of blue collar jobs or certain manufacturing 
environments.

Preconditions for Success

HP has a “touchdown” area for telecommuters who come in to work in the office. •	
These are community work spaces, provided so that telecommuters will not need their 
own cubes.
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Managers of telecommuters have to evaluate them on a results basis. They need clearly •	
defined, tangible goals. An MBO (Management By Objectives) culture is necessary in 
which performance of employees is measured by goals and performance standards as 
opposed to subjective indicators of performance.

Need to cut the cord that associates telecommuting with being a perk. Some people •	
are not productive at home. Telecommuting shouldn’t be something to strive for.

The keys are flexibility and productivity.•	

Personality and preference may make a difference e.g. which personality type is more •	
likely to be more influential working from a distance. 

Job characteristics may make a difference, e.g. some programs are hard to run over •	
VPN.

Trust and respect between the manager and the telecommuter are important, which •	
translates into job security.

To summarize the above points, certain cultural preconditions are necessary for the success 
of telecommuting program.  These include understanding that both job characteristics, 
and personality play a part when approving telecommuting arrangements for specific 
employees. However, once telecommuting is approved, it is important to provide resources, 
trust the employee, and evaluate him/her on performance standards that are well-defined, 
objective standards.

Areas That Need Improvement

Resources are provided to telecommuters, but typically there is no training.•	

When one company implemented a formal telecommuting policy, the number of •	
telecommuters did not change, but the transparency of telecommuting did. 

Some companies have the mentality that is the employee’s responsibility to make the •	
telecommuting arrangement work, not the company’s. It’s a privilege. 

Discrepancy between actual policy and company culture and relationship between •	
employee and supervisor.

Overall it appears that companies expect employees to learn how to be effective as 
telecommuters, but there is a need to offer training on how it can be done better, so as to 
alleviate some of the disadvantages that come from working remotely.

Effect of Telecommuting on Employees

There is some tension between telecommuters and non-telecommuters (for example, •	
“why do they get to telecommute and not me?”).
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Higher expectations of availability  •	

This leads researchers to conclude that there is a greater need to understand the interactive 
effects of the dynamics between telecommuters and non-telecommuters.

Future Trends

There was a consensus that telecommuting is a growing trend, especially as older •	
managers retire and are replaced by newer managers who realize they have to allow 
it to remain competitive. 

Global interdependence will affect teleworking, due to the time differences and office •	
hours being incompatible.

Recognition of the fact that there are different types of telecommuting arrangements •	
that may be effective.

In companies with a more virtual culture, telecommuting is more accepted (for example, •	
people in the same building use their webcams instead of meeting in a conference 
room; they could just as easily be on the webcam from home).

Mixed opinions on the effectiveness of webcam conferences versus face-to-face •	
conferences. 

Google has a very team-oriented culture. In that case, telecommuters would be missing •	
out on that environment.

Idea of piloting telecommuting programs to see if they work in certain companies.•	

Use of technology to monitor productivity. This would help ease the trust issues between •	
managers and employees. But excess monitoring would decrease productivity.

Companies need training in how to let employees know what their options are and •	
what they would be a good fit for. 

In terms of future trends, one can conclude that telecommuting will continue to increase 
and be accepted as technology gets better. But for that to happen, more training will be 
important, and more effort will be need to be made to keep the employees involved and 
engaged in the organization. The use of technology for monitoring, however, is a thorny 
one, since it may erode trust, and should be used with care.
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BENCHMARKING

OBJECTIVE

The main objective of the benchmarking component of this project was to create a database 
summarizing company policies and practices regarding telecommuting programs in the 
Bay Area.  

SAMPLE

The authors collected survey data on over 200 companies.  They then took a subsample 
of these companies (n = 68) and collected additional information on these companies 
from their websites and from information conversations with company employees. This 
subsample of the companies is biased toward large corporations since it was easier to get 
their information from websites than private companies. 

PROCEDURE

After conducting the survey component of this project, researchers created a list of 
the companies that they had received surveys from.  A subsample of these companies 
were examined in greater detail to determine company size, company policies regarding 
telecommuting practices, and what other work-family balance programs are offered by 
these companies.  Researchers collected this information by reviewing company websites 
and other archival sources.

BENCHMARKING RESULTS

Of the 68 companies that benchmarking data was gathered for, 19 (28%) companies had 
formal policies on telecommuting, while 46 companies (68%) had allowed telecommuting 
informally. 

In 24% of companies, the company provided sufficient resources (for example laptops, 
printers, cell phones, internet access) to enable employees to telecommute.  Researchers 
also wanted to examine who was allowed to telecommute.  In 7% of companies, only 
the top performers or top sales people were allowed telecommuting privileges.  Eighteen 
percent of companies require only direct manager or supervisor approval, while 6% 
needed approval from upper management. There were 15 companies (22%) that used 
other procedures for determining who can telecommute (for example seniority, based on 
employee needs, case-by-case basis). 

In addition to telecommuting, many companies offered additional benefits to help the work/
life balance. Thirty-seven percent offer health insurance, paid holidays, a 401k, and stock 
options. Flexible scheduling was offered by 53% of companies. Thirty-eight percent offer 
special health programs and benefits, such as a gym membership or on-site gym. Child 
care services or adoption assistance was offered by 29% of companies.  Twelve percent 
have car or shuttle services. Twenty-four percent of companies offer reimbursement for 
additional schooling or training. Six percent offer product discounts. Gourmet cafeterias 
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or food rewards are given by 18% of companies. Other or additional work/life balance 
amenities are offered by 31% of companies. 



Mineta Transportat ion Inst i tute

 33

SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

There is a lot that needs to be learned about telecommuting, its adoption and implementation 
in organizations.  Although the Silicon Valley has seen many organizations embrace 
telecommuting, many organizations still lag behind in telecommuting adoption and 
implementation and are beset with challenges and obstacles emanating from attitudes of 
individuals in organizations (Cooper and Kurland 2002; Pearce 2009).  

In this study, in which researchers sought to triangulate findings from employees, 
supervisors and HR managers, the results point to the fact that although telecommuting is 
a valuable work arrangement for many organizations in theory, it is not easy to implement 
in practice. Consideration needs to be given in regards to how employees respond to 
different telecommuting arrangements before telecommuting can be successful and 
become part of the fabric of the organization.  

The research clearly shows that there is no one-size-fits-all telecommuting program and 
that telecommuting programs may need to be adapted to different situations.  This is 
evident by the findings of a curvilinear relationship between extent of telecommuting and 
outcomes. This study is the first to report the existence of a curvilinear relation between 
extent of telecommuting and organizational commitment as well as extent of telecommuting 
and turnover intentions.  This, along with previous findings leads researchers to conclude 
that moderate levels of telecommuting provide the best balance for managing employee 
outcomes.  

Furthermore, this study strengthened the suggestion by researchers that personality 
plays an important role. Research findings indicate that there are more extraverts who 
are telecommuters, along with the finding that organizations are less reluctant to allow 
high performers to telecommute suggests that some personality types (extraverts) may be 
more effective under telecommuting arrangements.  

Researchers found telecommuters to have higher levels of life satisfaction and higher 
levels of organizational commitment as compared to non-telecommuters although no 
differences were found for job satisfaction. This has implications for organizations since 
a committed workforce is likely to perform at higher levels.  Thus, these findings do have 
policy implications when an organization examines the feasibility of implementing a 
telecommuting program. 

In regards to the interface between home and work domains, one finding that was different 
from previous research was the finding that in the telecommuters group, there was higher 
family interference in work as compared to non-telecommuters.  This is not a surprising 
finding given equivocality of findings in prior research (e.g. Lautsch et al.), and the fact that 
working from home makes employees more accessible to family members who may feel 
that telecommuter is “available” since they are working at home.

The researchers’ analysis of HR practices related to telecommuting revealed some very 
interesting findings.  They examined whether employees and supervisors have different 
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perceptions of HR practices depending on whether they telecommute or not. Their finding 
was that telecommuters, regardless of whether they are supervisors or employees, 
clearly have different beliefs and perceptions regarding their organization’s support for 
telecommuting compared to their non-telecommuting counterparts. This was evident 
in that more telecommuters than non-telecommuters felt that organizational reward 
structures supported telecommuting, and that adequate training in technology was 
available for telecommuters. Telecommuters also experienced greater support from their 
supervisors on support for telecommuting, and also felt that the performance evaluation 
system supported those who work offsite.  They were also less likely to feel that the 
organization required them to work onsite than non-telecommuters.

The focus group findings pointed to several interesting observations.  First it was evident 
that while in some companies telecommuting is “managed” as a system level initiative, 
in many other companies, telecommuting is an unofficial arrangement or privilege that 
is more in the nature of an “idiosyncratic deal” (Hornung, Rousseau and Glaser 2008) 
between a supervisor and an employee. This is not surprising given researchers’ finding 
that supervisors continue to exercise significant discretion when it comes to allowing 
telecommuting. Clearly the three main drivers of telecommuting include cost savings, 
employee retention and employee productivity, and the most significant resistance factors 
come from lack of senior management support, and the organizational culture. A major 
precondition for success is that managers of telecommuters have to evaluate them on a 
results basis. They need clearly defined, tangible goals. What is also important, as one of 
the HR managers noted, “companies need to cut the cord that associates telecommuting 
with being a perk.” Personality and preference may make a difference, e.g. which 
personality type is more likely to be more productive working from a distance. What also 
will be need to be addressed is that over time employees may develop expectations 
to be able to telecommute, particularly as global operations and use of technology to 
communicate becomes more and more prevalent.  

This research points to the fact that organizations would benefit from a more fine- grained 
analysis of telecommuting and its impact on the overall culture and performance of 
organizations. Having analyzed the data, having examined telecommuting programs 
of different organizations and having talked with HR managers, it appears that optimal 
telecommuting programs would involve moderate telecommuting after taking into 
consideration individual level factors such as personality. An analysis of other variables 
that affect the curvilinear relation would be the next logical step to dig deeper.  This study 
did not look at specific job characteristics, but it appears that the type of job may be critical 
in the design of telecommuting programs. The metrics of performance also require a more 
detailed study of job characteristics, so future research should examine job characteristics 
that make certain jobs lend themselves to telecommuting. This would be an extremely 
worthwhile endeavor because it would help organizations design telecommuting programs 
that are tailored to their needs.
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APPENDIX A: Survey Items

Job Satisfaction

In general I like my job.•	
In general I like working in my company.•	
All in all, I am satisfied with my job.•	

Life Satisfaction

In most ways, my life is close to ideal.•	
I am satisfied with my life.•	
So far I have gotten the important things I want in life.•	
If I could live my life over, I would change almost nothing.•	

Organizational Commitment

I would be very happy to spend the rest of my career with this organization.•	
I feel “emotionally attached” to this organization.•	
This organization has a great deal of personal meaning for me.•	
I feel a strong sense of belonging to my organization.•	
I really feel as if this organization’s problems are my own.•	
I feel like “part of the family” at my organization.•	

Turnover Intentions

I often think about leaving this organization.•	
I will probably look for another job in the next year.•	

Commuting Perceptions

I regularly drive to and from work during rush hour traffic.•	
If convenient public transportation was available, I would use it.•	
My commute to work is stressful.•	

Perceptions of HR Practices

My organization offers sufficient training in telecommuting work skills.•	
My organization offers training in technology which is sufficient to support those who •	
telecommute.
My organization offers sufficient training in communication skills.•	
My organization offers sufficient training in teamwork skills.•	
My organization’s reward structure supports effective telecommuting.•	
In my organization, pay is linked to performance.•	
My organization’s performance review system supports effective telecommuting.•	
My organization’s performance appraisal system supports those who work offsite.•	
My supervisor supports telecommuting for people in our work unit.•	
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My organization requires employees to work during specific work hours.•	

Supervisor Attitudes Toward Telecommuting

It is more difficult to evaluate the performance of telecommuters.•	
Telecommuters need less supervision than people who do not telecommute.•	
Telecommuters are more likely to get laid off.•	
Telecommuters are less likely to advance in their career. •	
In my organization you have to be a high performer to telecommute.•	
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APPENDIX B: Focus Group Questions

First, any thoughts or comments on the presentation?1.	

Do these findings ring true from your own experiences in the companies you’ve worked 2.	
with or the telecommuters you’ve known?

So, your examples are companies who are offering telecommuting as a cost reduction. 3.	
What are some other drivers or motivations you know for offering telecommuting or 
teleworking?

What about for the other participants? Are there any drivers, talent attraction, talent 4.	
retention, being green, are any of those potential motivators?

If it’s so informal, are you able to provide resources and training for these 5.	
telecommuters?

From each of your experiences, does performance management differ for 6.	
telecommuters? Do they get evaluated differently? Do they have to track their hours or 
log in what they’re doing, compared to the non-telecommuters?

Do you think that this manager gives different objectives to the telecommuters versus 7.	
the non-telecommuters?

We found that supervisors said they had a harder time evaluating telecommuters than 8.	
non-telecommuters. What do you think could be done to evaluate and maybe reward 
telecommuters?

Where do you see the future of telecommuting, teleworking, these alternative work 9.	
arrangements going in your particular company? What do you see as particular trends? 
Are more people going to start telecommuting in your workplace? Less people? What 
do you feel?

I’m wondering if technology could help allay some of management’s fears by having 10.	
the employees who are working from home instant message and communicate online 
via email or instant message what they’re doing and what they’re tasks are or creating 
a report or keeping a log.
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Abbreviations and Acronyms

FIW Family Interference in Work; Family Interfering with Work
HR Human Resources 
IT Information Technology
MBO Management by Objective
SIC Standard Industrial Classification
WIF	 Work Interference in Family; Work Interfering with Family
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