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Abstract The continued rise of digitalization allows employees to be highly
flexible regarding when and where to work, both inside and outside the traditional
office, a trend captured in the term new ways of working (NWW). With NWW,
increased employee flexibility changes the relationship between supervisor and
employees, thereby posing both benefits and new challenges for leadership. For
supervisors, NWW particularly complicate the nevertheless necessary task of
exercising control over employees. In NWW supervisors often rely on electronic
performance monitoring techniques as an alternative to traditional forms of super-
visory control. Yet, since employees often perceive electronic monitoring as a
signal of their supervisors’ distrust, these new monitoring systems can harm the
employee—supervisor relationship. At the same time, by accepting the control and
monitoring behavior of their supervisors, employees can form high-quality relation-
ships with supervisors, which can in turn translate into greater productivity and
mutual trust. By more closely tracing this process, the present chapter investigates
how supervisors in NWW can effectively supervise employees by maintaining
control while still expressing trust.

Keywords New ways of working ¢ Trust « Control ¢ Electronic performance
monitoring * Effective leadership

1 Introduction

During the past two decades, innovations in information and communication
technology have severely altered and impacted working life. Today’s organizations
rely heavily on electronic communication technologies—for example, email, vid-
eoconferencing, and mobile devices—to enable more flexible work designs,
thereby allowing employees to perform tasks independent of time and place
while staying in touch with colleagues and supervisors. Such flexible work designs,
which provide employees the autonomy to decide when and where to work, both
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outside and inside the office, all while connected via information and communica-
tion technology, can be encapsulated in the term new ways of working (NWW;
Demerouti et al. 2014). In essence, any type of teleworking or activity-based
flexible office exemplifies NWW (Appel-Meulenbroek et al. 2011; Demerouti
et al. 2014). In a recent survey by the German Fraunhofer Institute for Industrial
Engineering (IAO), the majority of office workers polled reported working auton-
omously, and about every fifth office worker indicated having no fixed workstation
(i.e., no permanent assigned place for each individual) which has emerged as a
central feature of activity-based flexible offices (Bauer 2014). By extension, more
than half of the office workers surveyed claimed that they perceived temporal
flexibility in their workplaces—that is, employees’ capacity to decide when to
work—while more than 80 % reported having individual autonomy in choosing
how to pursue occupational goals and more than 40 % claimed having spatial
autonomy, or the capacity to choose where to work.

For employees, NWW are thus clearly associated with a range of advantages,
including increased autonomy. More autonomy can increase employees’ job satis-
faction (e.g., Baltes et al. 1999) and engagement in their work (e.g., Brummelhuis
et al. 2012), as well as diminish work—family conflict (e.g., Byron 2005). Yet,
NWW also pose new challenges for leadership. Giving employees autonomy to
choose where and when they work impedes supervisors’ exercise of control,
traditionally viewed to be a core dimension of leadership (Fayol 1930; Scott
1987; Sitkin et al. 2010). Since supervisors depend on high-performing employees
in order to ensure organizational success, exercising effective control over
employees remains especially crucial in NWW. To maintain control despite spatial
and temporal distance, supervisors in NWW primarily have to rely on electronic
performance monitoring (EPM) techniques. However, employees may often per-
ceive EPM as a sign of their supervisors’ distrust (Stanton 2000a) and thus seek
ways to evade such forms of control, which can in turn lessen their supervisors’
trust in them. In time, a vicious circle of declining trust and increased reliance on
EPM could therefore result. Yet, since trust is a prerequisite for the exchange of
knowledge and ideas (Golden and Raghuram 2010; Levin and Cross 2004), its
absence in knowledge-intensive settings such as NWW significantly threatens work
performance. The question therefore becomes how supervisors can effectively
monitor employees in ways that allow them to maintain control over employees
without sacrificing their trust.

In response, in this chapter we begin by explaining the concept of NWW and
focusing on activity-based flexible offices as one of its most important manifesta-
tions. We next discuss factors that drive the implementation of NWW by outlining
the associated benefits of NWW for both organizations and employees. We then
turn to address a major challenge in NWW-—namely, the design and execution of
effective methods of control that can at once cultivate mutual trust between
supervisors and employees. After detailing factors that can enhance employees’
acceptance of EPM as a primary manifestation of control in NWW, we conclude by
offering implications for trust-enhancing leadership in NWW.
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2 New Ways of Working

Introduced by Baarne et al. (2010), the concept of NWW describes the efforts of
organizations to remodel overly rigid work designs into more flexible ones
(cf. Brummelhuis et al. 2012). NWW exhibit three general characteristics. First,
they lack the fixed time schedules typical of traditional work designs involving 9—
to—5 jobs. In NWW, employees are free to decide for themselves when they will
work. Second, employees in NWW have more autonomy in deciding where to
work, and in response, organizations have begun to abandon fixed, individually
assigned workstations to instead allow employees to flexibly choose a workstation
from several functional work areas, a practice also known as desk-sharing or
hot-desking (e.g., Hirst 2011; Kelliher and Anderson 2008). These functional
work areas are designed to promote different kinds of work activities, which at
base either require concentration or require communication. Examples of functional
work zones that support concentration are so-called silent zones, in which oral
communication among employees is prohibited (De Been and Beijer 2014). Office
types that provide both desk-sharing and functional work areas have been referred
to as activity-based flexible offices (Appel-Meulenbroek et al. 2011; Bodin
Danielsson and Bodin 2008; Bodin Danielsson et al. 2014) and non-territorial
offices (Elsbach 2003). As part of employees’ increased spatial autonomy, NWW
also offer employees the possibility of working outside the main office building—
for example, at home or while commuting (e.g., on trains). Third, in NWW,
information and communication technologies facilitate employees’ temporal and
spatial flexibility. Employees can thereby collaborate while working in different
places or even at different times, largely by relying on information and communi-
cation media such as email, mobile devices, and videoconferencing tools, which
allow access to work systems and servers from all workstations within and outside
the office. As a result, with NWW employees no longer need to go to the office for
certain periods or to complete certain tasks, which has generally increased collab-
oration across scattered locations in today’s organizations. In fact, the Global
Workforce Study 2012 revealed that 47 % of employees worldwide use teleworking
arrangements to at least some extent (Towers Watson 2012).

3 Drivers of New Ways of Working

Three major drivers for the increasing reliance on NWW can be identified. First,
changes in the nature of office work impose new demands upon office design.
Second, organizations seek to reduce costs through the more effective use of office
space. Third, the changed work values of tomorrow’s workforce (e.g., Ryan and
Kossek 2008) account for the shift toward NWW.

Regarding the first driver, a vast increase in knowledge work has occurred
during the last two decades. Knowledge work is characterized by the knowledge
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worker’s need to concentrate on tasks while simultaneously sharing information
with other organizational members (Davenport 2013). As a result, the transforma-
tion has created new requirements for office design. For one, when tasks require a
high level of concentration instead of exchange and communication among col-
leagues, employees need enclosed office spaces that minimize distraction and
disruption by colleagues. By contrast, if tasks require employees to share knowl-
edge and ideas with each other, then enclosed office spaces hinder the flow of
communication (Allen and Gerstberger 1973; Bouttelier et al. 2008; Davis 1984).
To support knowledge work, work designs should facilitate concentrated work as
well as interaction and communication among employees (Hua et al. 2011). Tradi-
tional office designs with fixed, individually assigned workstations—for instance,
cellular offices' and open-plan offices>—can only support one of these demands:
either concentration without distraction or interactive communication (e.g., Old-
ham and Brass 1979; Sundstrom et al. 1980; Zahn 1991). These office designs are
therefore less suited to the requirements of contemporary knowledge work. To
address this challenge, NWW such as in activity-based flexible offices give
employees the freedom to choose work environments that fit their current work
activities best, either at home or within the office environment (Bodin Danielsson
et al. 2014).

Regarding the second driver of NWW, the desk-sharing principle is a way for
organizations to offer fewer workstations than the number of current employees.
Activity-based flexible offices are usually dimensioned for less than 70 % of the
workforce (Bodin Danielsson and Bodin 2008), which reflects the fact that work-
stations often go unused due to employees’ working on client premises or being on
vacation or sick leave. By adjusting their office designs accordingly, organizations
can cut the costs of office space and operations (Rennecker and Godwin 2005; van
der Voordt 2004).

The third driver of NWW is a shift in work values. The ideals underlying
NWW-—namely, spatial and temporal autonomy for employees—are consistent
with the work values of Generation X (born between 1962 and 1979) and Gener-
ation Y (born after 1980)°. Whereas previous generations such as the Baby
Boomers (born 1946—-1961) valued status and extrinsic rewards as recognition of
their loyalty and commitment (Collins 1998), Generation X more strongly values
independence and autonomy (Jurkiewicz 2000). Moreover, members of Generation
X prefer organizations that emphasize skill development, productivity, and work-
life balance instead of status and tenure (Smola and Sutton 2002). Since Generation
Y has experienced similar life events as Generation X, researchers have assumed
similar work values for Generation Y—among them, work-life balance and career

! Cellular offices are those with walls up to the ceiling and an office door.

2 Open-plan offices are commonly used workspaces without interior walls or enclosures that are
shared by larger groups of employees with individual workstations often arranged in groups within
the office environment (e.g., Brennan et al. 2002; Brookes and Kaplan 1972).

3We refer to the classification proposed by Lyons (2004).
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development (Zemke et al. 2000). As such, especially autonomy-related values
such as work-life balance and discretion over working hours (Lyons 2004) are
becoming increasingly important (Cennamo and Gardner 2008; Zemke et al. 2000).
By offering work designs such as NWW that accommodate the preference for
autonomy of younger generations, organizations can become more attractive to
the current and upcoming workforces, which can better allow them to recruit
promising talents and retain committed employees.

4 How New Ways of Working Impact Working Life

Besides benefits for organizations such as reduced costs for office space and
improved adaptability to organizational turnover (e.g., Baarne et al. 2010;
Rennecker and Godwin 2005), NWW can also be expected to improve employees’
work experiences, thereby resulting in a healthier and more satisfied, committed,
and productive workforce. By offering temporal and spatial autonomy to
employees, organizations allow their workers to schedule tasks in ways that suit
their current needs, thereby saving both time and energy (Kelliher and Anderson
2008). Furthermore, in being allowed to work while commuting, employees can use
time more efficiently, and can better balance work with family (e.g., Parasuraman
and Greenhaus 2002). Early studies of how NWW impacts working life underlined
these positive effects by demonstrating that NWW foster increased feelings of
autonomy that are positively related to job satisfaction (e.g., Baltes et al. 1999),
work engagement (e.g., ten Brummelhuis et al. 2012) and reduced levels of work—
family conflict (e.g., Byron 2005).

However, despite these positive effects for employees and organizations, NWW
also pose challenges for leadership. Giving employees the freedom to choose where
and when to work impedes the exercise of traditional control usually seen as a core
dimension of leadership (Fayol 1930; Scott 1987; Sitkin et al. 2010). In traditional
work designs, in which employees have fixed, individually assigned workstations in
close proximity to their colleagues and supervisors, supervisors can easily observe
employees as they work. In NWW, by contrast, employees do not necessarily work
in close proximity to their supervisors or have any fixed address in the office. This
can make it difficult for supervisors to find employees, let alone monitor them. The
spatial distance between supervisors and employees becomes even greater if the
latter work remotely. In such cases, it can be challenging for supervisors to
recognize whether employees at any given moment are in the office building or
working remotely. In effect, NWW involve less face-to-face contact between
supervisors and employees than in traditional work designs.
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5 Effective Supervision in NWW

Given these changes that transform traditional workplaces into those involving
NWW, the question arises how supervisors in NWW can ideally supervise
employees. Since employees often work on complex tasks of great importance to
the success of their organizations, their failure to achieve expected results or
counterproductive work behavior can be costly. As such, effective supervision
that maintains the supervisor’s control over the workflow is essential (Sitkin
et al. 2010), though the reduced face-to-face interaction in NWW can render
traditional in-person supervision impossible. In that regard, Bijlsma-Frankema
and Koopman (2004) have referred to the “oxymoron” of control in today’s
globalized and digitalized workplaces, namely that the need for trust between
supervisors and employees has increased in spite of, as well as because of, the
fact that supervisors can no longer observe their employees at every step. At the
same time, new ways to exercise control can threaten the mutual trust between
supervisors and employees. It is therefore essential to design control systems in
NWW that can support the development of trust. In response, we turn to review
some traditional control taxonomies to reveal which control modes appear most
applicable in NWW, and discuss their potential effects on trust between supervisors
and employees.

Theoretically, there are numerous ways in which supervisors in NWW can
exercise control over employees. Broadly defined, control encompasses all pro-
cesses by which supervisors direct attention, motivate, and encourage their sub-
ordinates to act in expected ways (Cardinal 2001). Control theory (Ouchi 1979)
traditionally distinguishes behavior, output, and clan control. While behavior con-
trol refers to the measurement and evaluation of the work process, output control
occurs with the measurement and evaluation of results, whereas clan control
emerges in the attitudes, values, and beliefs shared among the workforce. Ouchi
has argued that two variables in particular determine the selection of the appropriate
control mechanism. If both the ability to measure outputs and the supervisor’s
knowledge of the processes necessary to produce the output are high, then either
output or behavior control is appropriate. Meanwhile, if the ability to measure
outputs is high, but the knowledge of the so-called transformation process is low,
then output control is optimal. Conversely, in the case of difficulties with measuring
outputs despite sound knowledge of the transformation process, behavior control
becomes mandatory. Lastly, if both measurability and knowledge of the transfor-
mation process are low, then organizations should focus on clan control. Kirsch
(1996) investigated the modes of control that organizations actually use in practice
and confirmed that outcome measurability significantly predicted outcome control,
whereas the interaction between behavior observability and the controller’s knowl-
edge of the transformation process significantly predicted behavior control. In her
work on control choices, Eisenhardt (1985) built upon Ouchi’s (1979) research to
argue that the level of uncertainty also influences decisions to prioritize output or
behavior control. Rustagi et al. (2008) have confirmed that this circumstance also
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applies to actual organizational practice by showing that the level of uncertainty
increases the use of formal controls. Additional antecedents of control decisions
include the strategic importance of the task and its complexity, both of which
increase reliance upon formal controls (Remus and Wiener 2012).

In NWW, though employees often perform tasks of great importance to the
success of their organizations, the reliance upon virtual communication between
supervisors and employees involves a great deal of uncertainty (Tangirala and Alge
2006). Though this circumstance seems to suggest that the use of formal controls
will be considerable, Kirsch (1997) has noted that, in practice, supervisors imple-
ment a range of controls that consists of mixtures of formal (i.e., output and
behavior) and informal (i.e., clan-based) modes. In that sense, the specific decision
between output and behavior control depends upon the degree to which either the
task or the task process can be measured and evaluated. Since NWW increase the
distance between supervisors and employees and reduce their level of face-to-face
interactions, supervisors must primarily rely upon EPM, which given the techno-
logical advancements in recent decades offer supervisors a variety of monitoring
techniques. Sophisticated EPM systems can be used to evaluate the output of
employees in NWW based on a host of performance indicators, while software
that monitors employees’ keystrokes, emails, and time spent on websites, as well as
location-sensing technologies, can be used to monitor employees’ behavior. In
effect, today’s EPM systems thus encompass techniques for both output and
behavior control, and accordingly, in the remainder of this chapter, the terms
control and monitoring refer to both output and behavior control techniques. In
investigating the predictors of electronic monitoring usage and secrecy, Alge
et al. (2004) have demonstrated that supervisors, who depend strongly upon their
employees and tend to expect the future performance of their employees to be low,
rely heavily upon electronic monitoring. At the same time, supervisors with a low
propensity to trust have a tendency to keep these monitoring efforts secret.

6 The Bright and Dark Sides of Electronic Performance
Monitoring

Regarding the effects of output and behavior control, an empirical study (Oliver and
Anderson 1994) of sales employees revealed that the respective modes of control
have distinct effects upon employees’ levels of organizational commitment, their
acceptance of authority and performance reviews, and their preference for risk.
While behavior control noticeably increased organizational commitment and
acceptance of authority, output control increased employees’ risk preference.
Since the publication of these findings, numerous scholars have investigated how
control and monitoring affects employees’ attributes and behaviors. Apparently,
these studies have produced contradictory results: On the one hand, some studies
have emphasized the negative effects of monitoring and control, for both the people
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exercising control and those subject to control. Regarding controllers, Strickland
(1958) has shown that intensive face-to-face monitoring of outputs can diminish
their trust towards the monitored employees. In particular, the level of trust
supervisors held in consistently monitored employees tended to be less than that
held in employees seldom monitored, while the level of prior monitoring was
significantly and positively related to that of subsequent monitoring. These findings
have suggested that monitoring can initiate a vicious circle consisting of declining
levels of trust followed by even more intense monitoring. Later, Kruglanski (1970)
replicated Strickland’s results to show that supervisors tend to perceive less-
monitored employees to be more trustworthy than more frequently monitored
ones. Similarly, McAllister (1995) found that managers’ use of control-based
monitoring and defensive behavior could not be empirically distinguished from
their level of negative cognition-based trust in their peers. In the context of virtual
teams, Piccoli and Ives (2003) reached a comparable conclusion, as team members
who exercised more behavior control demonstrated less trust in their team than
team members who did not exercise such control. These authors argued that the
exercise of control increased the vigilance of team members, who in response
actively sought out and detected deviant behavior by other team members. This
finding is in line with results reported by Dennis et al. (2012), who found that the
use of behavior control drove supervisors to perceive the behavior of their
employees in a way consistent with their predispositions. In general, it is important
to bear in mind that the exercise of control and monitoring always poses added costs
(Jensen and Meckling 1976), meaning that for supervisors and organizations alike,
it is crucial to gauge whether the exercise of control is actually worth the informa-
tion it could reveal.

In terms of how monitoring and control affect the people being controlled,
numerous studies have underscored similarly negative consequences. Enzle and
Anderson (1993) showed that electronic surveillance with video cameras combined
with perceived distrust on the side of the person exercising this kind of control
diminishes the intrinsic motivation of the people monitored. Later, in conceptual-
izing trust as the absence of harassment, monitoring, and surveillance, Cunningham
and MacGregor (2000) indicated that such trust is significantly and positively
related to job satisfaction after controlling for job design factors, yet negatively
related to quitting and absence from work. In a recent study of similarly detrimental
effects, Crowley (2012) found that supervisors’ use of coercive control erodes
employees’ level of pride and effort via mechanisms of dehumanization and the
facilitation of abuse.

On the other hand, empirical evidence also supports the positive effects of
monitoring and control—again, for both people exercising control and people
being controlled. Concerning controllers, McAllister (1995) identified a positive
relationship between managers’ level of affect-based trust and the degree to which
they exercise need-based monitoring—that is, keeping track of others’ personal and
work-related needs. These results followed those of Komaki (1986), who demon-
strated that performance monitoring in the form of work sampling was the critical
difference between effective and ineffective managers in terms of their potential to
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motivate employees. In fact, effective managers invested considerably more time
gathering performance information than their ineffective peers.

By the same token, regarding the employees being controlled, Bijlisma and van
de Bunt (2003) found a strong, positive correlation between monitoring and
employees’ level of trust in the monitoring supervisor. In their study, monitoring
was operationalized as the supervisors’ awareness of whether their employees
performed in line with their expectations. Notably, this effect remained significant
even after controlling for related variables, including support, guidance, and
openness.

7 Employee Perceptions of Monitoring Matters

To reconcile these diverse and apparently contradictory findings, distinguishing
both personality-based and situation-based factors appears to be relevant. In terms
of personal predispositions, Schoel et al. (2011) showed that employees with low,
unstable levels of self-esteem exhibit a preference for autocratic supervisors who
exercise a high level of control over them. On a similar note, Rietzschel et al. (2014)
found that close monitoring significantly increased intrinsic motivation for
employees with high need for structure, yet significantly decreased the job satis-
faction of employees with low need for structure.

Stanton’s (2000a) framework can provide an overview of a range of potentially
influential situation-based factors. Stanton has argued that certain monitoring
characteristics influence the cognition of monitoring by the employee (e.g., per-
ceived fairness of monitoring), which translates into immediate reactions (e.g.,
acceptance or rejection of monitoring) and long-term consequences (e.g., job
satisfaction). Among these characteristics are the target of monitoring (i.e., who
and what is monitored?), the frequency of monitoring (i.e., how often does moni-
toring occur?), the source of monitoring (i.e., who exercises monitoring?), the
controllability of monitoring (i.e., to which degree can employees control onset
and timing of monitoring?), and the consistency of monitoring. Recently, a growing
body of research has offered support for the proposition that monitoring, when
applied consistently across a group of employees, can deliver accurate information
and give employees a feeling of control over monitoring processes, which enhances
their perceived fairness of both electronic and traditional monitoring systems
(Stanton 2000b). Also regarding control over the monitoring process, Stanton and
Barnes-Farrell (1996) earlier found that the ability of employees to delay or prevent
electronic monitoring enhances their feelings of personal control and, in turn, their
task performance, whereas exact knowledge that monitoring occurred decreased
these same feelings. A more recent study by McNall and Stanton (2011) underlined
the importance of employees’ perceptions of control over the monitoring process by
showing that, in the use of location-tracking devices, it is crucial to grant employees
“protected spaces” where such monitoring is not exercised. Yet, the degree of
perceived personal control over the monitoring process is similarly important in
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another regard, as Spitzmiiller and Stanton (2006) have revealed. Their findings
indicated that personal control moderated the relationships among organizational
commitment, identification, and employees’ intentions to comply with or resist
monitoring. In particular, employees with high levels of commitment to and
identification with their organizations, coupled with a high degree of perceived
control over the monitoring process, are most likely to comply with the monitoring
process. At the same time, the use of information produced by monitoring is
essential for predicting employees’ attitudes toward electronic monitoring (Stanton
and Weiss 2000); for example, if employees perceive that such information will be
used for punitive instead of supportive purposes, they are more likely to resist
monitoring. In the same vein, McNall and Roch (2009) used a social exchange
framework to show that employees’ perceptions of the purposes of electronic
monitoring in terms of whether it supported their professional development or
was used for coercion impacts their perceived level of interpersonal justice.
These authors also showed that detailed explanations of the use of electronic
monitoring actually enhance monitored employees’ perceptions of informational
justice and that such interpersonal and informational justice can increase their trust
in their supervisors, which ultimately translates into greater job satisfaction and
performance. Altogether, this line of research suggests that how controlled
employees perceive control is crucial when evaluating how control affects out-
comes (Bijlsma-Frankema and Costa 2010).

In distinguishing the effects of EPM and traditional monitoring upon fairness,
McNall and Roch (2007) revealed that computer monitoring is perceived to be the
most procedurally just, whereas conventional face-to-face monitoring is deemed
the most interpersonally just and least invasive of employees’ privacy. Stanton and
Sarkar-Barney (2003) compared the effects of EPM and face-to-face monitoring
and found that electronically monitored groups exhibited higher-quality perfor-
mance than the traditionally monitored group.

To summarize what we have discussed so far, supervisors in NWW are partic-
ularly apt to rely on electronic monitoring techniques because NWW increase the
distance between supervisors and their employees and decrease their face-to-face
interaction. Supervisors who heavily depend on their employees and whose
employees have demonstrated weak performance in the past can particularly be
expected to rely heavily on electronic monitoring (Alge et al. 2004). At the same
time, whether electronic monitoring focuses on employees’ output or their behavior
depends on the respective measurability of processes versus results. Currently, a
body of encouraging empirical results suggests positive effects of electronic mon-
itoring, which if enacted properly, is acceptable to employees and can enhance their
job-related attitudes and behavior at work. Electronic monitoring may even pose
advantages over traditional face-to-face monitoring if it can deliver more accurate
information on employees’ performance for use in the reward and evaluation
processes and if it gives employees feelings of control over the EMP systems
used. In effect, these characteristics enhance employees’ perceptions of monitoring
transparency and fairness. However, if the design and execution of control is
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implemented poorly, then adverse consequences are likely to surface, and in
particular, employees’ trust towards their supervisors may decline.

8 Practical Implications for Supervisors in NWW

Having concluded that NWW are characterized by the need for both effective
control and mutual trust, we here highlight the practical implications of the
above-discussed dynamics as advice for supervisors in NWW. A growing body of
largely conceptual work (Bijlsma-Frankema and Costa 2005; Costa and Bijlsma-
Frankema 2007) suggests that under specific circumstances, control and trust can
complement and support each other. In that regard, it is essential that the control
exercised by supervisors is accepted among employees. Bijlsma-Frankema and
Costa (2010) have proposed four factors for determining the acceptance or rejection
of any given control technique that readily accommodate the diverse empirical
findings concerning drivers of monitoring acceptance summarized above. These
authors first argue that to be perceived as legitimate and hence accepted, a control
technique must be perceived by employees as a tool for enhancing their compe-
tence. This factor parallels McNall and Roch’s finding (2009) of the necessity for
employees to perceive a developmental purpose in the use of electronic monitoring.
For supervisors in NWW, this circumstance implies the need for supervisors using
any form of electronic monitoring to give their employees timely, constructive
feedback. Such practice can also demonstrate to them how their supervisors actu-
ally use electronic monitoring systems, which should in turn boost their acceptance
of those systems (Stanton and Weiss 2000). Second, Bijlsma-Frankema and Costa
(2010) suggest that employees should be involved in the design and execution of
control systems, since such participation promises to increase their level of identi-
fication with and thus acceptance of these systems. Third, supervisors should grant
their employees some level of autonomy despite the control systems’ being in place
(Bijlsma-Frankema and Costa 2010). In response to this factor, supervisors should
articulate to employees in which ways they exercise control over them, yet at once
make clear the ways in which they do not. Notably, the second and third factors of
Bijlsma-Frankema and Costa’s (2010) framework parallels all of the empirical
findings highlighting the importance of employees’ perception of personal control
over the systems used to monitor them (e.g., McNall and Stanton 2011; Spitzmiiller
and Stanton 2006). For supervisors in NWW, this implies that the use of electronic
monitoring should be restricted to situations in which it is vital and abandoned in all
others, a practice that supervisors should articulate to employees to make them
aware of their autonomy. Ideally, supervisors should involve their employees when
deciding upon which situations will be monitored and which will not. As their
fourth and last factor, Bijlsma-Frankema and Costa (2010) have argued that control
systems must also enhance employees’ perceptions of justice in order to be per-
ceived as legitimate and thus accepted. This factor takes support from Stanton’s
work (2000a, b), which highlighted the importance of monitoring consistency. For
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supervisors in NWW, this factor implies the need to use electronic monitoring
systems in ways comparable both across employees and across time. Beyond that,
they need to ensure that their employees are actually aware of such consistency.

9 Conclusion

In conclusion, NWW pose benefits for both organizations (e.g., reduced costs) and
employees (e.g., improved work life balance) that justify NWW as a dominant trend
in today’s workplaces and support their likely increase in the coming years.
However, NWW also pose challenges for leadership in terms of how supervisors
can maintain mutual trust with their employees yet still exercise effective control
over them. In this chapter, we developed specific suggestions on how this issue can
be addressed. In particular, we emphasized that employees’ subjective perceptions
of monitoring and control systems matter, together with their perceived fairness and
transparency. From this idea, we have outlined a clear agenda for supervisors in
NWW toward ensuring widespread acceptance for control and monitoring systems.
By working toward such acceptance, the benefits that NWW offer for organizations
and employees alike can be more fully realized.

References

Alge, B. J., Ballinger, G. A., & Green, S. G. (2004). Remote control: Predictors of electronic
monitoring intensity and secrecy. Personnel Psychology, 57(2), 377-410. doi:10.1111/j.1744-
6570.2004.tb02495 .x.

Allen, T. J., & Gerstberger, P. G. (1973). A field experiment to improve communications in a
product engineering department: The nonterritorial office. Human Factors: The Journal of the
Human Factors and Ergonomics Society, 15(5), 487—498. doi:10.1177/001872087301500505.

Appel-Meulenbroek, R., Groenen, P., & Janssen, 1. (2011). An end-user’s perspective on activity-
based office concepts. Journal of Corporate Real Estate, 13, 122-135. doi:10.1108/
14630011111136830.

Baarne, R., Houtkamp, P., & Knotter, M. (2010). Unraveling new ways of working. Assen:
Koninklijke van Gorcum/Stichting Management Studies.

Baltes, B. B., Briggs, T. E., Huff, J. W., Wright, J. A., & Neuman, G. A. (1999). Flexible and
compressed workweek schedules: A meta-analysis of their effects on work-related criteria.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 84(4), 496-513. doi:10.1037//0021-9010.84.4.496.

Bauer, W. (2014). Kurzbericht zur Studie “Office Settings” : Die Rolle der Arbeitsumgebung in
einer hyperflexiblen Welt.

Bijlsma, K. M., & van de Bunt, G. (2003). Antecedents of trust in managers: A “bottom up”
approach. Personnel Review, 32(5), 638—664. doi:10.1108/00483480310488388.

Bijlsma-Frankema, K., & Costa, A. C. (2005). Understanding the trust—control nexus. Interna-
tional Sociology, 20(3), 259-282. doi:10.1177/0268580905055477.

Bijlsma-Frankema, K., & Costa, A. C. (2010). Consequences and antecedents of managerial and
employee legitimacy interpretations of control: A natural open system approach. In S. B.
Sitkin, L. B. Cardinal, & K. Bijlsma-Frankema (Eds.), Organizational control (pp. 396—433).
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.


http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2004.tb02495.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2004.tb02495.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/001872087301500505
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/14630011111136830
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/14630011111136830
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037//0021-9010.84.4.496
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/00483480310488388
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0268580905055477

New Ways of Working: Chances and Challenges for Trust-Enhancing Leadership 173

Bijlsma-Frankema, K., & Koopman, P. (2004). The oxymoron of control in an era of globalisation:
Vulnerabilities of a mega myth. Journal of Managerial Psychology, 19(3), 204-217. doi:10.
1108/02683940410527711.

Bodin Danielsson, C. B., & Bodin, L. (2008). Office type in relation to health, well-being, and job
satisfaction among employees. Environment and Behavior, 40(5), 636—668. doi:10.1177/
0013916507307459.

Bodin Danielsson, C., Chungkham, H. S., Wulff, C., & Westerlund, H. (2014). Office design’s
impact on sick leave rates. Ergonomics, 57(2), 139—47. doi:10.1080/00140139.2013.871064.

Bouttelier, R., Ullman, F., Schreiber, J., & Nael, R. (2008). Impact of office layout on communi-
cation in a science-driven business. R & D Management, 38(4), 372-391.

Brennan, A., Chugh, J. S., & Kline, T. (2002). Traditional versus open office design: A longitu-
dinal field study. Environment and Behavior, 34(3), 279-299. doi:10.1177/
0013916502034003001.

Brookes, M. J., & Kaplan, A. (1972). The office environment: Space planning and affective
behavior. Human Factors: The Journal of the Human Factors and Ergonomics Society, 14
(5), 373-391. doi:10.1177/001872087201400502.

Byron, K. (2005). A meta-analytic review of work—family conflict and its antecedents. Journal of
Vocational Behavior, 67(2), 169-198. doi:10.1016/j.jvb.2004.08.009.

Cardinal, L. B. (2001). Technological innovation in the pharmaceutical industry: The use of
organizational control in managing research and development. Organization Science, 12,
19-36. doi:10.2307/2640394.

Cennamo, L., & Gardner, D. (2008). Generational differences in work values, outcomes and
person-organisation values fit. Journal of Managerial Psychology, 23(8), 891-906. doi:10.
1108/02683940810904385.

Collins, J. (1998). Why we must keep Baby Boomers working. New Zealand Buisness, 12(8), 53.

Costa, A. C., & Bijlsma-Frankema, K. (2007). Trust and control interrelations: New perspectives
on the trust—control nexus. Group & Organization Management, 32(4), 392-406. doi:10.1177/
1059601106293871.

Crowley, M. (2012). Control and dignity in professional, manual and service-sector employment.
Organization Studies, 33(10), 1383-1406. doi:10.1177/0170840612453529.

Cunningham, J. B., & MacGregor, J. (2000). Trust and the design of work: Complementary
constructs in satisfaction and performance. Human Relations, 53(12), 1575-1591. doi:10.
1177/00187267005312003.

Davenport, T. H. (2013). Thinking for a living: How to get better performances and results from
knowledge workers. Boston, MA: Harvard Business School Publishing.

Davis, T. R. V. (1984). The influence of the physical environment in offices. Academy of
Management Review, 9(2), 271-283. doi:10.5465/AMR.1984.4277654.

De Been, 1., & Beijer, M. (2014). The influence of office type on satisfaction and perceived
productivity support. Journal of Facilities Management, 12, 142—157. doi:10.1108/JFM-02-
2013-0011.

Demerouti, E., Derks, D., ten Brummelhuis, L. L., & Bakker, A. B. (2014). New ways of working:
Impact on working conditions, work-family balance, and well-being. In C. Korunka &
P. Hoonakker (Eds.), The impact of ICT on quality of working life (pp. 123—-142). New York:
Springer.

Dennis, A. R., Robert, L. P., Curtis, A. M., Kowalczyk, S. T., & Hasty, B. K. (2012). Trust is in the
eye of the beholder: A vignette study of postevent behavioral controls’ effects on individual
trust in virtual teams. Information Systems Research, 23(2), 546-558. doi:10.1287/isre.1110.
0364.

Eisenhardt, K. M. (1985). Control: Organizational and economic approaches. Management Sci-
ence, 31(2), 134-149. doi:10.1287/mnsc.31.2.134.

Elsbach, K. D. (2003). Relating physical environment to self-categorizations: Identity threat and
affirmation in a non-territorial office space. Administrative Science Quarterly, 48(4), 622—-654.


http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/02683940410527711
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/02683940410527711
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0013916507307459
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0013916507307459
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00140139.2013.871064
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0013916502034003001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0013916502034003001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/001872087201400502
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2004.08.009
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2640394
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/02683940810904385
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/02683940810904385
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1059601106293871
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1059601106293871
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0170840612453529
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/00187267005312003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/00187267005312003
http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/AMR.1984.4277654
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/JFM-02-2013-0011
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/JFM-02-2013-0011
http://dx.doi.org/10.1287/isre.1110.0364
http://dx.doi.org/10.1287/isre.1110.0364
http://dx.doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.31.2.134

174 P. Romeike et al.

Enzle, M. E., & Anderson, S. C. (1993). Surveillant intentions and intrinsic motivation. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 64(2), 257-266. doi:10.1037/0022-3514.64.2.257.

Fayol, H. (1930). Industrial and general administration. London: Sir Isaac Pitman & Sons.

Golden, T. D., & Raghuram, S. (2010). Teleworker knowledge sharing and the role of altered
relational and technological interactions. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 31(8),
1061-1085.

Hirst, A. (2011). Settlers, vagrants and mutual indifference: Unintended consequences of
hot-desking. Journal of Organizational Change Management, 24(6), 767-788. doi:10.1108/
09534811111175742.

Hua, Y., Loftness, V., Heerwagen, J. H., & Powell, K. M. (2011). Relationship between workplace
spatial settings and occupant-perceived support for collaboration. Environment and Behavior,
43, 807-826. doi:10.1177/0013916510364465.

Jensen, M. C., & Meckling, W. H. (1976). Theory of the firm: Managerial behavior, agency costs
and ownership structure. Journal of Financial Economics, 3(4), 305-360.

Jurkiewicz, C. L. (2000). Generation X and the public employee. Public Personnel Management,
29(1), 55-74.

Kelliher, C., & Anderson, D. (2008). For better or for worse? An analysis of how flexible working
practices influence employees’ perceptions of job quality. The International Journal of Human
Resource Management, 19(3), 419-431. doi:10.1080/09585190801895502.

Kirsch, L. J. (1996). The management of complex tasks in organizations: Controlling the systems
development process. Organization Science, 7(1), 1-21.

Kirsch, L. S. (1997). Portfolios of control modes and IS project management. Information Systems
Research, 8(3), 215-239. doi:10.1287/isre.8.3.215.

Komaki, J. L. (1986). Toward effective supervision—An operant analysis and comparison of
managers at work. Journal of Applied Psychology, 71(2), 270-279. doi:10.1037//0021-9010.
71.2.270.

Kruglanski, A. W. (1970). Attributing trustworthiness in supervisor-worker relations. Journal of
Experimental Social Psychology, 6(2), 214-232. doi:10.1016/0022-1031(70)90088-0.

Levin, D. Z., & Cross, R. (2004). The strength of weak ties you can trust: The mediating role of
trust in effective knowledge transfer. Management Science, 50(11), 1477-1490.

Lyons, S. (2004). An exploration of generational values in life and at work. Dissertation Abstracts
International, 3462A.

McAllister, D. J. (1995). Affect- and cognition-based trust as foundations for interpersonal
cooperation in organizations. Academy of Management Journal, 38(1), 24-59. doi:10.2307/
2567217.

McNall, L. A., & Roch, S. G. (2007). Effects of electronic monitoring types on perceptions of
procedural justice, interpersonal justice, and privacy. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 37
(3), 658-682. doi:10.1111/j.1559-1816.2007.00179.x.

McNall, L. A., & Roch, S. G. (2009). A social exchange model of employee reactions to electronic
performance  monitoring. Human  Performance, 22(3), 204-224. doi:10.1080/
08959280902970385.

McNall, L. A., & Stanton, J. M. (2011). Private eyes are watching you: Reactions to location
sensing technologies. Journal of Business and Psychology, 26(3), 299-309. doi:10.1007/
$10869-010-9189-y.

Oldham, G. R., & Brass, D. J. (1979). Employee reactions to an open plan office : A naturally
occurring quasi-experiment. Administrative Science Quarterly, 24(2), 267-284.

Oliver, R. L., & Anderson, E. (1994). An empirical test of the consequences of behavior- and
outcome-based sales control systems. Journal of Marketing, 58(4), 53-67. doi:10.2307/
1251916.

Ouchi, W. G. (1979). A conceptual framework for the design of organizational control mecha-
nisms. Management Science, 25(9), 833—-848.

Parasuraman, S., & Greenhaus, J. H. (2002). Toward reducing some critical gaps in work—family
research. Human Resource Management Review, 12(3), 299-312.


http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.64.2.257
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/09534811111175742
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/09534811111175742
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0013916510364465
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09585190801895502
http://dx.doi.org/10.1287/isre.8.3.215
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037//0021-9010.71.2.270
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037//0021-9010.71.2.270
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0022-1031(70)90088-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/256727
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/256727
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2007.00179.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/08959280902970385
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/08959280902970385
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10869-010-9189-y
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10869-010-9189-y
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1251916
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1251916

New Ways of Working: Chances and Challenges for Trust-Enhancing Leadership 175

Piccoli, G., & Ives, B. (2003). Trust and the unintended effects of behavior control in virtual teams.
MIS Quarterly, 27(3), 365-395.

Remus, U., & Wiener, M. (2012). The amount of control in offshore software development
projects. Journal of Global Information Management, 20(4), 1-26. doi:10.4018/jgim.
2012100101.

Rennecker, J., & Godwin, L. (2005). Delays and interruptions: A self-perpetuating paradox of
communication technology use. Information and Organization, 15(3), 247-266. doi:10.1016/j.
infoandorg.2005.02.004.

Rietzschel, E. F., Slijkhuis, M., & Van Yperen, N. W. (2014). Close monitoring as a contextual
stimulator: How need for structure affects the relation between close monitoring and work
outcomes. European Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, 23(3), 394—404. doi:10.
1080/1359432X.2012.752897.

Rustagi, S., King, W. R., & Kirsch, L. J. (2008). Predictors of formal control usage in IT
outsourcing partnerships. Information Systems Research, 19(2), 126-143. doi:10.1287/isre.
1080.0169.

Ryan, A. M., & Kossek, E. E. (2008). Worklife policy implementation: Breaking down or creating
barriers to inclusiveness? Human Resource Management, 47(2), 295-310.

Schoel, C., Bluemke, M., Mueller, P., & Stahlberg, D. (2011). When autocratic leaders become an
option-uncertainty and self-esteem predict implicit leadership preferences. Journal of Person-
ality and Social Psychology, 101(3), 521-540. doi:10.1037/a0023393.

Scott, W. R. (1987). Organizations: Rational, natural, and open systems (2nd ed.). Englewood
Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.

Sitkin, S. B., Cardinal, L. B., & Bijisma-Frankema, K. (2010). Control is fundamental. In S. B.
Sitkin, L. B. Cardinal, & K. Bijlsma-Frankema (Eds.), Organizational control (pp. 3-15).
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Smola, K., & Sutton, C. D. (2002). Generational differences: Revisiting generational work values
for the new millennium. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 23(4), 363-382. doi:10.1002/job.
147.

Spitzmiiller, C., & Stanton, J. M. (2006). Examining employee compliance with organizational
surveillance and monitoring. Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 79(2),
245-272. doi:10.1348/096317905X52607.

Stanton, J. M. (2000a). Reactions to employee performance monitoring: Framework, review, and
research directions. Human Performance, 13(1), 85-113. doi:10.1207/S15327043HUP1301_4.

Stanton, J. M. (2000b). Traditional and electronic monitoring from an organizational justice
perspective. Journal of Business and Psychology, 15(1), 129-147. doi:10.1023/
A:1007775020214.

Stanton, J. M., & Barnes-Farrell, J. L. (1996). Effects of electronic performance monitoring on
personal control, task satisfaction, and task performance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 81
(6), 738-745. doi:10.1037/0021-9010.81.6.738.

Stanton, J. M., & Sarkar-Barney, S. T. M. (2003). A detailed analysis of task performance with and
without computer monitoring. International Journal of Human-Computer Interaction, 16(2),
345-366. doi:10.1207/S153275901JHC1602_11.

Stanton, J., & Weiss, E. (2000). Electronic monitoring in their own words: An exploratory study of
employees’ experiences with new types of surveillance. Computers in Human Behavior, 16(4),
423-440. doi:10.1016/S0747-5632(00)00018-2.

Strickland, L. H. (1958). Surveillance and trust. Journal of Personality, 26(2), 200-215. doi:10.
1111/j.1467-6494.1958.tb01580.x.

Sundstrom, E., Burt, R. E., & Kamp, D. (1980). Privacy at work: Architectural correlates of job
satisfaction and job performance. Academy of Management Journal, 23(1), 101-117. doi:10.
2307/255498.

Tangirala, S., & Alge, B. J. (2006). Reactions to unfair events in computer-mediated groups: A test
of uncertainty management theory. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes,
100(1), 1-20.


http://dx.doi.org/10.4018/jgim.2012100101
http://dx.doi.org/10.4018/jgim.2012100101
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.infoandorg.2005.02.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.infoandorg.2005.02.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2012.752897
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2012.752897
http://dx.doi.org/10.1287/isre.1080.0169
http://dx.doi.org/10.1287/isre.1080.0169
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0023393
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/job.147
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/job.147
http://dx.doi.org/10.1348/096317905X52607
http://dx.doi.org/10.1207/S15327043HUP1301_4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/A:1007775020214
http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/A:1007775020214
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.81.6.738
http://dx.doi.org/10.1207/S15327590IJHC1602_11
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0747-5632(00)00018-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6494.1958.tb01580.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6494.1958.tb01580.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/255498
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/255498

176 P. Romeike et al.

Ten Brummelhuis, L. L., Bakker, A. B., Hetland, J., & Keulemans, L. (2012). Do new ways of
working foster work engagement? Psicothema, 24(1), 113-120.

Towers, W. (2012). Global workforce study 2012: Engagement at risk: Driving strong perfor-
mance in a volatile global environment. http://www.towerswatson.com/assets/pdf/2012-
Towers-Watson-Global-Workforce-Study.pdf. Accessed 6 Oct 2015.

Van der Voordt, T. J. (2004). Productivity and employee satisfaction in flexible workplaces.
Journal of Corporate Real Estate, 6, 133-148. doi:10.1108/14630010410812306.

Zahn, G. L. (1991). Face-to-face communication in an office setting: The effects of position,
proximity, and exposure. Communication Research, 18(6), 737-754. doi:10.1177/
009365091018006002.

Zemke, R., Raines, C., & Filipczak, B. (2000). Generations at work: Managing the clash of
Veterans, Boomers, Xers, and Nexters in your workplace. New York: Amacom.


http://www.towerswatson.com/assets/pdf/2012-Towers-Watson-Global-Workforce-Study.pdf
http://www.towerswatson.com/assets/pdf/2012-Towers-Watson-Global-Workforce-Study.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/14630010410812306
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/009365091018006002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/009365091018006002

	New Ways of Working: Chances and Challenges for Trust-Enhancing Leadership
	1 Introduction
	2 New Ways of Working
	3 Drivers of New Ways of Working
	4 How New Ways of Working Impact Working Life
	5 Effective Supervision in NWW
	6 The Bright and Dark Sides of Electronic Performance Monitoring
	7 Employee Perceptions of Monitoring Matters
	8 Practical Implications for Supervisors in NWW
	9 Conclusion
	References


