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Abstract 
 

Previous research on family-friendly policies has aimed to understand such 

arrangements as a managerial enabler for facilitating employees’ work-life balance. 

Yet, how these arrangements become widely diffused and eventually translate into 

positive organizational effectiveness may depend on how employees resolve their 

relational and professional uncertainty upon their latent opportunity to participate. 

In this context, this research first attempts to investigate the effects of individual-

level organizational fairness perception on public employees’ participation in 

flexible work-schedule programs (FWP; flextime). Next, the paper addresses the 

question of whether such participation, along with the empirical degrees of FWP 

satisfaction, leads to higher levels of affective organizational commitment. 

Applying a multilevel logistic regression (Study 1) along with t-test/ANOVA and 

hierarchical linear regression models (Study 2 and 3), the research has shown that 

interactional fairness perception is in a positive association with public employees’ 

likelihood to have participated in FWP. Among the three sub-dimensions of 

organizational justice, positive impact of interactional fairness appeared the most 

robust; empirical results on procedural and distributive fairness perceptions have 

failed to meet the level of statistical significance. In addition, it appeared that those 

who have experienced FWP are more committed towards their home organizations, 

and that the degrees of FWP-satisfaction are also positively associated with the 

levels of affective organizational commitment. These results offer significant 

theoretical substance and practical implications for the literature on family-friendly 

policies. Organizational fairness must come to pervade workgroup functioning, and 

managerial considerations on these issues – specifically on interactional fairness – 

must be made when new trends of family-friendly policies begin to alter the extant 

traditional norms of office-hours. In order to further facilitate the diffusion of 

family-friendly arrangements, managers and executives alike should make justice 

principles central to intra-organizational communication, through which a higher 

level of affective organizational commitment can be attained. 

……………………………………………………………………………… 
Keyword: Family-friendly policy, work-life balance, flexible work-schedule 
program arrangements, fairness perception, affective organizational commitment  
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 Chapter 1  Introduction 
 

1.1. Research background  
 

“Organizations [are] culture-bearing milieu, that is, [they are] distinctive social 

units possessed of a set of common understandings for organizing action (e.g., what 

we are doing together in this particular group, appropriate ways of doing in and 

among members of the group) and languages and other symbolic vehicles for 

expressing common understandings.”  

Louis (1983: 39).  
 

Family matters, so does an employee’s work-life balance. Indeed, among many 

management topics that are of growing importance to organization scientists, 

family-friendly policy is an issue that resonates in many realms of workplaces 

in both the private and public sectors. Family-friendly policies are not only 

critical components of creating healthy and sustainable working environment 

for employees, but also an indispensable mechanism for supporting the 

managerial advancement of women along the organizational ladder (Feeney & 

Stritch, 2017; Lee & Hong, 2011). Organization scholars broadly define family-

friendly policies as complementary benefits and HRM arrangements that are 

geared towards supporting rank-and-file employees who are facing with the 

conflicting demands of work and family-related matters (Den Dulk & 

Groeneveld, 2012; Newman & Matthews, 1999; Perry-Smith & Blum, 2000; 

Roberts, Gianakis, McCue, & Wang, 2004). Often understood interchangeably 

with work-life balance (WLB) policies, particular examples of family-friendly 

arrangements consist of flexible work-schedule programs, paid family- or sick-

leave, telecommuting and on-site child care benefits, which all share the 

common objective of enhancing employees’ job autonomy and flexibility for 

the sake of better meeting their family and personal needs (Facer & Wadsworth, 
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2008; Feeney & Stritch, 2017; Lee & Hong, 2011; Wadsworth & Facer, 2016).  

For the following reasons, extant literature on family-friendly policies 

emphasizes that such arrangements can have a significant, positive influence 

upon a number of organization-level variables as well as employees’ micro-

level attitudinal or behavioral outcomes. First, the implementation of family-

friendly policies can augment workplace diversity (e.g., gender composition), 

as adopting such arrangements can be a clear signal to the organization of the 

importance that increasing gender diversity and workforce heterogeneity 

requires greater family-supportive accommodations (Ezra & Deckman, 1996). 

Secondly, the administration of family-friendly arrangements, and the 

subsequent cultivation of family-supportive work climate, can be an effective 

managerial strategy in presenting the organization’s positive image and external 

reputation to the public, which may further entail beneficial influences towards 

attracting, recruiting, and retaining talented employees (Blair-Loy & Wharton, 

2002; Carless & Wintle, 2007; Lee & Hong, 2011). Furthermore, multiple 

studies corroborate the beneficial influence of employees’ work-life balance 

towards their job involvement and organizational commitment (Caillier, 2013a), 

job satisfaction and stress (Gajendran & Harrison, 2007), while some findings 

have even confirmed the presence of a positive association between employees’ 

professional/career advancement and their past participation in family-friendly 

arrangements (Leslie, Manchester, Park, & Mehng, 2012). In conjunction with 

these studies, additional research provides empirical evidence that family-

friendly policies enhance organizational-level performance with lower turnover 

rates and absenteeism (Lee & Hong, 2011; Caillier, 2013b), while increasing 

team efficiency and productivity (Edward III, Clifton, & Kruse, 1996).  

The overall positive prospects of family-friendly arrangements 

notwithstanding, ensuring widespread adoption and usage of such policies 

towards the rank-and-file workforce is essentially different from a simple, top-
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down implementation of the new job design. Management scholars point out 

that the above difference mainly originates from the presence of normative, 

cultural or even structural barriers within a given workgroup, which might 

effectively inhibit eligible employees from actively partaking of WLB benefits 

(Blair-Loy & Wharton, 2002; Feeney, Bernal, & Bowman, 2014). Insofar as 

discourses on family-friendly HRM arrangements are narrowly construed as 

referring to atomized individuals and economic goals, they are inconsistent 

with the embeddedness of individual employees in their surrounding socio-

psychological environment that I argue here is the key to understanding how 

frontline employees make choice upon their latent opportunities of WLB 

benefits. Especially, family-friendly policies entail a substantial degree of 

relational and professional uncertainty for eligible employees who are faced 

with the latent opportunity to enjoy the benefits of attaining a more desirable 

work-life balance. This is because one’s regularly participation in WLB policies 

necessarily involves noticeable behavioral deviation from the extant working 

norms of the team, which may subsequently foment physical or temporal 

isolation from his or her co-workers, while engendering psychological 

ambiguity or even isolation in terms of perceived managerial support and time-

expectation (Brown, 2010; Fleetwood, 2007; Holt & Lewis, 2011). In this sense, 

multiple extant studies point out that favorable organizational support and 

cultural awareness towards work-life balance are essential ingredients for 

facilitating successful diffusion of family-friendly arrangements (Myers & 

Dreachslin, 2007; Sippola, 2007). Combined together, a more thorough 

empirical investigation is warranted on testing the effects of individual-level 

cognitive antecedents and determinants of frontline employees’ behavioral 

outcome on participating in family-friendly policies, and whether such HRM 

arrangements are indeed generating positive influence upon micro-level 

organizational effectiveness among its participants.  
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1.2. Purpose of this research 

The present paper follows Christensen & Staines (1990)’s definition on flexible 

work-schedule program (hereafter referred interchangeably as “flextime” or 

“FWP”) as an autonomous work-schedule system that permits individual 

employees to discretionally set up his or her own starting and quitting time in 

work, while requiring a standard number of hours to be filled within a given 

time period. Investigating potential determinants of FWP’s behavioral diffusion 

are of growing significance as the implementation of family-friendly policies 

itself does not serve as a terminal outcome in the organization. In this context, I 

seek new insight into the relationship between frontline employees’ flextime 

use and their subsequent formation of more heightened organization-serving 

motives (i.e., affective organizational commitment) by accounting for 

individual employees’ attributions on organizational fairness. I first evoke the    

theoretical propositions of uncertainty management model and fairness 

heuristics theory in order to investigate the influence of frontline public 

employees’ organizational fairness perception on their behavioral likelihood of 

participating in flextime (Study 1). I expect the present framework on 

organizational fairness perception will provide practical managerial insights for 

enabling employees to better enjoy the benefits of FWP arrangements while 

avoiding potential drawbacks in their professional or social/relational prospects.    

 

Research question 1: What, if any, role does perceived organizational 

fairness play in the behavioral participation of public employees in 

flexible work-schedule program arrangements?  

 

Next, based on the venerable social exchange theory (SET) framework, 

the paper then compares the level of affective organizational commitment 

between the participants and non-participants of flextime (Study 2), and 
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examine whether and to what extent the degrees of FWP participants’ empirical 

satisfaction towards the policy are also associated with the levels of 

organizational commitment (Study 3).  

 

Research question 2: How does participation in flexible work-schedule 

program arrangements relate to the levels of affective organizational 

commitment in public-sector organizations? 

 

Research question 3: How does FWP-participants’ empirical satisfaction 

towards the arrangements relate to the levels of affective organizational 

commitment in public-sector organizations?  

 

In particular, this research contends that the differential effects of 

temporal and physical deviation between flextime participants and their non-

participating colleagues may infuse significant amounts of uncertainty in one’s 

work-related expectations and procedural matters, which may create potential 

concerns of distributive equity and interactional communication (Michielsens, 

Bingham, & Clarke, 2013). In this sense, the present study attempts to broaden 

the theoretical, empirical and practical horizons of family-friendly policies and 

organizational justice literature within the context of public organizations in the 

Republic of Korea, a quintessential example of a homogenous organizational 

setting with the collectivist working-culture of high power distance (Im, 2016: 

131). As repeatedly indicated above, managerial implications regarding family-

friendly policies are highly contingent upon the predominant working culture of 

the society where an organization is embedded, and management scholars have 

repeatedly lamented the insufficient amount of sociocultural considerations in 

empirical research of human resource management and organizational behavior 

(Leslie et al., 2012). Addressing this important omission, I claim that public 

employees of the Republic of Korea are especially appropriate foci of research 
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on flextime as individuals of East Asian origins (i.e., Korea, Japan and China) 

are often understood as being highly susceptible for group-based norms and 

social cues of behavioral appropriateness (Hofstede, 2003).  

Following Colquitt & Rodell (2015)’s conceptual definition on 

organizational justice as the “perceived adherence to rules that reflect 

appropriateness in decision-contexts,” the paper investigates the proposed 

association between Korean public employees’ perception towards three sub-

dimensions of organizational fairness (i.e., procedural, distributive and 

interactional fairness) and their behavioral outcome towards participating in 

flexible work-schedule program arrangements. The present research posits that 

employees are “social creatures” who are especially attentive to signals that 

convey their status and well-being in the relevant workgroups (Tyler & Lind, 

1992). Thus, employees who are eligible for flextime may develop concerns 

that their physical or temporal absence from the office’s social setting might 

impede their relational security as well as future prospects in career or 

professional development. In this sense, employees’ behavioral outcome on 

flextime is hypothesized to be a function of their ex ante social and professional 

status vis-à-vis their colleagues and supervisors. In order to assess the influence 

of individuals’ perception on their surrounding social environment, this paper 

formulates testable hypotheses centered at the proposition of fairness heuristics 

theory, which states that individual employees’ work-related attitudes and 

behaviors (especially when facing unprecedented social situations that involve 

drawing group members’ attention) are significantly influenced by their justice 

perception towards their organizations. Upon investigating the aforementioned 

association, I then address whether FWP participants tend to reciprocate their 

WLB benefits towards the workgroup with a more heightened state of 

organizational commitment, and whether and to what extent does employees’ 

FWP-satisfaction also influences their organizational commitment.  
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1.3. Empirical context: The Republic of Korea  

The empirical context of the present research is both the (1) central government 

(i.e., departments, ministries, independent agencies and commissions) and (2) 

local-level metropolitan authorities in the Republic of Korea. As the scope of 

research is focused on micro-level units (specifically on bureaucrats who are 

assigned to “general job tasks” that consist of administrative and clerical affairs, 

policy coordination, and research and development), it is worthwhile to reserve 

additional few lines on discussing the details of the nation’s centralized system 

for recruitment and retention of its public-sector workforce. First, a vast 

majority of the public employees are recruited through nationally-administered 

examinations, which are initially categorized under three distinctive entry-

levels: (1) Grade-system 5 (recruitment via Higher Civil Service Examination); 

(2) Grade-system 7; and (3) Grade-system 9 (recruitment via Open Recruitment 

for each level). Upon employment, newcomers are placed under mandatory 

performance evaluations and internal promotions on a periodic basis, which are 

generally classified along the categories of their initial entry-level. For instance, 

GS-5 entry is generally understood as a more prestigious career-track for 

junior-executive or mid-level managerial positions, whereas those who entered 

the public service as GS-7 or 9 recruitment schemes are often categorized as 

action-level officials in the lower echelon (Cho & Im, 2015).            

In addition to the highly centralized nature of its public personnel 

administration, sociocultural peculiarities of the Republic of Korea also 

encompass a number of distinct organizational phenomena which necessitates a 

more detailed description of the nation’s working culture. First of all, it must be 

emphasized that a continuing trend of strong group-based norm and Confucian 

values persists within the Republic of Korea’s organizational culture. In both 

systemic and informal levels, Korean organizations, regardless of their sectoral 
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identities, are known for continuously inculcating a high level of organizational 

identification and the “sense of integrity” upon their workforce, through which 

individual employees are expected to put the interest of the employer before 

acting upon their own personal utilities (Campbell, Im, & Jeong, 2014). In 

other words, Korean employees are generally geared towards not to draw 

concrete distinctions between the “individualized self” and their respective 

organization, which may function as an effective psychological barrier against 

participating in family-friendly policies.  

 

1.4. Plan of this study  

Following these introductory remarks, the study continues with five additional 

chapters. In Chapter 2, a thorough description of relevant theories and extant 

literature which pertains to family-friendly policies (with a specific focus in 

FWP), organizational fairness perceptions, and organizational commitment are 

provided. In particular, I present literature reviews on the theoretical 

backgrounds and framework of uncertainty management model, fairness 

heuristics theory and social exchange theory. As the foci of the research are 

formulated upon the micro-level context of public-sector organizations in the 

Republic of Korea, the chapter also delineates the nation’s sociocultural 

peculiarities and the government’s sector-specific characteristics. Chapter 3 

contains a detailed description of the dataset, survey measurement, and research 

methodologies for testing the hypotheses, while Chapter 4 expounds on the 

statistical results and interpretation of the empirical analyses. These findings 

are then discussed within the flow and context of extant management literature 

in Chapter 5, though which a number of theoretical, practical and empirical 

implications will be elucidated. I then finish the research with concluding 

remarks in Chapter 6, where a brief recapitulation of the study’s empirical 

findings and limitations will be presented. 
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Chapter 2  Literature Review 

 

2.1. Flextime and social, professional isolation   

The present paper is premised on the insights of organizational behavior that 

some human resource management arrangements may fail to become fully 

implemented and embedded as a “standardized norm” throughout the frontline 

workforce. Since the venerable study of Blau & Scott (1962), organization 

scholars have long recognized that intra-organizational contexts of social and 

relational aspects can influence members’ attitudes or behaviors, and that these 

characteristics can be a powerful factor which underlines individual employees’ 

differential responses towards newly introduced HRM policies. In this context, 

I formulate research on how particular aspects of one’s workplace context (i.e., 

organizational fairness perception) encourage or hinder his or her participation 

in family-friendly policies, with a specific focus in flextime. 

To start from the beginning, flextime is a type of family-friendly HRM 

policy which was originally devised to effectively address the growing demand 

of family-care and work-life balance among the changing workforce (Kelly & 

Moen, 2007). Starting from the late-1980s in the United States, significant 

variations in the demographic composition of workforce (i.e., rapid increase in 

the numbers of working mothers and nuclear families with dual-career couples) 

have precipitated the degrees of interdependency between work- and family 

spheres, through which a more robust demand for work-life balance has 

occurred (Goodstein, 1994). Combined with growing public attention to these 

issues, organizational-level involvement in work-family conflicts largely took 

place in the format of installing family-friendly HRM arrangements throughout 

relevant workgroups (Veiga, Baldridge, & Eddleston, 2004). Often understood 

interchangeably with work-life balance policies, family-friendly arrangements 

have been offered in the format of spatial (i.e., telework) or temporal flexibility 
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(i.e., flextime) of labor, all geared at assisting employees to better meet the 

responsibilities of home and work (Shockley & Allen, 2012).       

Concomitant with the burgeoning family-friendly policies in the 1990s, 

much research has recognized the growing pressures of firms and government 

agencies to better respond to employees’ work-family concerns (e.g., Goodstein 

1994; Osterman, 1995). Regarding family-friendly policies in general, there 

exist multiple studies which investigate institutional motivation of employers 

that drive organizations to introduce family-friendly policies (Goodstein, 1994; 

Guthrie & Roth, 1999; Ingram & Simons, 1995; Kelly & Dobbin, 1999). 

Research that focuses on micro-level organizational behavior has continuously 

yielded practical findings that connect participation in family-friendly policy 

with enhancement in individual-level effectiveness, such as motivation (Caillier, 

2012), commitment (Caillier, 2013a), leadership feedback (Caillier, 2013b), and 

performance and turnover intention (Lee & Hong, 2011). Yet, there exist only a 

limited amount of prior studies that attempted to answer the apparent puzzle of 

predicting workers’ likelihood of regularly participating in family-friendly 

HRM arrangements, an academic blind-spot which the present paper deems 

worthwhile to explore. Narrowing the scope of research towards family-

friendly policies in the public sector, the paucity of organizational 

behavior/psychology approach appears even starker. What is lacking, then, is an 

empirical investigation that can specify and explain variations that appear in the 

core dimensions of employees’ psychological mechanisms as they observe 

latent flextime opportunities under different contexts of workgroup climate.  

In order to develop a more holistic assessment of flexible work-

schedule program arrangements, it is crucial to note that the extant management 

literature agrees on the fact that a significant degree of reluctance exist among 

the rank-and-file workforce to actively partake of the newly introduced flextime 

benefits (Blair-Roy & Wharton, 2002; Kossek, Lautsch, & Eaton, 2006; 



 

 
１１ 

Michielsens et al., 2013). Although there exist a meta-analytic study that 

showed frontline employees who participate in family-friendly policies tend to 

demonstrate more positive performance-related outcomes (e.g., Gajendran & 

Harrison, 2007), researchers point out that there exists significant headwind in 

workgroups against actively promoting such arrangements. Significant volume 

of extant research pronounces that factors underneath the underutilization of 

family-friendly policies consist of cultural or structural barriers, such as 

pessimistic perceptions around one’s future prospect in professional 

development (i.e., career penalties) and interpersonal or relational uncertainty 

vis-à-vis supervisors and colleagues (Glass, 2004; McCloskey & Igbaria, 2003). 

With respect to a theoretical narrative that corresponds with the 

negative ex ante prospect of participating in flextime, signaling theory posits 

that managers and supervisors tend to rely on the subordinate’s observable 

behaviors to make inferences about characteristics which are related to their 

professional standing within the workgroup (Spence, 1974). In particular, 

research has recognized that employees’ active participation in WLB policies 

can be interpreted by their supervisors as a negative performance signal that the 

person is struggling with an ongoing conflict for accommodating work-life 

balance, so that one’s commitment in work is subsequently diminishing (Leslie 

et al., 2012). In this sense, pressure of conformity towards the dominant norm 

of working (i.e., outright demand or subtle pressure to remain available at all 

times) tends to negatively influence employees’ decision-making towards 

engaging in flextime. Likewise, if values assigned to “time” and “availability” 

are highly significant and made salient under an interconnected organizational 

setting, frontline employees will also feel highly reluctant to facilitate the usage 

of flexible working patterns which may otherwise be branded by co-workers as 

inaccessible, irresponsible and lacking commitment in work (Emslie and Hunt, 

2009; McDonald, Pini, & Bradley, 2007). Research also indicates that due to 
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the potential risk of career penalties, firms tend to exhibit “gendered” patterns 

in terms of the frequency and proactivity of employees’ WLB participation (e.g., 

Holt & Lewis, 2011); however, such perspectives, i.e., gendered work practices, 

are out of the present paper’s scope of research. In short, elements of time and 

commitment are strongly linked to the endorsement and participation regarding 

flexible work-schedule program, as the prevalence of long and regular working-

hours to show commitment (i.e., the myth of “constant availability”) is often 

understood as an essential prerequisite for promotion (Michielsens et al., 2013).   

In addition to the potential risk of career/professional isolation, much 

research indicates that an additional portion of concerns among flextime-

eligible employees originates from their assessment of social and relational cost 

which involves interpersonal matters with colleagues and supervisors (Veiga et 

al., 2004). Interconnected with their calculation towards professional isolation, 

employees might fear being negatively labeled as “family-primary” which 

might not only damage their individual-level career advancement (Swody & 

Powell, 2007), but also increase the risk of damaging their workplace image 

and group morale due to the negative assessments by others as being less 

committed towards the organizations (Anderson & Williams, 1996). Also from 

the stream of literature on help-seeking approach, which emphasizes that one’s 

attitude towards requesting help is significantly influenced by a personal 

assessment of the cost and benefits that are associated with the potential 

consequences of asking, one’s ex ante consideration of social or relational costs 

can be a significant predictor of action (or lack thereof) towards flextime 

opportunities (Nadler & Lawler III, 1983). For instance, extant research 

recognizes the emergence of an ostracizing social pattern within a workgroup 

through which co-workers tend to distance themselves from their flextime-

participating colleagues in order to remain seen as career-focused or befitting 

the dominant mode of working (Lobel & Kossek, 1996; Schwartz, 1989).  
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The proposition that expectations of increased image cost and social 

isolation are negatively associated with the likelihood of participating in 

family-friendly programs can also be addressed from the perspectives of 

impression management – that is, employees’ tactics in terms of shaping how 

they are seen by others in workplace (Bolino et al., 2008). The fact that 

successful self-presentation matters to one’s advancement in career is a well-

established behavioral phenomenon, and management scholars emphasize that 

employees are constantly faced with an ongoing demand for projecting the right 

image to their superiors, colleagues and even to the subordinates in workplace 

(Bolino, Long, & Turnley, 2016). Up to date, researchers have proposed and 

corroborated potential ties between impression management approaches and a 

wide-range of proactive employee attitudes and behaviors, such as issue-selling 

(Detert & Edmonson, 2011), prosocial motives (Grant, Parker, & Collins, 2009), 

and organizational citizenship behaviors (OCB; Rioux & Penner, 2001), while 

also emphasizing the concept’s theoretical utility for addressing human 

resource management approaches within an organization (Bolino et al., 2016).  

Given the large inventory of recent research on how motivation for 

impression management (and the desire to create and cultivate the external 

reputation of being a committed member of the group) influences individual 

employees to engage in prosocial, extra-role behaviors, such approaches might 

shed more light on the question of under what interpersonal circumstances do 

employees exhibit reluctance to participate in arrangements that are designed to 

provide more benefits in their work-life balance. In short, frontline employees 

are especially keen and attentive towards interpreting subtle interpersonal cues 

and signals as well as explicit approval that are deemed socially appropriate and 

image-enhancing within a given workgroup (Leary & Kowalski, 1990), and it is 

through these continuous cost-benefit analyses of social/relational matters that 

employees’ likelihood of participation in flextime are determined.     
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2.2. The public-sector context in the Republic of Korea    

Addressing flextime’s social and professional aspects within a public-sector 

context is critical for the following reasons. Starting from the example of the 

United States, the U.S. Federal Government has set an important precedent 

among public institutions worldwide in terms of actively introducing a series of 

family-friendly policies in the 1990s; this was due to the fact that both mid-tier 

managers and senior executives in government branches were increasingly 

facing a more diverse composition of the federal workforce with growing 

demands for family-friendly policies and work-life balance (Lee & Hong, 2011). 

In order to underpin such initiatives, the United States Congress passed Public 

Law 106-356 in 2000 which mandates all eligible employees to be allowed to 

engage in family-friendly arrangements (Major, Fletcher, Davis & Germano, 

2008). Second, in terms of the size of manpower, national governments, not to 

mention the U.S. Federal government, tend to be by far the single largest 

employer throughout both the public- and private sectors in one’s respective 

country; this indicates that its public personnel administration programs affect a 

very large set of population altogether. Lastly, government institutions and 

agencies are known for their reputation as the “model employer” in a given 

economy, and its direction on human resource management practices can entail 

widespread external benchmarking throughout organizations of non-public 

identities as well as local government agencies (Bruce & Reed, 1994). 

 Recalling the venerable research of Hofstede (2003), concepts of 

organizational behavior are a culturally-contingent product of a group of 

individuals who continuously engage in exchanging relational influences, and it 

must be noted that most of the extant literature on family-friendly policies have 

been conducted in Western social contexts, such as the United States or the 

European Union. Once accepting the expandability of comparative perspectives 
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towards organizational culture, it is then not surprising at all to expect potential 

suggestions of conflicting narratives or interpretations on the practicality of 

family-friendly arrangements in different country-settings. For instance, most 

of the reviewed academic literature in the previous chapter has their 

organizational context firmly rooted in the United States, a society with a 

predominant individualistic-masculine culture that emphasizes material success 

over in-group harmony or compliance towards a given norm (Hofstede, 2003). 

On the other hand, in feminine cultures (i.e., Scandinavian countries) in which 

work-family balance is strongly preferred over monetary incentives, the same 

proposed relationship might appear non-significant or even reversely associated.  

Apart from the country-based dimensions of individualism-

collectivism and masculine/feminine topology of organizational culture, the 

Hofstede model also refers to uncertainty avoidance and power distance index, 

which demonstrate noticeably divergent results between East Asian countries 

and their counterparts in the Western hemisphere. Defined as “the extent to 

which the less powerful members of organizations and institutions accept and 

expect that power is distributed unequally” and “a society’s tolerance for 

uncertain and ambiguous circumstances,” respectively (Hofstede, 2011), the 

differential nature of cultural inheritance upon uncertainty and power inequity 

can entail divergent pathways of conformation patterns regarding employees’ 

actualization of self-expression and individual-based utility maximization. 

 Moving on to the contextual peculiarities of the Republic of Korea, it 

was not until the amendment of the National Civil Service Act of 1994 when its 

central government started to initiate family-friendly policies (Kim, 2007). 

Traditionally, the Republic of Korea’s working culture was understood as being 

“male-dominant,” “collectivist” and having to endure “long working hours with 

significant levels of job stress” (Kim, 2008). Public-sector jobs were no 

exception to such trends, and in accordance with Hofstede & McCrae (2004), 
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Im (2014: 139) shows that interpersonal relations in Korea’s public-sector 

workforce indeed demonstrate high estimates in the Power Distance Index. 

Korea’s collectivist culture, combined with the Confucian legacy of patriarchic 

gender values, has long forced women to endure male-centered organizational 

practices with numerous de facto discriminations for career development 

(August & Tuten, 2003). Throughout its history, Korea had its Confucian-

centric tradition to circumscribe women’s role as mostly providing familial care 

and child-rearing, and researchers point out that this enduring legacy has had 

significant, lasting effects upon the attitudes of Koreans as studies report low-

levels of participation rate towards family-friendly policies, citing unsupportive 

organizational climate towards work-life balance (Kim, 2008).  

 The descriptions above are designed to ensure that nation-based 

organizational culture is construct-valid, thereby encapsulating the cultural type 

specified in the theoretical framework this paper attempts to investigate. In 

addition, organizational culture is inherently a multilevel construct, as it depicts 

a given workgroup in terms of the collective composition of its members and 

their particular perceptions towards organizational process. That being said, I 

now delve into distinguish specific details of the formal constitution of the 

organizations-in-question. The Republic of Korea Government is a centralized, 

unitary system, in which national-level policy development and administration 

(e.g., national-level budgeting, foreign affairs or national defense) are 

conducted via relevant organizations within the central government, whereas 

certain areas of localized public affairs are placed under the jurisdiction of 

provincial governments. As of July of 2017, the central government of the 

Republic of Korea consists of 18 departments (Bu), 17 agencies (cheong), and 

11 commissions or ministry-level organizations (MPAS, 2017). Departments 

are defined as function-based ministries that conduct relevant government 

affairs, mostly those regarding central-level policy formulation. On the other 
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hand, agencies are understood as public entities that are designated for policy 

implementation. Although the assigned tasks of agencies are those of 

independent action-based nature, the organizations themselves are placed under 

the administrative control of relevant department-level organizations. Lastly, 

commissions and ministries are advisory organizations for central-level policy 

coordination within the government. The metropolitan-level governments are 

comprised of 17 entities, ranging from the city of Seoul, the nation’s capital, to 

Jeju Island, the nation’s southernmost province.   

 

Figure 1 Organizations, Central Government 
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Figure 2 Organizations, Local-level, Metropolitan Government 
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In terms of recruitment and retention of its non-executive level, non-

technical job-task workforce, the Republic of Korea Government has generally 

been operating on two, separate career trajectories each with two divergent 

tracks of entry. Korea’s civil servants enter the public service mainly through a 

series of government-administered examinations that are differentiated along 

the intended initial entry-level of applicants. First, those who plan to enter the 

civil service as mid-tier junior executives (i.e., GS-5) are recruited via the 

Higher Civil Service Examination, whereas applicants for GS-7 or GS-9 entry-

levels (i.e., action-level, low-tier officials) are brought in to the workforce 

through the Open Recruitment Examination for Public Service. Difficulty of the 

tests, as well as exam subjects and size of intended recruitment all differ 

between these tracks. In addition, the availability of specific job tasks and 

positions are largely determined upon the initial entry-track in a manner that 

newly admitted junior-executives (i.e., GS-5) are generally understood as a 

selected pool for potential senior executives in the higher organizational 
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echelon, while action-level officials are more or less expected for the role of 

administrative support or routine management on daily public affairs.        

In addition to the two-tier system of personnel recruitment, there exist 

additional layers of categorization that is based on the type of organization at 

which individual applicants can be assigned. For instance, the Open 

Recruitment Examination for Public Service is further specified between the 

lines of (1) national-level posting and (2) local-level posting. First, the national-

level recruitment for GS-7 or 9 occurs under the supervision of the central 

government (i.e., the Ministry of Public Administration and Security), whereas 

the primary responsibilities for the local-level recruitments lie in the hands of 

individual local-level metropolitan authorities. Additional caveat exists for 

GS7/9 applicants for local-level agencies that they must fulfill the three-year 

residency prerequisite regarding the municipalities/provinces to which they are 

applying. Once admitted to the public service, those who are recruited via 

national-level posting are only assigned to ministry/agency-level departments 

of the central government (e.g., the Ministry of Finance and Strategic Planning, 

the National Tax Service or the Ministry of National Defense), whereas the 

regional-level newcomers are placed upon local municipal authorities of their 

origins. There exist some particular job-task areas that are unavailable for local-

level employees; these are certain jobs that require a significant involvement of 

centralized supervision or managerial control from the central government in 

Seoul, such as customs, immigration control and weather, just to name a few.  

Also, it is important to note that GS-5 officials who handle local-level 

governments’ general administration (GA) tasks are uniformly recruited via 

national-level recruitment schemes of the Ministry of Public Administration 

and Safety (MPS), after which the self-selected few are subsequently assigned 

to local-level offices. Again, even for these local-level GS-5 officials, residency 

prerequisite is in-effect upon selecting one’s intended place of employment. 
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GS-5 officials who entered the local-level public organizations via Higher Civil 

Service Examination are given with relatively more opportunities to shift their 

workplace to the headquarters of government ministries or agencies in the 

central government. On the other hand, once assigned to their initial placement, 

GS-7/9 officials in local-level authorities are highly unlikely to be transferred to 

the bureaus of the central government, or to other local-level governments in 

different municipalities. Taken together, the divergent entry-tracks between 

central government departments and their local-level counterparts suggest that 

the workforce compositions of the upper-echelon tend to differ along the two 

“organization-types” of the Korean government. For instance, one noticeable 

characteristic of local-level authorities is that a vast majority of their junior-

level executives (i.e., GS-4 and 5s) are comprised of those who initially entered 

the service through the Open Examination track (i.e., GS-7/9), who then moved 

up the hierarchical ladder beyond their initial pay grade. Thus, potentials for 

career advancements among GS-7 employees in local-level governments – that 

is, to get internally promoted to the level of junior-executives – are relatively 

higher than those in the central government, where most of the executive 

offices are often replete with those who were recruited via the upper track. 

Lastly, local-level metropolitan authorities and their counterparts in the 

central government significantly differ in terms of the level of workload, job 

stress, and organizational culture (Cho & Im, 2010: 414-420). For instance, due 

to the de facto limitation in location-choosing among local-level civil servants, 

public offices in provincial governments generally consist of a homogenous 

workforce with frontline employees of highly similar geographical backgrounds, 

whereas the workforce composition of agencies and ministries under the central 

government is much more diverse. In addition, it should be recalled that the 

Korean Government operates upon a unitary, centralized administrative 

structure, which indicates that, the job-tasks and responsibilities of the central 
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government are much more policy-centric and nationally-oriented, thereby 

involving higher-levels of coordination intensity and workload. In this sense, 

public administration scholars have continuously emphasized a need to conduct 

in-depth investigations towards potential peculiarities on the basis of the 

location of one’s agency or one’s initial GS entry-track (Cho & Im, 2010: 459).  

 

Figure 3 Recruitment and retention of public employees in Korea 

 

 

2.3. Linking flextime with organizational fairness conception     

As noted in the previous section, one frequent issue that resonates among 

frontline employees who are eligible for flextime is whether the uptake of 

flexible work-schedule programs upon one’s personal needs hinder their social 

status or promotion potential within their workgroups (Blair-Loy & Wharton, 

2002). Faced with an unknown social environment that follows with the new 

mode of individualized commuting and work-schedule, employees face a 

varying degree of uncertainty towards their home agencies’ organizational 

mechanisms on both official procedures on human resource management and 

informal social schemes among colleagues and supervisors, through which they 
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go through continuous processes of information acquisition, intraorganizational 

communication (both formal and informal), behavioral prediction and selection, 

and subsequent observation of reactions coverage on sets of actions that violate 

or confirm what had been uncertain social prescriptions (Berger & Calabrese, 

1975). Under such circumstances, individual employees get to ponder over the 

issues of equity, respect or trustfulness of the governance structure of their 

home agency, as qualities and characteristics of subjective, interpersonal 

processes are difficult to ascertain (Van den Bos, 2001).  

From an organizational-culture perspective, social and relational 

aspects of individual employees’ decision-making matrix are heavily influenced 

by perception towards the degrees of “supportive organizational environment,” 

a key factor for determining the prospects of flextime participation among 

frontline employees. Differentiating the culture of organizational support along 

the dimensions of formal- and informal support, the official provision of 

family-friendly HRM arrangements fit in the first category, whereas the latter 

includes interpersonal or organizational aspects that gravitate towards forming 

a positive sense of self-control (or uncertainty management), which in 

aggregate, can build a predictive model in addressing the behavioral outcome of 

frontline employees towards flextime (Thompson & Prottas, 2006). In this 

sense, multiple researchers have noted the importance of informal office-level 

support towards the employees’ work-family demands, as it renders individuals 

less likely to worry about potential negative ramifications, thereby increasing 

the likelihood of employees feeling comfortable using the benefits of formal 

support-arrangements (Thompson, Beauvais, & Lyness, 1999). 

In short, the rank-and-file get to ponder about justice-relevant events 

whenever they feel uncertain (Colquitt & Zipay, 2015), and perceived fairness 

plays an important role influencing the likelihood of participation towards 

flextime (Veiga et al., 2004). In this context, I argue that the participation in 
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flextime, and their subsequent physical isolation and deviance of working hours 

from their colleagues tends to exacerbate the participants’ consistent need for 

self-efficacy in one’s performance and promotion potentials as well as social 

support and organizational affiliation within their workgroups. Especially when 

combined with the organization’s performance appraisal system in-place, such 

concerns can be additionally amplified in a sense that flextime participants 

consistently develop a series of cognitive processing of expectations towards 

transparency and accountability about the allocation of pay, rewards, 

evaluations and additional benefits that are attached with their behaviors with 

regards to the flexible work-schedule arrangements. 

Uncertain management model and fairness heuristics theory state that 

employees place particular emphasis upon justice issues as the presence of fair 

and transparent procedures helps them manage any kind of uncertainty they 

face in workplace (Lind & Van den Bos, 2002). Drawing on past literature, 

scholars have claimed that once the rank-and-file employees attend to justice 

issues, such perceptions on organizational fairness get to influence their 

attitudinal and behavioral reaction in the workplace (Colquitt et al., 2013). In 

this sense, organizational justice perspectives can offer a particularly insightful 

viewpoint for addressing multiple outcome-variables of organizational behavior 

dimensions (Greenberg, 1990), specifically on analyzing such concerns among 

the Republic of Korea’s public employees who are eligible for flextime. As 

noted in the previous section, the public sector of the Republic of Korea is the 

archetypical workplace where collectivist organizational culture dominates both 

of the office and hallway, and it would be a worthwhile investigation to study 

whether and to what extent the lens of organizational fairness perception can 

alleviate individual public employees’ uncertainty towards the cultural milieu 

upon the not-so-routine encounter with the latent flextime opportunities.   

With regards to the theoretical origin of organizational justice, it was Greenberg 
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(1987) that first introduced the overarching notion of organizational fairness, 

and the questions of how employees develop subjective perception towards the 

fairness of organizational system and process, and of how such understanding 

tends to influence employees’ attitudinal and behavioral outcome in return 

(Greenberg, 1987). In terms of a broader human resource policies with a 

specific focus on enhancing employees’ work-life balance, Kurland & Egan 

(1999) investigated the individual-level perception of organizational justice 

from private-sector teleworkers’ viewpoint; although the research confirmed the 

significant influence of telework on the strength and direction of participants’ 

fairness perception, no study has yet to address micro-level organizational 

fairness perception as a determinant of employees’ decision-making towards 

engaging in WLB policies, let alone flextime. In this context, this study focuses 

on the three distinct, yet interconnected sub-dimensions of organizational 

justice concept in particular, which are categorized as distributive, procedural, 

and interactional natures. A number of studies have concluded that each 

fairness dimension is orthogonal to each other rather than an opposite pole on 

the same continuum (e.g., Colquitt, Conlon, Wesson, Porter, & Ng, 2001), 

indicating that employees can simultaneously report high estimates on all three 

foci, or on neither component. Hence, it is necessary to measure and model all 

three sub-dimensions as separate variables, as each factor is expected to have 

unique effects on employees’ FWP participation. A more detailed explanation 

of each dimension will be addressed in the following sections. 

 

2.3.1. Distributive fairness 

The concept of organizational justice has appeared in management literature 

since the early-1960s, and there have been many repeated trials to derive a 

systemic set of conceptual definitions on justice and fairness matters within a 

given organizational setting. Scholars point out that the earliest foundation of 
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organizational justice can be traced back to the concept of organizational equity 

(Cho & Sai, 2012), and most theoretical focus was made on the distributive 

nature – that is, the appropriateness in decision-making and outcomes on equity, 

equality and needs of allocation – of organizational resources and financial 

benefits towards employees (Adams, 1965; Leventhal, 1976). It was Adams 

(1965) that first posited that perceptions of distributive justice can be fostered 

or hindered depending on whether outcomes are perceived to be equally applied 

to relevant stakeholders; according to the research, distributive fairness was 

defined as the nature of a socially just allocation of rewards and costs within an 

organizational setting (Adams, 1965). For instance, when employees of the 

same task or responsibilities are rewarded with differential amount of material 

benefits, organization members might perceive their workgroup as unfair in a 

distributive way. On the other hand, scholars have stated that if employees 

perceive that they are being treated fairly in term of the allocation of pay and 

rewards, they will be more likely to hold positive attitudes towards their 

workgroup and reciprocate with prosocial behaviors (e.g., Moorman, 1991).  

 

2.3.2. Procedural fairness 

Procedural justice is often defined as “perceived fairness of decision-making 

processes and the degree to which they are consistent, accurate, unbiased, and 

open to voice and input” (Colquitt et al. 2013: 200). The prototype of 

procedural fairness concept can be traced back to Thibaut & Walker (1975) 

which addressed the issues that are associated with the legality or legitimacy of 

decision-making processes through which fair outcomes are determined. Early 

development of procedural fairness concepts owes to the flow of studies which 

pointed out that not only the fairness of outcome is important but also ensuring 

due process of fairly written regulations is particularly essential in maintaining 

the overall perception of justice in an organizational setting. Procedural fairness 
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is not a unidirectional, one-way process in a sense that the concept is critical in 

intra-organizational communication along the hierarchical structures of a given 

firm. For instance, Levanthal (1980) stresses that procedural fairness also 

entails individuals’ perception on whether the organization is open for the rank-

and-file members’ participation in critical decision-making processes, such as 

performance appraisal, personnel shift roster or promotion recommendation. 

Scholars also emphasize that procedural and distributive dimensions are closely 

intertwined in a way that when employees feel confident in procedural fairness, 

they are more likely to perceive the final distributive decision-making on pay 

and rewards as impartial and unbiased (Cropanzano & Randall, 1993).     

 

2.3.3. Interactional fairness 

The interactional dimension of organizational justice perception was initially 

conceptualized by Schermerhorn (1991), through which the term was first 

described as the “…degree to which the people affected by decision are treated 

by dignity and respect” (Schermerhorn, 1991). The term concentrates on the 

inter-relational exchange between those in the managerial positions and 

frontline subordinates on organizational processes such as general decision-

making procedures, timely delivery of job-related information, feedback on job 

performance, and treatment of employees with dignity and respect (Folger & 

Bies, 1989; Tyler & Bies, 1990). Originally, interactional fairness consists of 

two sub-components: one of which is labeled as interpersonal justice, the 

degree to which employees are treated with propriety, dignity and respect by 

authorities involved in executing procedures (Bies & Moag, 1986), whereas the 

other is entitled as informational justice that concerns the adequacy of 

explanations provided to people that convey in-depth details on the logic of 

relevant organizational procedures (Greenberg, 1990; 1993). One of the most 
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noticeable distinctive traits of interactional fairness from its distributive- and 

procedural counterparts is its conceptual emphasis on relational exchanges 

among individual employees. Accordingly, fairness perception on interactional 

dimension is formulated upon each subordinate employee’s experiences of 

daily communication with one’s direct supervisor(s) and colleagues which may 

not be necessarily confined to formal discussions on job-related topics (Bies, 

2005). Thus, rather than drawing on the organization’s formalized structures of 

resource exchange schemes, the term is more closely associated with individual 

workers’ interactions within their formal- and informal social circles at work.  

In the business- and public administration literature alike, there exist 

multiple prior studies regarding the individual-level outcome of perceived 

organizational fairness on organizational effectiveness. For example, a number 

of studies have investigated the influence of employees’ perceived fairness on 

OCB (Moorman, 1991; Olkkonen & Lipponen, 2006) and turnover intention 

(Jones & Martens, 2009). The presence of these studies, among many 

additional ones, indicates that individual perception on organizational justice is 

generally associated with positive behavioral outcome for enhancing the 

organizational effectiveness as a whole.  

The common denominator among the aforementioned literature is their 

utilization of the social exchange theory, a concept of social psychology that 

addresses a process of subjective cost-benefit analysis and the comparison of 

alternatives on utilitarian perspectives (Blau, 1965). While useful in gauging 

the degree and intensity of institutionalized norms of employee-employer 

reciprocity within a given organizational setting, such approach entails one 

noticeable limitation in a way that the model cannot effectively encapsulate 

employees’ intentions towards initiating workplace behavior that is especially 

beneficial to their own needs for work-life balance. In other words, prior studies 

have only shown the attitudinal or behavioral association of perceived 
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organizational justice as “obligations to reciprocate upon” rather than 

“guaranteeing favorable environment for” enlarging autonomy in work duties 

or claiming more flexibility in work-life balance, for instance. 

Considering the social and relational nature of individual employees’ 

decision-making within a workgroup setting, I point out that a complementary 

rationale for understanding the effects of justice and fairness is offered by the 

group engagement model (Tyler & Blader, 2003). According to the framework, 

once employees determine that they are being treated with respect and dignity 

in a fair and transparent manner, such formation of favorable perception on 

organizational justice can engender the feeling of psychological safety against 

the latent uncertainty of social relations and professional prospect within the 

workplace (Tyler & Bladder, 2003). Subsequently, engaged employees develop 

psychological attachment to the organization (i.e., organizational identification) 

and also towards one’s affiliated workgroup (i.e., interpersonal trust), which 

provides more “freedom of maneuver” in terms of utilizing beneficial human 

resource policies at workplace (Blader & Tyler, 2009).                

 As shown in the present section, introduction of a new set of human 

resource management policies and its internal adoption and diffusion cannot be 

simply understood as a unidirectional, homogenous process of top-down 

implementation. As the above literature review illustrates, the academia is 

replete with growing calls for addressing a wide-range of social and relational 

determinants of channeling individual workers towards family-friendly policies. 

With regards to FWP participation, I contend that the Republic of Korea’s 

public workforce can elicit findings of significant implications which may 

prove instrumental for recommending the future direction of government 

organizations’ human resource management arrangements. In accordance with 

uncertainty management model and fairness heuristics theory, the present study 

hereby proposes the following hypotheses for empirical testing:     
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Hypothesis 1A: public employees’ perception on distributive fairness is 

positively associated with their likelihood of participating in flexible work- 

schedule program arrangements. 

 

Hypothesis 1B: public employees’ perception on procedural fairness is 

positively associated with their likelihood of participating in flexible work- 

schedule program arrangements. 

 

Hypothesis 1C: public employees’ perception on interactional fairness is 

positively associated with their likelihood of participating in flexible work- 

schedule program arrangements. 

 

2.4. Reciprocity in-place: flextime and social exchange theory      

In the previous section, I have drawn upon uncertainty management model and 

fairness heuristics theory to posit what I expect to observe as a behavioral 

prediction and adjustment trajectory of frontline employees who are eligible for 

the newborn opportunity to participate in flexible work-schedule program. I 

claim that the full-picture of micro- or meso-level determinants and desirability 

of family-friendly policy remains unaddressed if the explicit connection 

between flextime participation and organizational effectiveness remains 

unanswered. In diagnosing the current research trend of organizational behavior 

and human resource management (OB/HRM), organization scientists have 

especially lamented the inundation of empirical papers with little or no obvious 

prospect of cumulative knowledge development on concrete managerial 

relevance (Davis, 2015; Pillutla & Thau, 2013). Facing such critiques, it is 

warranted to recall the fact that every organization exists for the sake of 

attaining specific objectives with significant levels of performance efficacy, and 

without considering the employer-centric perspective (i.e., organizational 

effectiveness) regarding family-friendly policies, one can hardly argue that the 
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literature of this sort (i.e., public administration) is fully instrumental in 

enhancing our understanding on whether and to what extent does newly 

introduced HRM arrangements can enhance utilities for both the employees and 

employer. As noted earlier, the overall positive association between family-

supportive policies and employees’ organizational effectiveness becomes much 

more equivocal when the workers’ work/non-work role conflicts are considered 

in the equation (e.g., Sturges & Guest, 2004). This, in fact, puts additional 

emphasis on the expected utility of family-friendly arrangements as a crucial 

linchpin between the rank-and-file’s work-life balance and professional 

development. I therefore contend that it is of both theoretical and empirical 

significance to investigate whether frontline employees who are confronted 

with competing priorities of work and family-needs can utilize their given 

flextime opportunities to resolve the predicament while enhancing their 

attitudinal effectiveness towards the workplace.  

In this sense, by evoking the venerable social exchange theory (Blau, 

1964), I aim to posit how employees’ participation in flexible work-schedule 

arrangements can actually benefit the employer through eliciting a more 

enhanced commitment towards their organizations. Noting that social exchange 

relationships entail “unspecified” mutual obligations regarding trust-based 

interpersonal associations which involve two or more exchange partners, Blau 

(1964) claimed that such relationship can be a positive motivational basis 

behind employee behaviors and attitudes on mutually rewarding transactions 

and relationships among relevant parties or stakeholders. Differentiating social 

exchanges from pure, economic transactions, the present study emphasizes that 

it is the former through which the connection of workplace-favors and future 

obligations emerge, and subsequently influences the formation of high-quality 

relationships. In this sense, Cropanzano & Mitchell (2005) noted that 

distinguishable social exchange relationships can be formed not only in 
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subordinate-supervisor relations but also between/towards co-workers, frequent 

customers, suppliers and even employing organizations themselves. Concerning 

employee-employer relationship in particular, the SET framework is especially 

instrumental in explaining frontline workers’ formation of personal obligations, 

and feelings of gratitude and trust towards their respective organization, as 

multiple studies have consistently interpreted Blau (1964)’s original social 

exchange theory model as a baseline framework through which substantial 

social relationships emerge when employers take care of the employees (and 

activates a sense of obligation among the rank-and-files), thereby facilitating 

beneficial consequences for both parties (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005).  

Again, in order to match the goodwill, individuals return the benefits 

they have received. Based on the aforementioned proposition, the extant flow 

of interpretation on the SET framework is divided between two distinguishable 

research frameworks, first on perceived organizational support (POS) and the 

latter regarding leader-member exchange (LMX) (Eisenberger, Huntington, & 

Sowa, 1986). The first approach, i.e., the POS-model, delineates reciprocal 

relationship between employees and their respective home organizations, while 

the latter, i.e., the LMX-model, mainly concentrates on the repeated mutual 

interaction between frontline employees and their direct supervisors. Regarding 

the POS-model., social exchange theory contends that “high levels of perceived 

organizational support create feelings of obligation, whereby an employee not 

only feel that he or she ought to be committed to the organization, but also feel 

an obligation to return the employer’s commitment by engaging in additional 

positive behaviors that support the firm’s objectives (Wayne, Shore, & Liden, 

1997: 83).” On the other hand, the LMX-model is a more narrow-focused 

conceptualization of the SET framework as it necessarily assumes the presence 

and role of a supervisor (Settoon, Bennett, & Liden, 1996).  

It can be said that empirical evidence for the SET framework is robust, 
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as multiple articles have produced consistent findings on both the POS- and 

LMX models which demonstrate a wide-range of attitudinal and behavioral 

implications from how frontline employees and supervisors interact under 

different forms of interpersonal, reciprocal exchanges. For instance, researchers 

have successfully corroborated the presence of positive associations between 

perceived organization support with OCB (Lynch, Eisenberger, & Armeli, 

1999) and job performance (Rhoades, Eisenberger, & Armeli, 2001) through 

the SET framework which operationalizes POS as the perceived quality of the 

social exchange (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005). On the other hand, scholars 

have noticed that POS entails substantial theoretical limitations in predicting 

employees’ prosocial reciprocity towards their boss (e.g., Wayne et al., 1997), 

and therefore argued for a more supervisory-focused conceptualization of the 

model, thereby breaking down the SET framework based on the target of the 

exchange (Masterson, Lewis, Goldman, & Taylor, 2000). In short, both POS 

and LMX are distinctive types of the relational process of the SET framework. 

The present paper focuses on the POS-model, as flextime, a distinctive form of 

family-friendly policies, can be understood as a potential reciprocal-exchange 

between employees and their home organization (Lee & Hong, 2011).    

The foci of the extant public administration/management literature 

which attempt to examine the individual-level outcome of family-friendly 

arrangements are largely formulated on variables such as job involvement, 

satisfaction, turnover rates and group-level performance. For instance, Lee & 

Hong (2011) investigated the effects of U.S. Federal Government’s family-

friendly policies (i.e., child care subsidies, paid-leave, telework, and alternative 

work schedules) on turnover rates and group-level performance, yielding a 

result of negative association between child care subsidies and turnover rate. 

Also testing social exchange theory, Caillier (2012) found a positive association 

between teleworking arrangements and work motivation among U.S. Federal 
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employees, and results from Caillier (2013) vindicate the positive tie of social 

exchange theory can also be applied upon the relationship between family-

friendly benefits and job involvement and organizational commitment among 

U.S. public workers. However, not all studies yield homogenous, unidirectional 

results for the proposed behavioral or attitudinal patterns of WLB-participants’ 

positive reciprocity towards their organizations. For example, Caillier (2014)’s 

result demonstrates a different picture on the formulated employer-employee 

reciprocity, as U.S. public employees who regularly participate in teleworking 

arrangements were found to exhibit lower degrees of work effort, even after 

controlling for the mediating effects of role clarity and job satisfaction.    

Notwithstanding the general robustness of the aforementioned studies, 

this paper contends that investigating the potential effects of flextime 

participation on Korean civil servants’ organizational commitment can provide 

a more accurate understanding of the employer-employee reciprocity in the 

nation’s public sector. Organizational commitment is commonly defined as 

individual employees’ psychological attachment towards the workgroup, 

through which the feeling of oneness and solidarity can be developed (Meyer & 

Allen, 1991). Widely understood as a positive and proactive psychological state 

towards one’s home organization, the concept is also assumed as a facilitative 

channel towards eliciting positive individual-level work variables such as OCB 

and innovation, while reducing withdrawal behaviors such as absenteeism or 

turnover (Mathieu & Zajac, 1990).  

In contrast to the initial conceptualization of organizational 

commitment as a uni-dimensional construct that originates from individual 

employees’ identification, involvement and loyalty towards their respective 

firm or agency, recent management literature has supplemented the established 

theory that there exist three sub-dimensions under the overarching concept of 

organizational commitment. Starting from Meyer & Allen (1984), which 
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described organizational commitment as having a two-dimensional construct of 

affective and continuance origins – that is, “positive feelings of identification 

with, attachment to and involvement in the work organization,” and “the extent 

which employees feel committed to their organization by the virtue of the costs 

that they feel are associated with leaving” (Meyer & Allen, 1984: 375) – a third 

dimension was soon added, through which its normative dimension, i.e., “the 

employee’s feeling of obligation to remain with the organization” (Allen & 

Meyer, 1990: 6), was addressed.  

Organizational commitment, as a present-day, tri-dimensional concept, 

is widely understood as an employee-employer linkage that consists of 

organizational members’ psychological attachment, along with internalization 

of common identification and goal/value congruence towards the organization 

(Cohen, 2007). With regards to the antecedents of specific sub-dimensions of 

the concept, numbers of research (Beck & Wilson, 2000) have identified that 

affective commitment can be activated by the extent to which individual 

worker’s need and expectations about his or her organization is matched by the 

one’s actual, empirical experience in the workgroup. On the other hand, the 

concept of continuance commitment is often regarded by management scholars 

as an “instrumental attachment” to the organization, under which the employee-

employer linkage is largely formulated upon one’s assessment of beneficial 

gains from economic exchanges with the organization (Hrebiniak & Alutto, 

1972). Under this model, individual employees are conceptualized as the so-

called “rational beings” who constantly engage in cost-benefit analysis and 

alternative-seeking behaviors such as turnover. Lastly, normative commitment 

originates from an individual’s internalized sense of moral duty and obligation 

that militates in favor of sustaining one’s membership in a given organization 

(Meyer & Allen, 1997: 11). In a sense that the concept involves obligation and 

loyalty, normative commitment is widely understood as closely intertwined 
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with the social exchange theory framework, under which individual workers are 

geared towards reciprocating their benefits towards the employer with a more 

positive and stronger individual-level organizational effectiveness. In addition 

to the attitudinal consequence of organizational commitment, the concept has 

substantial behavioral implication along its psychological mechanisms. 

Given that Korean public employees enjoy a high-standard of job 

security and social status, a particular perquisite associated with the nation’ 

public-sector workforce (Im, Campbell, & Cha, 2013), I contend that one’s 

“affective” commitment towards his or her organization is better-suited for 

portraying the degrees of intended positive attitudinal outcome of flextime 

participants within the government. By nature, the provision of family-friendly 

policies is a type of organization-based perquisite that can be especially 

effective in engendering profound emotional attachment and orientation 

towards the organization. In fact, receptiveness by management and equity 

were two of many potential antecedent variables for facilitating one’s affective 

commitment (Meyer & Allen, 1997). In this sense, one might contend 

otherwise that FWP arrangements are benefits in themselves which are more 

closely associated with discussing the strength of one’s continuance 

commitment towards the workgroup. Yet, it must be recalled that further 

impacts of continuance-dimension of organizational commitment necessarily 

entails individuals’ economic calculation towards retention-turnover decision-

making. Although there exist a number of studies which emphasize that the 

average level of self-reported turnover intention itself is a strong negative 

indicator of organizational vitality (Jung, 2014), describing overall 

psychological climate and facing negative performance in employee retention 

are, at least, two distinctive organizational issues (Cho & Lewis, 2012). Given 

that actual turnover rates of public employees in the Republic of Korea 

(regardless of their self-reported intention to leave) are substantially low when 
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compared with their private-sector counterparts (Jung, Chan, & Hsieh, 2017), I 

deem continuance commitment as less applicable to the affective dimension of 

the given concept. In addition, management scholars have shown that affective 

organizational commitment and perceived organizational support are closely 

intertwined concepts (Shore & Wayne, 1993), and that POS can also be 

identified as an efficacious predictor of employees’ commitment towards the 

workgroup (e.g., Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005). Taken together, I contend that 

affective commitment provides an appropriate psychological construct that is 

germane to testing the post hoc attitudinal evaluation upon frontline employees 

who have participated in flexible work-schedule program arrangements.   

Regarding the contextual peculiarities of the public sector in Korea, it 

is important to note that government-administered employment in the Republic 

of Korea entails significant levels of job security while granting its employees 

with the status of “social elite,” a set of sector-specific perquisites which attract 

some of the best and brightest college graduates for entering the public service 

(Song, Kwon, Cha, & Min, 2016). Due to the protection extended by the “job 

security clause” of the National Civil Service Law, numbers of Korean civil 

servants who voluntarily quit their public-service careers are substantially low, 

especially when compared with their counterparts of similar pay grades in the 

private sector (Campbell et al., 2014), a significant national- or sector-specific 

trait which renders the explanatory power of turnover intent as ineffective. 

Moreover, most of public organizations, especially government departments 

and agencies, necessarily entail the issues of lacking objective indicators for 

effectively gauging their employees’ performance or productivity (Brewer & 

Selden, 2000). In this context, extant literature which examined the tie between 

family-friendly policies with variables of organizational effectiveness in the 

public sector contains limited generalizability towards explaining attitudinal or 

behavioral outcome of flextime-participating bureaucrats in Korea. Combined 
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together, I contend that these sector-specific issues underscore the importance 

of employees’ organizational commitment as an effective operationalization of 

micro-level effectiveness, thereby warranting the present study’s research 

framework on investigating the effects of flextime on public employees’ level 

of affective organizational commitment. Moreover, when narrowing the scope 

of research on the public-sector context of the Republic of Korea, no research 

so far has investigated the potential influence of participation/satisfaction 

regarding family-friendly policies on frontline employees’ individual-level 

organizational effectiveness. In accordance with social exchange theory, the 

present study proposes the following hypotheses for empirical testing:     

   

Hypothesis 2: public employees who are participating in flexible work- 

schedule program arrangements will demonstrate higher levels of affective 

organizational commitment than non-participants  

 

Hypothesis 3: Among the public employees who are participating in flexible 

work-schedule program arrangements, the degrees of satisfaction towards the 

policy are positively associated with the levels of affective organizational 

commitment.   

 

The practicality of the above hypotheses is apparent for the following 

reasons. First, employees’ perceived organizational fairness is an important 

managerial topic to consider within the studies of public administration in a 

sense that the institutional guarantee of meritocracy and transparency in human 

resource management are critical tenets of the government bureaucracy’s daily 

operations (Rubin & Weinberg, 2014). Specifically, regulations and procedures 

of personnel administration regarding the public-sector workforce are designed 

to ensure the so-called “level playing field” for all civil servants in order to 

uphold the merit-principles of the government (Weber, 1952) 
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Secondly, the proposition of group engagement model on decreasing 

social- and professional uncertainty of individuals does not simply guarantee an 

increased likelihood of participating in family-friendly program arrangements, 

which further necessitates the present study’s conceptual model (Study 1, in 

particular). For instance, some of the prior studies on organizational fairness 

perception and group engagement model have empirically corroborated the 

positive influence of individuals’ fairness perception on the collective sense of 

in-group solidarity, organizational identification, and a more collaborative 

organizational culture (e.g., Blader & Tyler, 2009). Based on the presence of 

these studies, combined with the fact that participation in flexible work- 

schedule program arrangements necessarily entails temporal physical absence 

from the workplace as well as deviation from the previously established 

organizational culture and norms, one might develop a counterargument which 

posits that a more positive fairness perception will not uniformly lead public 

employees to modify work-schedule upon their personal needs. 

With regards to the nature of work itself, the motivational basis of 

labor is better understood as a broad concept that covers not only material or 

intrinsic benefits to oneself but also relational utilities that result from 

employees’ group-level social interaction at their workplace (Tyler & Lind, 

1992). Contingent upon the question of on which characteristic do employees 

understand family-friendly policies, flextime can be viewed as a double-edged 

sword that may promote individual well-being on the one hand, while 

diminishing one’s social/professional utilities at the same time. Acknowledging 

such multidimensionality of work, the present study is a worthwhile attempt in 

terms of investigating whether and to what extent the psychological alleviation 

of workgroup uncertainties (via perceived organizational fairness) will lead 

relevant employees to adopt the new mode of work-schedule, or instead, to 

remain adhering to the traditional office-norm of fixed working hours.   
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Third, the present paper attempts to extend the current state of 

knowledge on family-friendly policies by examining the differential outcomes 

on affective organizational commitment between those who regularly use 

flextime and their non-participating colleagues, and whether individuals’ 

experienced satisfaction levels towards flexible work-schedule arrangements 

are positively associated with their state of affective commitment towards the 

employer. By combining the first study on investigating the influence of 

perceived fairness as an antecedent towards behavioral participation in flextime, 

and the latter two analyses on gauging its positive effects on public employees’ 

affective commitment, the paper’s multi-study approach is highly instrumental 

for gaining a more holistic understanding of what drives frontline civil servants 

to engaging in flextime arrangements, and whether and to what extent do FWP 

adoption yields beneficial managerial returns to the organization. Ultimately, I 

contend that these inquiries will generate helpful implications for organizations, 

regardless of their sectoral identities, to better adapt family-friendly policies to 

the workers’ WLB, which, in turn, will enhance their attitudinal effectiveness.     

Lastly, this research is by far the first scholarly attempt to analyze 

potential micro-level mechanisms of frontline employees’ actual participation 

in family-friendly policy, particularly in the public-sector context of the 

Republic of Korea. Recalling Louis (1983:39), organizations are goal-oriented 

social entities, in which the members exchange influences in- and out with 

deliberate organization-wide structures and coordination mechanisms, thereby 

forming a unique, standardized pattern of individual attitudes and behaviors. In 

this context, engaging in a more in-depth investigation of organizations of non-

Western cultural background is especially vital for enhancing our understanding 

towards adoption and diffusion of family-friendly HRM arrangements. Again, 

the Republic of Korea has traditionally been understood as a Confucian-based 

male-centric society where demands for work-life balance and family-support 
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remains largely suppressed and deemed as secondary to maintaining long labor 

hours. In this sense, I expect that a number of practical managerial implications 

will be derived through investigating the aspects of justice-based interpretations 

and interpersonal reactions on the microfoundations of FWP participation 

within an East-Asian setting.  

 

Figure 4 Conceptual Model  

 

 

As shown above, this chapter first described the theoretical concepts 

on family-friendly policies (with a specific focus on flexible work schedule 

programs), perceived organizational fairness, and organizational commitment, 

after which a number of testable hypotheses were presented, each on the 

continuous flow of extant, relevant literature. In summary, I propose that the 

practical adoption and diffusion of flexible work-schedule program 

arrangements is contingent upon frontline employees’ organizational fairness 

perception, and that the participation in turn entails more heightened state of 

affective organizational commitment towards the workgroup (see Figure 4). 

The next chapter will lay out the specifics of the dataset and research 

methodology, which will later be employed for empirically testing the 

formulated relationships among the variables.  
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Chapter 3  Data and methodology 
 
3.1. Data: Public Employees Perception Survey (PEPS) 

In order to test the formulated hypotheses, the present research employs the 

2017 edition of the Public Employees Perception Survey (PEPS), which was 

conducted by the Korea Institute of Public Administration (KIPA). The surveys 

were electronically administered to public employees across both the central 

government and local metropolitan-level municipal authorities of the Republic 

of Korea (for those assigned to offices where electronic communication was not 

available, responses were collected and retrieved via postal mail). Established 

by the Korean Institute of Public Administration Act (No. 4335) of 1991, KIPA 

is an independent research agency within the executive branch of the Republic 

of Korea Government that serves as an advisory role towards the Office for 

Government Policy Coordination on wide-ranging issues of public-sector 

employment, staffing, retirement and benefits (KIPA, 2017). The survey is 

conducted on a regular periodic basis, through which detailed assessments on 

the health of the Government’s merit-based personnel administration system 

and further policy suggestions are derived. For PEPS 2017, the survey 

questionnaires were initially sent out during the period of 1 Aug 2016 and 31 

July 2017, after which the responses and individual-level demographic 

information were retrieved and analyzed between 1 Aug and 30 Sep, 2017.   

 Intended population of the survey was public employees in 52 

ministry/agency-level departments of Korea’s central government and those 

working in 17 local-level metropolitan governments. Based on the estimates of 

March 2017, total number of public employees within the central government 

was estimated as 21,862, whereas the size of local government workforce was 

reported as 253,750. Among the 253,750 employees, the number of bureaucrats 

who work in metropolitan-level agencies was 46,997; the remaining 206,753 
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are comprised of those who are assigned in primary-level local governments 

(e.g., country-level, regional offices). It is important to note that the intended 

population of PEPS was public employees of “general job-tasks” who are 

assigned to department/agency headquarters. As opposed to those of “technical 

job-tasks,” (i.e., those in charge of specific assignments in agriculture, 

environment and construction), bureaucrats in the general job-task group are 

senior executive services, and those in charge of general administration works 

(GA), research and development (R&D), social welfare, prisoner correction, 

and legal prosecution (KIPA, 2017). 

As of March 2017, the central government of the Republic of Korea 

consists of total 17 departments (i.e., ministries; bu), 16 agencies (cheong), and 

5 office (cheo) / commissions (wui-won-hoe), whereas local governments are 

comprised of 17 province/metropolitan-level entities. However, the PEPS 2017 

excluded 8 central-level agencies that contain extraordinarily few numbers of 

employees or those with limited public access due to national security reasons 

(i.e., Personal Information Protection Committee, Nuclear Safety Commission, 

Office of the National Security, Office of the Chief Secretary to the President, 

Office of the Chief Secretary to the Prime Minister, Secretariat of the National 

Security Council, and Presidential Security Service) (KIPA, 2017). In this sense, 

stratified samples were assigned to 46 central-level public organizations and 17 

metropolitan-level governments, through which total 1,095 and 2,022 sample 

respondents were respectively drawn.  

Starting with total 3,117 respondents, I made additional modification 

to the sample, as the concept of organizational fairness perception and flextime 

apply particularly to action-level employees within the Government’s positional 

hierarchy (i.e., non-senior executives). Composed of director-level employees 

and above, the Republic of Korea Government’s senior executive service (SES) 

system includes approximately 1,500 bureaucrats (from both the central and 
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local governments) within the upper echelon, who are placed under separate 

performance evaluation schemes and contracts. Hence, respondents who have 

identified their pay-grade as either GS 1, 2 or 3 were excluded from the dataset. 

Extant public administration research points out that there exist significant 

differences between the bureaucrats of higher hierarchical rankings and their 

non-executive counterparts in terms of their motivational and behavioral 

components (Lipsky, 1969). In this sense, multiple extant studies of public 

administration and management demonstrate a commonality in excluding these 

groups when addressing variables that are more germane to frontline or street-

level bureaucrats (e.g., Fernandez & Moldogaziev, 2010). As the description of 

the initial PEPS dataset is now complete, I now move to the next section which 

provides details of the development of measurements which are employed to 

address individual responses on the relevant variables.   

 

3.2. Measurements 

3.2.1. Demographic and organizational characteristics 

Along with survey items, a number of demographic information were collected 

from each employee, who were asked to indicate his or her gender, age, current 

marital status and the number of children. In addition, respondents were asked 

to indicate the year of their initial entrance to the civil service system, through 

which their current lengths of organization tenure were calculated in a reverse 

manner. Respondents were also invited to indicate their initial entry-level to the 

public workforce – that is, whether the respondent entered the government 

through the Higher Civil Service Examination for GS-5 or via the Open 

Recruitment for GS-7 or 9 – as well as their current job-level on the official 

grade-system scheme. Lastly, all employees were invited to write-in the name 

and type of their home organizations; however, due to the internal privacy 
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regulation of the KIPA, the office of primary responsibility for administering 

the survey, this information was numerically coded in a manner that specific 

identities of the departments, agencies or commissions cannot be released to the 

public. Instead, the dataset revealed basic information on whether a respondent 

belongs to local metropolitan-level authorities or organizations of the central 

government-level. Combined together, the samples were nested in total 63 

workgroups (i.e., individual organizations within the nation’s public-sector), 

which were differentiated along the lines of local- and central-level categories. 

Again, additional lines of explanation are necessary with regards the 

details of the Republic of Korea’s civil service system. The nation’s public-

sector workforce is divided into total nine different grade-system levels, with 

Grade 9 being the lowest, and Grade 1 the highest. In general, Korean public 

employees are assigned with job-tasks and responsibilities based on their 

current level on the grade system scale, which is largely determined upon the 

initial track of entrance into the public workforce (these variables are included 

in all empirical models in this study). Finally, in order to provide further 

avenues of statistical control upon any unobserved differences among the 

workgroups (i.e., government departments or agencies), the PEPS dataset 

includes indicator variables for labeling all 63 organizations from which 

individual samples are nested. Due to the internal privacy regulations and 

guidelines of the Social Research Center of the Korea Institute of Public 

Administration, details of each respondent’s organization-specific information 

were numerically coded in a manner to remain unidentifiable.  

Despite the limited information on workgroup variable, I contend that 

without considering the inherent multilevel nature of organizations and industry, 

the empirical consensus on the research questions is tenuous at best. The 

organization context captured by its managerial strategy or work-climate is 

likely to reflect the attributes of its embedding sectoral environment as well as 
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the constraints posed by various intraorganizational factors. Organizations also 

develop peculiarities based on their unique historic legacies on leadership and 

employees. Thus, organizations with strong family-oriented cultures are 

characterized by significant expectations and successful managerial responses 

towards the matters of family-support and work-life balance. A more detailed 

analytical strategy regarding organization-effects will be discussed in Chapter 4.   
 

Table 1 Demographic characteristics for the initial sample  

 Frequency Percentage 
Total 3,094 100.0 
Gender 

Male 
Female 

 
2,003 
1,091 

 
64.74 
35.26 

Age 
19 – 29  
30 – 39 
40 – 49 
50 or above 

 
240 

1,037 
1,178 
639 

 
7.76 

33.52 
38.07 
20.65 

Marital status 
Not married 
Married 

 
686 

2,408 

 
22.17 
77.83 

Current number of children 
0 
1 – 2 
3 or above 

 
1,090 
1,861 
143 

 
35.23 
60.15 
4.62 

Type of home agency 
Local metropolitan-level  
Central government  

 
1,980 
1,114 

 
63.99 
36.01 

Agency tenure 
5 years or below 
6 – 10  
11 – 15 
16 – 20 
21 – 25 
26 or above 

 
517 
537 
634 
339 
424 
643 

 
16.71 
17.36 
20.49 
10.96 
13.70 
20.78 

Initial entrance level 
Higher Commission (GS-5) 
Open Recruitment (GS-7 or 9) 

 
361 

2,733 

 
11.67 
88.33 

Current GS-level 
GS-4 
GS-5 
GS-6  
GS-7 
GS-8  
GS-9 

 
242 
868 
938 
805 
166 
75 

 
7.82 

28.05 
30.32 
26.02 
5.37 
2.42 
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Table 2 Demographic characteristics for the flextime participants 

 Frequency Percentage 
Total 2,187 100.0 
Gender 

Male 
Female 

 
1,397 
790 

 
63.88 
36.12 

Age 
19 – 29  
30 – 39 
40 – 49 
50 or above 

 
162 
706 
846 
473 

 
7.41 

32.28 
38.68 
21.63 

Marital status 
Not married 
Married 

 
481 

1,706 

 
21.99 
78.01 

Current number of children 
0 
1 – 2 
3 or above 

 
763 

1,312 
112 

 
34.89 
59.99 
5.12 

Type of home agency 
Local metropolitan-level  
Central government  

 
1,474 
703 

 
67.86 
32.14 

Agency Tenure 
5 years or below 
6 – 10  
11 – 15 
16 – 20 
21 – 25 
26 or above 

 
360 
340 
446 
252 
316 
473 

 
16.46 
15.55 
20.39 
11.52 
14.45 
21.63 

Initial entrance level 
Higher Commission (GS-5) 
Open Recruitment (GS-7 or 9) 

 
209 

1,978 

 
9.56 

90.44 
Current GS-level 

GS-4 
GS-5 
GS-6  
GS-7 
GS-8  
GS-9 

 
163 
621 
697 
557 
108 
41 

 
7.45 

28.40 
31.87 
25.47 
4.94 
1.87 

 

 

3.2.2. Variables for Analysis 1 & 2 

This section provides a specific explanation on the development of survey-

based measurements that are used for gathering individual-level perception on 

the dependent, independent, and control variables for Study 1 and 2. Details on 
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the univariate analysis, along with scale dimensionality and internal consistency 

of each item and variables are presented. One obvious limitations of this 

approach is that the questionnaires are not specifically designed and 

administered to measure academic concepts with theoretical rigor. In this sense, 

the items may result in at least some degrees of incongruence when compared 

with an academically validated set of questionnaires. This may be the price one 

has to pay when using secondary sources, yet it also should be noted that 

multiple empirical studies exist which have utilized non-academic survey-based 

datasets for addressing research questions on various organizational behavior 

concepts of individual-level attitudes or behavioral aspects (Fernandez, Resh, & 

Moldogaziev, 2015). Acknowledging such constraints, the study derived its 

measurement items in accordance with those of the previous literature of public 

administration which employed PEPS or its foreign equivalence (e.g., U.S. 

MSPB or U.S. OPM surveys) to access individual perceptions towards the 

proposed variables (e.g., Choi & Rainey, 2014; Cho & Sai, 2012; Rubin, 2009; 

Sabharwal, 2013). It is important to note that the original survey measures were 

both administered and retrieved in Korean. Due to the difference of language, I 

translated and back-translated the measures to ensure their validity (Brislin, 

1980). In addition, as the paper is drafted in a non-Korean format, the following 

chapters will present English-translated questionnaires for the measurement of 

each variable; the full-version of the original text is included in Appendix 1.   

 The conceptual model of the present study is based on the frontline 

public employees’ behavioral outcome on participating in flexible work-

schedule program arrangements. In order to measure whether the respondents 

have participated in flextime on a regular basis, the present paper employs a 

single survey item, which is as follows: 

 

Have you participated in flexible work-schedule program arrangements?  
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The scales of the item above are developed in a dichotomous format, through 

which flextime-eligible employees who have actually participated (or currently 

participating) in the arrangements are coded as “1” whereas non-participants 

among the eligible population are categorized under “0.” Among the 3,094 

respondents of this study, 2,187 (70.69 percent) have replied that they have 

prior or current experiences in participating in FWP, whereas the remaining 907 

employees (29.31 percent) reported that they have not participated in such 

arrangements. One caveat to this item and its scales is that the question does not 

precisely measure the dependent variable with theoretical rigor and specificity. 

For instance, the original dataset did not differentiate whether respondents are 

eligible for participating in family-friendly policies in the first place. Public 

workforce, like its private-sector counterparts, is a complex organizational 

entity with multiple types and formats of workgroups. This indicates that there 

might be additional unobserved factors (e.g., group-dynamics, job-related 

technical issues, etc.) that affect individual employees’ FWP eligibility. Again, 

such limitations arise because of the fact that the KIPA-administered PEPS 

survey is designed for non-academic human resource management purposes. 

 In order to measure the three sub-dimensions of organizational fairness 

perceptions – that is, distributive, procedural and interactional fairness – the 

research utilizes the average of the following groups of survey items. First, for 

measuring distributive fairness, the first sub-dimension of organizational 

fairness perception, the following four questions were administered:  

 

The amount of my salary is an appropriate reflection of my current job 

performance 

 

My occupational employee welfare benefits are appropriate when 

compared with private-sector counterparts (especially those in large-size 

corporations) who perform similar levels of tasks 
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Considering the difficulty of my assigned tasks, my salary is a fair 

reflection of my efforts 

 

Considering the responsibility of my assigned tasks, my salary is a fair 

reflection of my efforts 

 

Facing the above questions, public employees were asked to rate their degrees 

of agreement on a 5-point Likert-type scale that ranges from 1 (“Strongly 

Disagree”) to 5 (“Strongly Agree”). In order to ensure the acceptability of the 

measurements, scale dimensionality was assessed using an exploratory factor 

analysis that revealed a single-factor with an eigenvalue of 3.012. It turned out 

that all survey items load onto a single-factor at relatively high levels, with 

individual loadings ranging from .78 to .94. Finally, when different items are 

used to form a measurement scale, they need to demonstrate a robust level of 

internal consistency – that is, the level of general agreement between multiple 

items that form a composite score of a survey measurement of a given construct. 

In terms of distributive fairness, the proposed scale was accepted as highly 

satisfactory based on the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of .93. 

Secondly, the following four items from the PEPS dataset were 

employed in order to measure individual public employees’ perception towards 

procedural fairness of their respective home organizations: 

 

Decision-making process in my home organization/agency is conducted 

on the basis of fair procedures 

  

 Decision-making process in my home organization/agency is based on a 

consideration of opinions of all of its employees 

 

In my home organization/agency, promotion standards and procedures are 

in an appropriate manner 
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In my home organization/agency, goal-based performance appraisal 

systems, which are taken into consideration for promotion, are being 

processed in a fair manner 

 

Again, respondents reported their degrees of agreement on these statements 

based on a 5-point Likert-type scale. These items were found to be forming an 

acceptable univariate group of measurement. First, these items reveal an 

eigenvalue of 2.404, and the loadings were reported as ranging between .75 

and .79. The test for internal consistency, Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was .85.  

 Third, four items were selected from the same PEPS dataset for 

measuring individual public employees’ perception towards interactional 

fairness dimension. Specific wordings of the selected items are as follows:  

 

I am comfortable requesting additional information or a more detailed 

explanation on decisions that are made within my home 

organization/agency   

 

In my home organization/agency, doors are open for employee to raise 

objections regarding decisions that are made 

 

In my home organization/agency, practices of vertical interpersonal 

communication and dialogues are well-established in an efficient and 

efficacious manner 

 

In my home organization/agency, practices of horizontal interpersonal 

communication and dialogues are well-established in an efficient and 

efficacious manner 

 

Again, all the items load onto a single-factor with generally high levels that 

range between .68 and .81. The eigenvalue for the above items are reported as 
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2.384, while Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was estimated as .86, thereby 

affirming their acceptability as a single-factor measurement of the construct.  

 Lastly, the following four items were combined into a single indicator 

for measuring individual public employees’ perception towards one’s affective 

organizational commitment. This variable, although not included in the first 

part of the study (i.e., Study 1), is the dependent variable for Study 2, through 

which systemic differences between the group of flextime participants and its 

non-participating counterparts will be analyzed.  

 

In order to stay in my current home organization/agency, I am willing to 

conduct any kind of task in the future 

 

In order to ensure the success of my current home organization/agency, I 

am willing to put efforts that are above the average  

 

I feel a strong sense of identification with my current home 

organization/agency 

 

There exists a strong overlap between the mission valence of my current 

home organization/agency and my personal values. 

 

Again, to corroborate internal consistency and unidimensionality of the survey 

items, a number of statistical assessments were made, through which an 

eigenvalue of 2.438 and factor loadings between .69 and .85 were obtained, 

thereby confirming both criteria. Cronbach’s alpha was reported as .87.    

 In addition to the demographic traits of the respondents, the present 

section delineates theoretical and empirical motivation for proposing additional 

control variables for Study 1. With respect to analyzing individual employees’ 

behavioral outcome on participating in family-friendly policies, it is important 

to note that a mere implementation of such HRM arrangements is largely 
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insufficient for ensuring their utilities. If flextime arrangements are understood 

as a “physical enabler” towards assisting employees to better achieving work-

family balance, factors other than work-climates or formal characteristics 

internal to the organization, such as job-related designs and home/family 

demands, might work as channeling factors upon leading eligible employees 

towards flexible work-schedule program arrangements (Baruch & Nicholson, 

1997). In this sense, in addition to the demographic traits (e.g., gender, marital 

status, number of children and age), the present study proposes the following 

three control variables that are related to job design to be included in its first 

analysis: (1) goal clarity; (2) perceived job autonomy; and (3) workload. I 

suggest these variables in accordance with extant management literature that 

emphasizes job design as an additional key determinant in explaining the 

practical ability of employees to engage in family-friendly policies (Thompson 

& Prottas, 2006), and in particular, researchers have noted that greater decision 

latitude and less pressure at work are predictive of positive outcomes in work-

family interface (Grzywacz & Marks, 2000). 

First, the paper attempts to measure goal clarity through averaging 

individual-level responses from the following four items:  

 

I have a firm understanding on the organizational goal of my home 

agency/organization 

 

I have a firm understand on how my assigned tasks are related to meeting 

the organizational objectives of my home agency/organization 

 

Priority among different organizational objectives in my home 

agency/organization is straightforward  

 

Organizational objectives of my home agency/organization provide 
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definitive and specific guidelines for conducting my assigned tasks 

 

It has been confirmed that the four questions load onto a single factor with an 

eigenvalue of 2.703. Factor loadings were also generally high, ranging from .79 

to .84. In addition, Cronbach’s alpha estimate was .90, indicating a sufficient 

level of internal consistency in-place.  

 Moving onto the next additional control variable, perceived job 

autonomy was measured through averaging individual public employees’ 

responses towards the following three items: 

 

I have considerable degrees of autonomy and choice regarding 

types/procedures on processing my assigned tasks 

 

I have considerable degrees of autonomy and choice regarding speed and 

deadline on processing my assigned tasks 

 

I have considerable degrees of autonomy and choice regarding specific 

priorities on processing my assigned tasks  

 

Again, single-factor analysis was conducted, which revealed that the above 

questions load onto a single factor with an eigenvalue of 1.725. Factor loadings 

of each item were all reported within the satisfactory levels, i.e., between .68 

and .80, for ensuring unidimensionality of the construct. Also, the items’ 

Cronbach’s alpha estimate was reported as .83.  

 Finally, public employees’ workload was operationalized through the 

actual number of their labor hours, which was measured through a single-item 

questionnaire that invited every respondent to indicate their average weekly 

work hours for the past month. By including this measure, I attempt to address 

the possible explanation that frontline bureaucrats’ FWP usage (or lack thereof) 

is associated with their degrees of work overload. Instead of providing answers 
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on a five-point Likert scale, individual public employees were first asked to 

manually check their electronic personnel management records and write-in the 

actual number of average working hours on a weekly basis. Thus, unlike other 

additional control variables, work hour was composed as a continuous variable 

that corresponds to the actual amount of one’s weekly labor hours. Although 

some readers may suggest that the results may include exaggerated estimates as 

the information was retrieved in a self-reported format, a problem often referred 

as social desirability effect, I contend that this approach boasts its strength as a 

more objective analysis on public employees’ labor intensity can be derived.  

 

3.2.3. Variables for Analysis 3 

This section provides a detailed explanation on the development of survey 

measurements that are used for gathering individual-level information on the 

focal constructs for the third study of this paper. During this stage, the research 

sample is modified in a manner that only those who have already participated in 

flexible work-schedule program arrangements are included. By concentrating 

on flextime-participants, I plan to conduct an empirical testing on whether and 

to what extent frontline public employees’ empirical satisfaction towards FWP 

is associated with their degrees of affective organizational commitment. Since 

the dependent variable of Study 3, i.e., affective organizational commitment, 

was already covered in the previous section (as it is also set as a dependent 

variable for Study 2), I begin with providing specific details on the 

measurement of flextime satisfaction, the sole independent variable of Study 3. 

Individual public employees’ degrees of satisfaction towards the flexible work-

schedule program arrangements are measured through a single-item that is 

based on a 5-point Likert-scale, which is as follows:  

 

Please indicate your degree of satisfaction towards the flexible working 
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arrangement provided by your organization/agency 

 

It should be noted that the above item was tied to the questionnaire asking for 

previous (or current) experience in participating in flextime. Thus, only those 

who first answered “yes” to the item on FWP participation were invited to 

move on to the next item that asked each respondent to indicate his or her 

degrees of satisfaction towards the FWP policy. These items are critical in a 

sense that the sample for Study 3 could be systemically separated from its 

previous two sections of analysis (i.e., Study 1 & 2).  

 In order to address possible alternative explanations and augment the 

predictive validity of the independent variable, Study 3 also contains a number 

of theoretically-relevant control variables, along with the sample respondents’ 

basic demographic and professional characteristics. Since the subjects of 

individuals’ demographic/professional characteristics were already provided in 

the previous section, I concentrate on the specifics of the control variables that 

are first introduced in Study 3. First, in accordance with the extant flow of 

public administration literature on the sectoral peculiarities of public 

organizations (e.g., Perry & Hondeghem, 2008; Perry & Rainey, 1988; Perry & 

Wise, 1990), the present research employs public service motivation (PSM) as a 

potential antecedent towards influencing individual public employees’ affective 

organizational commitment. In fact, multiple studies corroborate public service 

motivation as a significant underlying concept towards generating a wide range 

of positive organizational effectiveness among civil servants (Wright & Grant, 

2010). In the present research model therefore, the construct was formulated 

upon combining the following five survey-items, which are as follows: 

 

Serving the public interest of the nation and the citizenry is very important 

to me 
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I am willing to risk personal humiliation to openly advocate others’ rights 

Making a difference for the society means much more to me than gains 

from personal achievements. 

  

I am prepared to make enormous sacrifices for the good of society. 

 

Through my daily life, I constantly recall how I am closely interconnected 

with other citizens of this society  

 

Testing for unidimensionality and internal consistency of the items above, an 

eigenvalue of 3.000 was obtained, thus indicating that the items satisfactorily 

load onto a single factor; factor loadings were fairly high, ranging from .69 

to .83. In terms of testing for internal consistency, the Cronbach’s alpha for the 

five survey-items was reported as .89.  

 Next, based on the job-demand resource (JD-R) model, perceived 

resource support, role clarity, and job stress were also included in the model. 

The JDR framework posits that a substantial level of job strain from either 

insufficient amount of physical, social or organizational support that are highly 

functional in achieving one’s balance between work-demands and goal-related 

self-efficacy will necessarily entail significant motivational or attitudinal cost to 

individual employees (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). Research confirms that 

continued job strain from an insufficient amount of resource is robustly 

associated with employees’ psychological exhaustion and subsequent depletion 

of motivation and commitment towards the workplace (Bakker, Demerouti, & 

Sanz-Vergel, 2014). In this context, I employ the following items for measuring 

perceived resource support. 

 

I am currently being provided with a sufficient amount of human resource 

support (e.g., personnel or manpower) that is deemed necessary for 
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conducting my job-tasks   

 

I am currently being provided with a sufficient amount of physical 

resource support (e.g., budgetary support) that is deemed necessary for 

conducting my job-tasks 

 

I am currently being provided with a sufficient amount of informational 

resource support (e.g., infrastructure on information technology or 

relevant job-related information) that is deemed necessary for conducting 

my job-tasks. 

 

Once again, statistical assessments on scale-unidimensionality and internal 

consistency were conducted; Cronbach’s alpha was .78 and the items have 

collectively revealed an eigenvalue of 1.509. Estimates of factor loading were 

between .66 and .78.  

 Next, public employees’ perceived levels of job stress were measured 

with total six survey-items, which are as follows: 

 

I sometimes receive contradictory work-demands or task-guidelines from 

my supervisor 

 

I am experiencing a role conflict between the expectations of my 

supervisors and those from my subordinates 

I have experienced conflicts between my official job-related responsibility 

and my personal values  

 

The range of job-related responsibilities regarding my assigned tasks is 

rather ambiguous 

 

The priority of job-related responsibilities regarding my assigned tasks is 

rather ambiguous 
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The specific guideline regarding my assigned tasks is rather ambiguous 

 

Again, the same series of statistical assessments were conducted in order to 

measure the degrees of consistency of the selected survey items. The tests have 

revealed that the eigenvalue of these seven survey-items are 3.521; Cronbach’s 

alpha was reported as .89, and the individual items’ loadings were estimated as 

ranging between .71 and .81. These results illustrate that the items have 

satisfactorily met the traditional standards of internal consistency.  

 As information on the measurement and scale of work hours and 

perceived job autonomy are both covered in the previous section, no additional 

description on these specific survey-items will be provided at the moment. 

However, as Study 3 is designed upon a different dataset from the previous two 

analyses, it is worthwhile to reserve few lines for discussing whether and to 

what extent the estimates of unidimensionality and internal consistency of the 

common variable – that is, perceived job autonomy – differ from those in the 

previous sample. After conducting the same series of statistical assessments, 

Cronbach’s alpha and eigenvalue for perceived job autonomy were reported 

as .83 and 1.721, respectively, while the range of loadings was formed 

between .68 and .80. The numbers on the Cronbach’s alpha and loadings all 

correspond with those from the analyses for the previous studies, whereas the 

eigenvalue slightly decreased from 1.725 to 1.721. Based on these estimates, it 

is safe to assume that all of the differences are negligible, thereby obviating the 

necessity for additional statistical modifications (individuals’ work hours were 

directly measured in weekly hours of labor via a single-item questionnaire, thus 

the information on unidimensionality or internal consistency was not available).  

 

3.3. Research methodology and hypotheses 

Based on the literature review conducted in Chapter 2, I propose that individual 
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public employees’ behavioral likelihoods of participating in flextime are 

significantly influenced by their levels of perceived organizational fairness 

along the procedural, distributive and interactional dimensions. In addition, I 

have contended that the group of “flextime-participants” will differ in terms of 

their degrees of affective organizational commitment when compared with 

those who are not partaking work-life benefits from such arrangements. In 

order to investigate whether the actual, empirical quality of work-life balance 

arrangements can also influence flextime participants’ affective organizational 

commitment towards their respective workgroups, I have proposed the last 

portion of the research (i.e., Study 3), which is to examine the potential 

beneficial effects of individuals’ satisfaction towards FWP. As the proposed 

conceptual model involves more than one stage of empirical analyses, the paper 

thus consists of three different, yet interconnected series of studies. As shown in 

Table 3, the first three hypotheses (H1A, H1B, and H1C) share the overarching 

concept of organizational fairness dimension, and will be tested upon the 

framework of uncertainty management model and fairness heuristics theory; the 

next two hypotheses (H2 and H3) are both based on social exchange theory.  

 

Table 3 Summary of the formulated hypotheses 

Hypothesis Proposition 

H1A 

 

Public employees’ perception on procedural fairness is 
positively associated with their likelihood of participating in 
flexible work-schedule program arrangements.  

H1B 

 

Public employees’ perception on distributive fairness is 
positively associated with their likelihood of participating in 
flexible work-schedule program arrangements. 

H1C 

 

Public employees’ perception on interactional fairness is 
positively associated with their likelihood of participating in 
flexible work-schedule program arrangements. 

H2 
 

Public employees who are participating in flexible work-
schedule program arrangements will demonstrate higher levels 
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of affective organizational commitment than non-participants 

H3 

 

Among the public employees who are participating flexible 
work-schedule program arrangements, the degrees of 
satisfaction towards the policy are positively associated with the 
levels of affective organizational commitment 

 

Figure 5 Framework of analysis 

 
 

The hypotheses above will be empirically accepted or rejected based 

on a number of statistical criteria. First, hypotheses H1A, H1B, and H1C will 

be assessed through a multilevel binomial logistic regression analysis. As the 

dependent variable is comprised of dichotomous categorical outcomes – that is, 

whether an employee has participated in flexible work-schedule program 

arrangements – I contend that the logistic regression model, also known as the 

logit model, is best suited for investigating the association between perceived 

organizational fairness and flextime participation. With regards the additional 

application of a multilevel approach, I provide a more detailed explanation in 



 

 
６１ 

the following paragraphs. 

The basic statistical framework of the logistic regression model starts 

from calculating the conditional probability that a specific outcome variable 

(e.g., FWP participation) equals one at a particular value of predictor variables 

(e.g., organizational fairness dimensions). In addition to the initial conditional 

probability function, the model conducts a series of logit-based transformations 

to “linearize” the relationship between the predictor variable and the probability 

that a certain outcome equals one, thereby enabling the researcher to predict the 

“logit of the conditional probability” that the outcome variable equals one over 

the probability that it equals zero. Thus, the standard interpretation of the 

logistic regression model is that for a unit change in the predictor variable, the 

logit-outcome of the dependent variable is expected to change by its respective 

parameter estimates (logit of the conditional probability that the FWP variable 

equals one divided by the probability that it equals zero). In terms of calculating 

odd ratios, the multiplicative factor by which the predicted probability of FWP 

participation change when the predictor variable (e.g., organizational fairness) 

increases by one-unit, the values are obtained by “exponentiating” the logistic 

coefficient of the independent variable. In Study 1, the exponentiated values of 

organizational fairness perception indicate that for a unit change in each 

fairness dimension, the odd ratio of FWP is expected to change by a factor of 

the respective parameter estimate in the logistic regression model.   

Recalling that the basic unit of stratified survey-sampling for the initial 

dataset was department/agency, I emphasize that respondents are “nested” in 

specific (yet unidentifiable) organizational groupings. This multi-layered 

structure of the dataset implies that public employees who are grouped in the 

same cluster are more likely to perceive their work-climate in a similar manner 

when compared with respondents in different clusters of organizations. In other 

words, the hierarchical nature of the initial data structure indicates a possibility 



 

 
６２ 

of non-independence among the responses that would violate the independence 

assumptions of standard logistic regression analysis (Raudenbush & Bryk, 

2002). In order to address the inherent variance among organizations in terms 

of their contextual, cultural or functional peculiarities (along with other 

organization-specific work-climate), the paper therefore employs a multilevel 

approach upon its series of analysis. Also known as the nested-data model, 

multilevel method (MLMs) is an especially useful instrument for accounting 

for the potential non-independence issue in a field study (Tabachnick & Fidell, 

2007). As sample employees of this research are systemically nested upon the 

hierarchies of more than single-tier entities (See Figure 7 in next page), 

multilevel approaches can allow for modeling group effects while testing 

hypotheses by treating the intercepts as random (between-group effects) rather 

than fixed effects (within-group effects). Regarding multilevel methods, more 

specific explanations as well as analytic strategies will be provided in Chapter 4.  

 

Figure 6 FWP participation rate by organization① 

 

                                            
① Again, it should be noted that the privacy regulation of the Korea Institute of Public 
Administration, the office of primary responsibility for administering the PEPS project, specific 
names of the sample organizations (e.g., Ministry of National Defense) could not be identified 
and correspondingly matched with the numerical agency codes included in the original dataset.  
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Figure 7 Hierarchical structures of the dataset (2017 PEPS Data) 

 

 

Again, as the present research’s units of analysis are public employees 

who are nested within multistage, stratified clusters – that is, individual 

employee are nested in government organizations which are also additionally 

categorized upon either being part of the nation’s local-level metropolitan 

authority or belongs to ministry/agency-level entities in the central government 

– I contend that a more accurate and holistic picture can be generated through 

employing at least a two-level hierarchical approach in the upcoming logistic 

regression analysis. This is because the multilevel nature of the dataset causes 

observations in the same cluster to be correlated as they tend to share common 

cluster-level random-effects. As the dependence among individual observations 

can partially originate from different levels of the innate hierarchical structure 

of the data, failure to account the shared unobserved random effects among the 

survey respondents might distort parameter estimates and standard errors of the 

empirical model (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). In such context, methodologists 

point out that the most appropriate solution for addressing such concerns is to 
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directly address the nested sources of the variance which originates from 

different hierarchical levels of a given dataset (Khan & Shaw, 2011).  

In Study 1, employing multilevel logistic regression has the following 

implications as the model attempts to predict exponentiated logistic 

probabilities of FWP participation for an individual employee in his or her 

particular workgroup. First, the log coefficients (or odd ratios) will be allowed 

to vary between departments/agencies where individual public employees are 

assigned. Through differentiating the effects of average log-coefficients (or odd 

ratios) in the single-level sample (i.e., fixed intercept) from the variation of this 

value from one specific department/agency to another (i.e., random intercept 

variance), the multilevel model thereby enables the researcher to better observe 

whether and to what extent the organization-specific characteristics are 

influencing their individual employees’ behavioral outcome towards flextime. 

In terms of the sample size for level-2 clusters, an important criterion for 

ensuring the overall quality and reliability of multilevel analysis, researchers 

and methodologists alike suggest that 50 or more level-2 units are required for 

deriving an accurate estimation of standard errors (Paccagnella, 2011; Sommet 

& Morselli, 2017), while the number of observations per cluster is generally 

less of primary importance. In view of this perspective, one may recall that 

Study 1 is designed upon the total sample size of 3,094 with sixty-three level-2 

and two level-3 clusters, respectively, thereby successfully fulfilling the 

prerequisite for multilevel modeling.       

In order for Hypotheses H1A, H1B, and H1C to be accepted, each 

logistic coefficient must be positive, and odd ratios of these predictor variables 

should be larger than 1 (as the proposed hypotheses state positive direction of 

influence from each dimension of organizational fairness perception) and 

distinguishable from zero at the conventionally-accepted 95% confidence level 

(unless indicated otherwise, the alpha level of .05 will be used as a default 
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criteria for discerning statistical significance). If any of these coefficients are 

negative (which automatically indicates that the odd ratios are smaller than 1) 

or not distinguishable from zero at the statistically significant level, the 

corresponding hypothesis will not be accepted.  

Hypothesis 2 will be tested in a rather simple way by employing a t-

test and ANOVA between the groups of flextime participants and those who 

have not experienced the arrangements. Based on the venerable social exchange 

theory, the present paper attempts to test for potential differences in the mean 

level of affective organizational commitment between the two groups. T-test is 

a statistical way of comparing the reported means between two given groups, 

and the mean difference between flextime participants and non-participants 

should be large in a statistically significant amount. Thus, for Hypothesis 2 to 

be accepted, the mean difference should be a positive value (as the research will 

be subtracting the mean value of non-participants from that of flextime 

participants; social exchange theory posits that those who have partaken either 

formal or informal benefits from the respective organization will be inclined to 

develop stronger attachment or loyalty towards the employer), and that such 

estimate must be distinguishable from zero at the statistically significant level.  

Assuming the conditions for Hypothesis 2 are met, I move to the third 

part of the empirical analysis, through which Hypothesis 3 will be investigated 

through a multilevel linear regression analysis (HLM) upon the association 

between the dependent variable (i.e., affective organizational commitment) and 

its sole independent variable (i.e., empirical satisfaction towards flextime), 

along with a number of control variables in-effect. Again, it is worthwhile to 

note the paper employs an HLM model upon the proposed variables. 

The transition from Study 2 to 3 is critical as the t-test is rather a 

simple statistical analysis in detecting the mere presence of a significant mean- 

difference of affective organizational commitment between the two groups (i.e., 
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flextime participants and non-participants). Due to the inherent simplicity of 

Study 2, additional factors that might influence individual public employees’ 

self-reported levels of affective organizational commitment cannot be 

accounted. Given the presence of multiple potential antecedents and 

determinants which might further impact individuals’ sense of organizational 

effectiveness towards their workgroup, the culmination of Study 2 necessitates 

additional research for investigating whether the reciprocity proposition from 

the social exchange theory can also address the question of to what extent the 

empirical satisfaction towards FWP can explain the variance in the levels of 

flextime participants’ affective organizational commitment. In order to 

supplement the limitations of the second study, I have designed Study 3 in a 

manner that the model involves additional control variables (i.e., potential 

antecedents of affective organizational commitment of public employees) and 

demographic/family-related traits of the respondents. Again, the proposed 

hypothesis for Study 3 will be accepted if the regression coefficients on public 

employees’ flextime-satisfaction appear positive and be distinguishable from 

zero at the statistical significance level of .05.  

 

Table 4 Hypotheses and research methodology 

 

Hypotheses 
 

Study 
 

Relationship 
 

Estimator 
 

Threshold 
 

 

H1A 

1 

+ 

Binomial 
logistic 

regression 
p < .05 

 

 

H1B 
 

 

H1C 

 

H2 
 

2 
 
 

T-test 
/ANOVA 

 

p < .05 

 

H3 
 

3 
 

Linear 
regression 

 

p < .05 
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The brief summary of the formulated hypotheses, along with their 

proposed empirical approaches and thresholds of statistical acceptance, is 

illustrated in Table 4. In sum, this chapter has provided detailed information on 

the measurement-scales for the dependent, independent, and control variables 

of each study, along with a brief synopsis of the selected research methodology. 

The next section presents formal descriptive statistics of the data, followed by a 

number of empirical analyses per each study. Taken together, I now turn to 

corroborating the validity of the proposed hypotheses. 

 

 

Chapter 4  Empirical Analysis 
 

4.1. Descriptive statistics and correlations 

Prior to conducting a series of empirical analysis for testing the proposed 

hypotheses, I begin with presenting descriptive statistics for the dependent, 

independent, and control variables (including demographic traits) employed in 

Study 1 and 2. As demonstrated in Table 5, the first column demonstrates the 

mean values, followed by the standard deviations, minimum and maximum 

values for all the observed variables. Including FWP-participants and non-

participants altogether, the sample for both studies contains total 3,094 

respondents who are currently employed by the Republic of Korea Government.  

 

Table 5 Descriptive statistics for Study 1 and 2 

 Mean SD Min Max 

Flextime participation* .706852 .4552794 0 1 

Distributive fairness 2.659421 .7700448 1 5 

Procedural fairness 2.964528 .7120719 1 5 
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Interactional fairness 3.120071 . .7025526 1 5 
 

Work hours 
 

50.97059 8.056447 20 80 
 

Goal clarity 
 

3.365304 .6740845 1 5 
Perceived 
job autonomy 3.162034 .7461725 1 5 

Organizational 
commitment 3.357708 .7139988 1 5 
 

*Flextime participation is a categorical variable with a binomial format (non-
participation=0; participation=1) 
 

 Mean SD Min Max 

Gender (female=1) 0.352618 .4778623 0 1 

Age 41.86813 8.386019 19 59 

Marital status (married=1) .7782805 .4154705 0 1 

Current number of 
children 1.129606 .9651255 0 5 

Initial GS-level entry  
(GS 7 or 9 = 1) .8833226 .3210874 0 1 
 

Current GS-level 6.003232 1.134357 4 9 

Organizational tenure 15.7576 9.575372 1 40 

 

Table 6 illustrates the summary of descriptive statistics for the relevant 

variables and demographic traits for Study 3. As the sample for Study 3 differs 

from that of the previous two analyses (Study 3 addresses the association 

between flextime-participants’ empirical satisfaction towards the FWP and their 

degrees of affective organizational commitment, thus rendering the respondents 

who have not experienced flextime arrangements unnecessary), additional lines 

of explanation are presented as follows. First, the sample size decreased from 

the initial number of 3,094 to 2,187; the latter contains only those who have 

experienced participating in flextime. Secondly, the mean value of affective 

organizational commitment, the dependent variable for both Study 2 and 3, has 
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slightly increased from 3.357708 to 3.379744, while the mean value for work 

hours has decreased from 50.971 to 50.658. Third, with the exception of job 

stress, all of the remaining variables demonstrate mean values above 3.  

 

Table 6 Descriptive statistics for Study 3 

 Mean SD Min Max 
 

Affective 
organizational 
commitment 

3.379744 .7044323 0 5 

Flextime satisfaction 3.664838 .8548142 1 5 

Public service 
motivation (PSM) 3.538637 .6443949 1 5 

Perceived resource 
support 3.110197 .6830848 1 5 
 

Job stress 
 

2.781283 .6770285 1 5 
Perceived job 
autonomy 3.201494 .7292547 1 5 

Work hours 50.65844 8.020797 20 80 

     

 Mean SD Min Max 

Gender (female=1) 0.361225 .4804656 0 1 

Age 42.14952 8.387082 19 59 

Marital status (married=1) 0.780064 .4142978 0 1 

Current number of 
children 1.148148 .9773276 0 5 

Initial GS-level entry  
(GS 7 or 9 = 1) 0.904435 .2940606 0 1 
 

Current GS-level 
 

5.97668 1.096825 4 9 

Organizational tenure 16.15866 9.64915 1 40 

 

The PEPS dataset also includes individualized “agency codes” for all 

sixty-three sample organizations, which would be utilized for differentiating the 
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inherent hierarchical structures of respondents. However, due to the internal 

privacy regulations of the Korea Institute of Public Administration, information 

other than certain coded numbers was not released, thereby rendering additional 

organization-level analysis practically impossible. For instance, obtained values 

for the relevant control variables and demographic characteristics could not be 

matched along the organization-level traits which may additionally influence 

the focal constructs. This is a major shortcoming against ensuring the accuracy 

and generalizability of the research, thereby inhibiting more precise empirical 

and managerial implications from being derived. If such information were 

releasable, the study could have incorporated additional complex designs that 

addresses the covariance structure of organization-level factors (e.g., allocated 

budget, size of the employed personnel, proportion of senior executive services 

or political power index) towards the proposed explanatory variables. Again, I 

understand that this is one of the prices one has to pay when relying on second-

source data of non-academic purposes. 

 Table 7 and 8 report Pearson correlation coefficients for the variables 

in Study 1 & 2, and Study 3, respectively. I note the raw correlations among 

distributive, procedural and interactional fairness dimensions appeared quite 

strong and significant. I interpret these results as originating from the fact that 

the variables are sub-dimensions which are conceptually intertwined under the 

overarching notion of organizational fairness. Also, the raw correlation scores 

between distributive fairness and flextime participation (.0308) appeared as not 

significant even under the most lenient standard of traditional confidence levels 

(i.e., a = .05), thus warranting additional lines of interpretation in the following 

chapter. Regarding Study 3, the Pearson correlation matrix reveals that flextime 

satisfaction is indeed positively associated with the dependent variable with a 

robust statistical significance. In line with extant literature, public service 

motivation, perceived resource support and job autonomy are all positively and 
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significantly correlated with the dependent variable, while job stress shows a 

strong, negative correlation with affective organizational commitment. All of 

these statistics are in line with conceptual framework of the research. Among 

the demographic traits, age and number of children are positively correlated 

with respondents’ commitment, while current GS-level and organizational 

tenure are all negatively, and robustly correlated with the dependent variable. 

Regarding the negative correlation between respondents’ current GS-level and 

organizational tenure, it can be interpreted that civil servants who succeed in 

climbing up the organizational ladder (who also tend to be older than their 

lower-level counterparts) exhibit a declining curve of commitment. 
 

Table 7 Pearson correlation matrix between variables (Study 1 & 2)  

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1 Flextime        

2 Commitment .0479**       

3 Procedural  .07*** .52***      

4 Distributive  .0308 .26*** .41***     

5 Interactional  .09*** .54*** .78*** .36***    

6 Work hours -.06** .03 -.03 -.13*** -.06***   

7 Goal clarity .05** .51*** .55*** .26*** .55*** -.001  

8 Job autonomy .08*** .37*** .44*** .31*** .46*** -.13*** .36*** 

9 Gender .03* -.19*** -.20*** -.02 -.11*** -.10*** .14*** 

10 Age .05** .35*** .13*** .21*** .12*** -.02 .22*** 

11 Marital status .01 .24*** .12*** .11*** .09*** .03 .15*** 

12 Children .03* .18*** .07** .10*** .04* .04* .13*** 

13 GS-level (entry) .10*** .07*** .03 .06*** .04* -.004 .04* 

14 GS-level (current) -.04* -.18*** -.11*** -.08** -.07*** -.01 -.14*** 

15 Tenure .07*** .32*** .13*** .24*** .13*** -.02 .20*** 

  8 9 10 11 12 13 14 
9 Gender -.09***   .    

10 Age .17*** -.26***      

11 Marital status .10*** -.27*** .48***     

12 Children .05** -.20*** .35*** .58***    

13 GS-level (entry) .05** -.02* .23*** .08*** .11***   

14 GS-level (current) -.11*** .22*** -.51*** -.31*** -.20*** .41***  

15 Tenure .19** -.11*** .89*** .41*** .31*** .29*** -.45*** 

*p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 
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Table 8 Pearson correlation matrix between variables (Study 3) 

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1 Commitment        

2 Flextime Satisfaction .21***       

3 PSM  .60*** .18***      

4 Resource Support  .29*** .24*** .17***     

5 Job Stress -.35*** -.24*** -.26*** -.33***    

6 Perceived Autonomy .36*** .26*** 26*** .45*** -.37***   

7 Work hours -.05* -.10*** .06** -.13*** .06** -.12***  

8 Gender -.21*** .04* -.24*** -.04 .12*** -.09*** -.09*** 

9 Age .35*** -.02 .27*** .09*** -.12*** .17*** -03 

10 Marital status .23*** .02 .16*** .07*** -.11*** .09*** .02 

11 Children .19*** .001 .16*** .05 -.07*** .03 .05* 

12 GS-level (entry) .07** -.02 .005 .10*** -.03 .05* -.002 

13 GS-level (current) -.21*** .-.01 -.19*** .03 .07** -.11*** -.03 

14 Tenure -.33*** -.01 .22*** .12** -.12*** .19*** -.03 

  8 9 10 11 12 13 14 
9 Age -.26***   .    

10 Marital status .29*** .47***      

11 Children .20*** .35*** .57***     

12 GS-level (entry) .03 .24*** .09*** .13***    

13 GS-level (current) .22*** -.51*** -.30*** -.20*** .36***   

14 Tenure -.12*** .89*** .41*** .31*** -.29*** -.47***  

*p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 

 

4.2. Psychometric properties of the measures 

In order to provide the evidence of construct validity of the proposed variables, 

I conducted a series of confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) for the measures of 

focal constructs in the study. Since the research is comprised of three distinctive 

yet interconnected empirical models with different variables of psychological 

constructs, the present section consists of two separate analyses. The first CFA 

attempts to address the construct validity of the groups of survey items that 

formulate six factors: distributive fairness, procedural fairness, interactional 

fairness, goal clarity, perceived job autonomy, and affective organizational 

commitment. The CFA results demonstrated that all scale items had statistically 

significant factor loadings (p < .001) for their respective latent constructs. 
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Standardized factor loadings (λ) were reported as ranging between the values 

of .620 and .957. In terms of assessing the model’s goodness of fit, I follow 

Kline (2005)’s standards on inferring a satisfactory model fit with values for the 

Comparative Fit Index (CFI) higher than .90, and Sharma, Mukherjee, Kumar, 

& Dillon (2005)’s criteria on standardized root means square residuals (SRMR) 

being less than .06 as indicative of good fit, and the root mean square error of 

approximation (RMSEA) being less than .08 for a reasonable fit. As shown in 

Table 9 below, the hypothesized six-factor structure fit the data on a reasonable 

manner. The hypothesized model’s CFI, SRMR and RMSEA estimates are 

reported as .91, .06 and .08, respectively (χ2 (215) = 4839.67; χ2 / df = 22.51). All 

model fit indices had values indicating relatively poorer fit when compared 

with alternative nested models with more parsimonious factor compositions.  

  

Table 9 Confirmatory factor analysis for Study 1 & 2 

Model χ2 df CFI SRMR RMSEA Δχ2Test 
 

Six factor 
 

 

4839.67 
 

 

215 
 

 

.91 
 

 

.06 
 

 

.08 
 

 

N/A 
 

Five factor A 
(equating procedural 

and interactional) 
4914.51 220 .90 .06 .08 Δχ2(5) = 

74.84*** 

Five factor B 
(equating distributive 

and interactional) 
13019.38 220 .75 .17 .14 Δχ2(5) = 

8179.71*** 

Five factor C 
(Equating distributive 

and procedural) 
13978.77 220 .73 .10 .14 Δχ2(5) = 

9139.11*** 

Four factor 
(fairness dimensions 
on the same factor) 

14170.22 224 .73 .10 .14 Δχ2(9) = 
9330.56*** 

Three factor 
(job autonomy and 
goal clarity on the 

same factor) 
17294.62 227 .67 .12 .16 Δχ2(12) = 

12454.96*** 

Two factor 
(commitment, job 

autonomy and goal 
clarity on same factor ) 

20814.44 229 .60 .12 .17 Δχ2(14) = 
15974.78*** 

Single factor 24364.19 230 .53 .13 .18 Δχ2(15) = 
19524.52*** 

*p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 
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The second CFA addressed the research model for Study 3, which 

consists of five factors of psychological constructs: affective organizational 

commitment, public service motivation, perceived resource support, job 

autonomy, and job stress. Again, the CFA results showed that all the items had 

statistically significant factor loadings (p < .001) for their respective latent 

constructs with standardized factor loadings (λ) ranging between .64 to .87. The 

structural equation model demonstrated good fit (χ2 (199) = 2825.23; χ2 / df = 

14.25; CFI = .90; RMSEA = .08; SRMR: .05). Finally, I compared the 

hypothesized five-factor structure with the alternative models in Table 10, and 

it was concluded that none of the nested structures fits the data better than the 

final model, hence providing empirical support for the expected factor structure.  

 

Table 10 Confirmatory factor analysis for Study 3 

Model χ2 df CFI SRMR RMSEA Δχ2Test 
 

Five factor 
 

 

2835.23 
 

 

199 
 

 

.90 
 

 

.05 
 

 

.08 
 

 

N/A 
 

Four factor 
(equating resource 

support and job stress) 
4646.03 203 .84 .08 .10 Δχ2(4) = 

1810.80*** 

Three factor 
(resource support, 

stress and autonomy on 
the same factor) 

6583.56 206 .76 .09 .12 Δχ2(7) = 
3748.33*** 

Two factor 
(equating PSM, 

resource support, job 
stress and work 

autonomy) 

12158.48 208 .56 .15 .16 Δχ2(9) = 
9323.25*** 

Single factor 14528.00 209 .47 .15 .18 Δχ2(10) = 
11692.77*** 

*p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 

 

4.3. Analytic strategies for testing the hypotheses   

Prior to testing the formulated hypotheses, this section presents a number of 

preliminary statistical assessments and modification which would enhance the 

empirical accuracy and validity of the proposed models. As noted earlier, the 
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primary dataset of the research consists of public employees who are “nested” 

upon the cluster of each individual organization (e.g., Department of National 

Defense) and those of the type of the organization (i.e., central government as 

opposed to local-level metropolitan agencies), which raises the issue of non-

independence among the residuals. Again, what this means is that employees 

who are nested in the same organization are more likely to perceive similar 

levels of organizational fairness than respondents nested in different clusters. In 

this sense, multilevel modeling is especially instrumental in a way that it can 

disentangle the within-cluster effects of perceived organizational fairness from 

the between-cluster effects (i.e., the extent to which some organization-level 

characteristics are associated with the odds of participating in FWP). Starting 

with the first study, I conduct a series of preliminary analytic procedures for 

constructing appropriate multilevel designs with the present dataset.  

 

Table 11 Random-effects parameters (Study 1) 

Level  Estimate Standard Error 95% CI 
 

Variance of  
Agency type (Level-3) 

 

.0549 .1010 .0015, 2.0212 
 

Variance of  
Agency (Level-2) 

 

.9938 .2256 .6369, 1.5506 

* LR test vs. logistic model: χ2 (2) = 363.53          Prob > χ2 = 0.0000 

 

Table 12 Residual intraclass correlation (Study 1) 

Level ICC Standard Error 95% CI 
 

Agency type (Level-3) 
 

.0127 
 

.0230 
 

.0003, .3227 
 

Agency (Level-2) 
 

.2417 
 

.0419 
 

.1692, .3328 

 

I first build an unconditional mean model – that is, an empty model 

that contains no predictor variable – in order to check whether the variance of 
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the random-effect parameters do significantly differ from zero. As shown in 

Table 11, the parameter estimates for both the Level-3 and Level-2 predictors 

are significantly different from zero (in particular, the estimate of Level-2 

predictor, i.e., agency, is approximately four times of its standard error, further 

confirming the robustness of variation), and their 95% confidence intervals do 

not include zero. This, along with the likelihood-ratio test, indicates that the 

proposed three-level nested model offers significant improvement over a 

simplified, single-level logistic regression model with fixed effects only (χ2 = 

363.53). Next, I assess the variation of the log-odds of the outcome variable 

from one organization to another, thereby estimating the proportion of 

variability in FWP participation (i.e., ICC: intra-class correlation coefficient) 

that originates between organization-level clusters. Simply abbreviated as ICC, 

the intra-class correlation here demonstrates the degrees of homogeneity of the 

flextime participation results within each agency/department-level organization, 

through which the proportion of the between-organization variation of flextime 

participation to the model’s total variation will be estimated. An examination of 

the unconditional mean model suggests the ICC values of .013 and .242 for 

Level-3 and Level-2 clusters, respectively, along with the chi-square value of 

363.53 (p < .001) altogether. These results indicate that approximately 24 

percent of the chances of participating in FWP are explained by “between-

organization” differences, and that additional 1.3 percent can be retained by 

accounting for “between-type” differences. Describing how strongly units in 

the same cluster resemble each other, the ICC ranges from the values of zero to 

one; whereas the former indicates perfect independence (i.e., no between-

variation among organizations) among the residuals while the latter 

demonstrates that a full interdependency is in-effect. Extant research contends 

that if the ICC is zero or resembles a negligible value then it should be taken as 

a cautionary sign against employing additional layer of hierarchical modeling; 
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in particular, multiple researchers have emphasized that a given multilevel 

model would be deemed appropriate only with the ICC being greater than 5 

percent (Nezlek, 2011; Goldstein, 2011; Heck & Thomas, 2015). Given that the 

proportion of variance explained by the Level-3 structure (i.e., type of agency) 

is close to zero (ICC3: .0127), I conclude that conducting multilevel analysis of 

the additional Level-3 category is unnecessary. Thus, I proceed with employing 

a two-level multilevel approach upon the given dataset.  

  A multilevel regression model consists of fixed effects and random 

effects, and once specifying the grouping structure of the data, the model can 

further decide how the random effects enter into the analysis, either as random 

intercepts or as random coefficients (with or without specifying the covariance 

structure of the random effects) on the extant Level-1 predictor variables. In 

order to specify the analytical design for Study 1, a short, revisit to the purpose 

of the present research is vital. The intended research population of this study is 

confined to those who are employed in government departments or agencies, 

thereby excluding any semi- or quasi- public organizations such as state-owned 

enterprises (SOEs) or public-private partnerships (PPPs) which may entail 

disparate recruitment and retention processes. Thus, due to the homogenous 

public-sector identity among the Republic of Korea’s government organizations, 

employees tend to share common status of bureaucrats, a trait which I contend, 

renders additional individual-based random-coefficient effects unnecessary.  

Centralized system of pubic personnel administration notwithstanding, 

one may conceive that frontline employees’ uncertainty management process is 

additionally influenced by one’s surrounding environment, such that an 

employee may elicit lesser degrees of psychological safety when surrounded by 

heavier workload and job tasks that require more urgent attention from the staff. 

For instance, one may point out that the overall, general work-climate of the 

Ministry of National Defense might differ from that of the Ministry of Gender 
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Equality and Family, so that even bureaucrats of identical pay-grade might 

undergo differential mechanisms of psychological safety depending on the 

organization-specific contexts of one’s workgroup. Furthermore, additional 

organizational-level factors such as size, assigned annual budget, the proportion 

of senior executive officials or even organization-level political power index 

might be suggested for further addressing the peculiarities of surrounding 

environment. Regarding such additional avenues of analysis, it must be recalled 

that KIPA does not allow researchers to decode the agency variable and match 

its values with the identity of sampled organizations in the PEPS dataset. This 

is one of many inherent limitations of the dataset, which renders additional 

exploration upon the research model impossible.    

 Next, for Study 3, I also start with assessing the statistical validity of 

employing hierarchical linear modeling (HLM) for investigating the association 

between public employees’ empirical satisfaction towards FWP and their 

reported degrees of affective organizational commitment. HLM modeling, by 

its multilevel approach, preserves the nested structure of a given dataset, 

thereby reducing Type I errors while allowing the model to separate within-

group effects from between-group effects (Huta, 2014). Again, the rationale for 

considering a multilevel approach is to better account for the nested structure of 

the dataset. As noted in the previous section, the overall data structure for Study 

3 is identical to the initial PEPS 2017 dataset, which consists of agency type 

(Level-3) and individual organization-level clusters (Level-2). Differently put, 

the data consists of total 2,187 individuals who are nested along sixty-three 

organizations, which are additionally categorized into two types of groups (i.e., 

central government and municipal authorities). Although the data was modified 

in a manner that only those who have participated in FWP are accounted, all of 

the initial clusters of both hierarchical levels remain represented. As with Study 

1, I also start with examining an unconditional mean model without including 
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any explanatory variable, after which I proceed to analyzing both the within- 

and between-level variance estimates of the dataset.  

 

Table 13 Random-effects parameters (Study 3) 

Level Estimate Standard Error 95% CI 
 

Variance of  
Agency type (Level-3) 

 

.0132 .0149 .0014, .1214 
 

Variance of  
Agency (Level-2) 

 

.0290 .0084 .0164, .0513 

* LR test vs. linear model: χ2 (2) = 85.53          Prob > χ2 = 0.0000 

 

Table 14 Residual intraclass correlation (Study 3) 

Level ICC Standard Error 95% CI 
 

Agency type (Level-3) 
 

.0262 
 

.0289 
 

.0029, .1987 
 

Agency (Level-2) 
 

.0838 
 

.0314 
 

.0394, .1695 

 

As shown in Table 13 and 14, the ICC assessment revealed that the intraclass 

correlation coefficients for the effects of Level-3 (i.e., agency type) and Level-2 

(i.e., individual public organizations) clusters are both statistically significant, 

thereby vindicating the multilevel nested structure as an appropriate strategy of 

analysis. In particular, the two intraclass correlations for the three-level 

hierarchical model were each reported as .026 for the Level-3 categories 

and .084 for Level-2 clusters, with the chi-square value being 85.53 (p = .0000). 

In sum, the null model accounts for approximately nine percent of the total 

residual variance. For comparing the effectiveness of accounting for clusters of 

different hierarchical levels, ICC estimates can also yield meaningful inferences. 

Again, researchers have noted that a multilevel model can be said of containing 

significant explanatory power if the correlation is reported to be greater 

than .05 (Nezlek, 2011; Goldstein, 2011; Heck & Thomas, 2015). As it appears 
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that the reported ICC of the Level-3 cluster fails to pass the above criteria, I 

focus primarily on accounting for the two-level nested structure for Study 3.  

 

4.3.1. Study 1: Organizational fairness and FWP participation    

Study 1 proposes that public employees’ perceived organizational fairness 

dimensions are positively related to their behavioral likelihood of participating 

in FWP arrangements. To provide a more complete test of the set of hypotheses, 

I first run a separate, partial logistic equation for just the control variables 

(Model 1), followed by a full-regression model with both the control and 

predictor variables (Model 2). Again, the ICC coefficients were measured, and 

it appeared that the estimates for both empirical models are statistically deviant 

from zero, and that the chi-square value of the nested models indicate that they 

are significantly better-fitted than the default logistic regression model.  

 

Figure 8 Graphical representation of the multilevel method (Study 1)②  

 
                                            
② The fixed slope illustrates the overall effect of a given public employee’s organizational 
fairness perception on the log-odds of participating in FWP across individual work-groups. Data 
and graphs above are fictitious and do not correspond to the actual PEPS dataset.   
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As it is often the case that individuals belonging to the same group 

tend to demonstrate similar attitudinal or behavioral outcomes, a multilevel 

research design may be the simplest yet most effective solution in accounting 

for potential endogenous or contextual effects based on clusters (i.e., multilevel 

collinearity). For instance, the method allows decomposition of the total model 

variation into individual and group-level components, while also differentiating 

between-group segments from within-in group effects (Manski, 1995: 129). 

Especially in multilevel models (MLMs) that accounts for the 

embeddedness of individual respondents along a hierarchically nested structure, 

methodologists have shown that appropriate centering of predictor variables is 

essential for deriving an accurate interpretation of intercept and slope 

parameters (e.g., Enders & Tofighi, 2007). For instance, it has been noted that 

an appropriate centering of explanatory variables can clarify interpreting the 

main effects while reducing multicollinearity concerns (Aiken & West, 1991). 

Suggestion for centering is more apparent as the Level-1 predictors of the study 

were formulated in psychological constructs, which were measured subjectively 

while lacking a clearly interpretable metric or a meaningful zero point (Blanton 

& Jaccard, 2006). Also considering the differential working cultures and 

functions of each individual institution, I contend that an organization’s unique 

firm-specific influence (in both formal and informal ways) upon its employees 

may be a substantial determinant of their decision-making towards latent FWP 

opportunities. Given that the present research attempts to concentrate on the 

significance and strength of the Level-1 predictor (i.e., perceived organizational 

fairness), I conclude that cluster-mean centering (CMC) is the most appropriate 

form of modifying the distribution of predictors, as the method is specifically 

designed for yielding an unbiased estimate of the pooled within-cluster effect of 

the model. When CMC is applied to a Level-1 variable , that is, when 

subtracting the cluster-specific mean of the predictor variable (  =  - 
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), the fixed slope ( ) corresponds to the organization-specific effect of each 

dimension of fairness perception. For instance, a one-unit increase in the 

cluster-mean centered Level-1 variable results in an average change of  in 

the log-odds that the outcome variable equals one for a typical cluster (i.e., 

public organizations in the Republic of Korea Government).  

Recalling that the present dataset consists of multilevel structures, I 

employ cluster-mean centering (CMC) for the Level-1 predictor variables (i.e., 

distributive, procedural and interactional fairness dimensions), which removes 

all between-organization variations from the reported values of organizational 

fairness perceptions (Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002: 139). In addition, following 

suggestions of the Enders & Tofighi (2007) research, I employ grand-mean 

centering (GMC) upon the control variables that are operationalized on 

psychological constructs. The combination of the two ensures that there is no 

conflation of individual and group-level effects in the models, while providing 

more unbiased estimates of the slope parameters (Sommet & Morselli, 2017). 
 

Figure 9 Cluster-mean centering of predictor variables (Study 1)  
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Table 15 Multilevel logistic regression results (Study 1) 

Variables 
Model 1 Model 2 

Coeff. Exp(β) Coeff. Exp(β) 
 

Control var. 

Gender 
Age 
Marital status 
Children 
GS-entrance 
GS-current 
Agency tenure 
Work hours 
Goal clarity 
Job autonomy 

 

 

 

.230* 
-.004 
-.115 
.060 

1.081*** 
-.155* 
.011 
-.012 
.152* 
-.107 

 

 

1.259* 
.996 
.891 

1.062 
2.948*** 

.857* 
1.010 
.988 

1.164* 
.899 

 

 

.252* 
-.001 
-.131 
.070 

1.080*** 
-.154* 
.009 
-.012 
.030 
-.101 

 

 

1.287* 
.999 
.877 

1.074 
2.945*** 

.857* 
1.010 
.989 

1.030 
.904 

 

Predictor 
(Fairness dimensions) 
   

Distributive 
  Procedural 
  Interactional 
 

  
 

 
 
 

-.018 
.016 
.215* 

 

 
 
 

.983 
1.017 
1.240* 

 

Constant 
 

1.054 
 

2.870 
 

.960 
 

2.611 
 

Model χ2 

 

 

85.52 
(p=.0000) 

 

 

92.98 
(p=.0000) 

 

-2 Log likelihood 
Δ -2 Log likelihood 

3,292.6794 
N/A 

3,284.3032 
8.38* 

Random-effects 
Parameters 

1.043 
(.115) 

1.096 
(.242) 

ICC  
.249 

(.0412813) 
.250 

(.04142) 

Likelihood ratio 

 

χ2 = 364.77 
(p=.0000) 

 

χ2 = 365.94 
(p=.0000) 

N = 3,094; a two-level mixed approach was employed.   
Statistical significance is based on the Wald test statistic.  

*p < .05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001 
For the full-descriptions of the models above, see Appendix 2.   



 

 
８４ 

I first report empirical results from the model just including the control 

variables for predicting frontline public employees’ participation in flextime 

(See “Model 1” in Table 15). In Model 2, I added the independent predictor 

variables (See “Model 2”) in order to test whether the main effects of the 

independent variables appear statistically significant while aligned with the 

predicted direction towards the dependent variable. Comparing both models, it 

has been confirmed that Model 2 explains significantly more variance than the 

model with only the control variables (Δ in log likelihood = 8.38; p < .05). The 

Wald test estimate revealed that both models retain statistically significant chi-

square values, with the full-model retaining substantially more robust 

explanatory power (χ2 = 92.98, p = .0000).  

Hypothesis 1A states that the average distributive fairness perception 

of public employees will be positively related to their participation in FWP 

arrangements. While failing to meet the level of statistical significance at α =. 

05, the relationship appeared negative, warranting additional theoretical 

interpretation, which will be covered in the following chapter. FWP’s positive 

association with the next sub-dimension of organizational fairness perception – 

that is, the distributive element of organizational justice – was tested upon the 

Hypothesis 1B. This relationship, although its positive direction was reflected 

in the logistic regression, did not appear statistically significant. Thus, H1A and 

H1B were not supported.  

Lastly, Hypothesis 1C states that Korean public employees’ average-

level of interactional fairness perception will be positively related to their 

behavioral outcome on participating in FWP. This relationship was confirmed 

as both being positive and statistically significant (exponentiated β = 1.240, p 

< .05). The standard interpretation of the logistic model is that it provides the 

logit of the conditional probability that the outcome variable equals one (i.e., 

participating in FWP) divided by the probability that it equals zero (i.e., not 
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participating in FWP). In terms of calculating odd ratios, the values are 

obtained by “exponentiating” the logistic coefficients, which indicate that for a 

unit change in the predictor variable, the odd ratio of the outcome is expected to 

change by a factor of the respective parameter in the model. That being said, 

the full-model suggests that a one-unit increase in perception on interactional 

fairness would result in the increase of log-odds of FWP participation (versus 

non-participation in FWP) by .240. In terms of odd ratio, the full-model 

predicted that a one-unit increase in interactional fairness perception would 

result in the odd ratio for FWP-participation by a factor of 1.240, if all other 

variables are held constant – that is, when interactional fairness increases by 

one unit, employees are approximately as 1.240 times as likely to participate in 

flextime. These results, albeit in a partial manner, can be interpreted as 

confirming the uncertainty management model, under which public employees 

in the Republic of Korea are shown to being keenly attentive to their social or 

relational security when facing the latent opportunity for participating in FWP. 

Moreover, Hypothesis 1C was supported both with and without the presence of 

control variables, thus strengthening the result’s empirical consistency towards 

fairness heuristics theory and uncertainty management model.   

 Although no formal hypothesis was proposed regarding the presence 

or the effects of control variables in the study, the analysis derived a number of 

statistically significant findings, which warrants further descriptions. First, the 

log-odds of gender appeared as having a significant positive influence upon 

public employees’ participation in flextime. Note that gender is a dichotomous, 

categorical variable in all of the proposed models (with “0” being male, 

whereas “1” representing female employees), and that its exponentiated value 

of 1.287 (p < .05) indicates that female bureaucrats are approximately 1.3 times 

more likely than their male counterparts to participate in flextime. This is not 

too surprising, given that the Republic of Korea has long been considered as a 
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male-centric society where most of the burdens of family-related 

responsibilities (e.g., child-rearing) fall on the shoulders of women.  

  Secondly, the log-odds of public employees’ marital status and the 

number of children appeared as lacking significant associations with the 

likelihood of FWP participation. Recalling Chapter 2, I have made multiple 

references regarding how family-related responsibilities are unequally 

distributed between men and women in the Korean society. Given that heavy 

proportions of family demands originate from children-related responsibilities, 

the findings above are surprising, which necessitate additional exploration of 

unaddressed explanatory variables. For instance, information regarding an 

employee’s number of children entails a strong correlation with age (Pearson 

correlation: .35, p < .001), which may also be significantly associated with the 

prospect of assuming a higher job-grade that entails leadership position within 

a team-setting (which makes FWP participation noticeably difficult). This, I 

contend, may be one of the contextual peculiarities of the Republic of Korea 

Government’s HRM schemes, which is designed on the basis of a seniority- 

order wage system. In this sense, a more elaborate data-collection attempt is 

required, such as specifying divergent age groups of respondents’ children.    

Third, the variable of GS-level at entry appeared having a strong, 

positive logistic association with FWP participation (exponentiated β = 2.945, p 

< .001). One’s GS-based job-level at entry was measured through a 

dichotomous, categorical variable, with “0” being those who entered the service 

via Higher Civil Service Examination (i.e., GS-5), and “1” representing the GS-

7 or GS-9 starters. The full-model suggests that those who entered the public 

service via either GS-7 or GS-9 are almost 3 times as likely as their GS-5 

counterparts to partake the WLB benefits from their respective organizations. 

Again, this result corroborates the differential effects of the public-sector’s 

hierarchical working-culture among the GS-5 starters who are immediately 
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placed under higher performance expectations, and their subordinates who tend 

to be assigned with relatively low job-responsibilities. Per Model 2, the effect 

of current GS-level appeared as retaining a significant negative association with 

FWP participation (exponentiated β = .857, p < .05). The result demonstrates 

that a one-unit increase in employees’ current pay-grade entails approximately 

1.17 times (1/.857=1.167) lesser tendency of engaging in flexible arrangements. 

The log-odds above can be interpreted as originating from one’s incremental 

trajectory of assigned workload and team-based responsibilities as he or she 

climbs along the organizational ladder, which renders flextime a less applicable 

way of working. In contrast, considering that the human resource management 

system of Korea’s public-sector workforce is uniformly based on a seniority 

system, such negative effects of individual employees’ current GS-level might 

be a simple biological reflection of lesser needs for FWP participation as one 

grows old (which, in most cases, necessarily relates to moving beyond the peak 

of work-family conflicts that originates from child-rearing). These particular 

narratives cannot be empirically tested however, as the research model is 

constructed upon a cross-sectional dataset, a major limitation of the research.  

Among the control variables that are of non-demographic origins, i.e., 

work hours, goal clarity, and job autonomy, none has fulfilled the significance 

level at α =. 05. If one lowers the barrier to α = .10, the effects of work hours 

becomes the only one on the list which appears statistically significant with the 

p-value of .068. To be more specific, work hours’ exponentiated log-odds was 

reported as .989. This result demonstrates that a one-unit increase in employees’ 

week-based workload entails approximately 1.01 times lower likelihood of 

participating in flextime. Again, this is a suitable empirical result which further 

confirms the general direction of the extant literature regarding one’s labor 

intensity as a potential boundary-condition in determining participation in 

family-friendly policies (e.g., Baruch & Nicholson, 1997).    
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4.3.2. Study 2: FWP participation and affective commitment    

Following the previous analysis, Study 2 tests Hypothesis 2 that frontline 

public employees’ who have already experienced in FWP would differ from 

their non-participating employees in terms of their levels of affective 

organizational commitment. With the concept of organizational commitment 

defined in terms of its affective dimension, i.e., an employee’s positive feelings 

of identification, attachment, and involvement regarding his or her respective 

home organization, I proposed the fourth hypothesis through which the 

“reciprocity” proposition of social exchange theory is to be tested. Again, social 

exchange theory contends that employees who perceive that their tangible 

needs are successfully fulfilled through the organization’s beneficial HRM 

arrangements would be inclined to reciprocate with a more positive attitudinal 

and behavioral outcome towards the organization. Concentrating on the 

workforce’s individual-level organizational effectiveness, Hypothesis 2 posits 

that a frontline public employee’s level of affective organizational commitment 

is a function of his or her participation in in flexible work-schedule program.  

 

Figure 10 Two-way histogram, affective organizational commitment 
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In order to empirically test the group-level mean difference of affective 

organizational commitment, I employ a combination of t-test and analysis of 

variance (ANOVA) method for Study 2. As the relationship between the two 

group-means are hypothesized as being formed in one, specific direction (i.e., 

FWP-participants’ group-mean organizational commitment being greater than 

that of non-participants), I thereby employ a one-tailed t-test as the dominant 

research methodology. Also, it should be noted that the t-test/ANOVA approach 

only indicates the existence of a significant group-level difference of affective 

organizational commitment between the two groups of frontline employees. 

Along with model-specific information on the selected empirical methodologies, 

Table 16 and 17 demonstrate the summary of statistical results for Study 2.  
 

Table 16 Analysis of variance (ANOVA) for Study 2 

Source SS df MS F Prob > F 
 

Between 
groups 

 

 

3.62248485 
 

 

1 
 

 

3.62248485 
 

 

7.12 
 

 

0.0077 
 

 

Within 
groups 

 

 

1573.17117 
 

 

3092 
 

 

.508787571 
 

  

 

Total 
 

 

1576.79365 
 

 

3093 
 

 

.509794262 
 

  

Bartlett’s test for equal variance:  
χ2 (1) = 2.2233;  

Prob> χ2 = 0.136 

 

Table 17 Two-sample, single-tail t-test results for Study 2 

Group N Mean Std. Dev. Std. Err. 95% CI 

Participants, 
FWP 

2,187 3.379744 .7044323 .0150631 3.256728 3.352423 

Non-Participants, 
FWP 

907 3.304576 .7342335 .0243798 3.350204 3.409283 

Combined 3,094 3.357708 .7139988 .0128362 3.33254 3.382877 

Difference  .0751684  .0281709 .1304039 .0199329 

Ho: Diff = 0 
Ha: Diff > 0, Pr(T < t = .0038) 

t-value = 2.6683 
Degrees of freedom = 3092 
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Beginning with descriptive statistics, it has been reported that the 

sample mean difference of affective organizational commitment between FWP 

participants and non-participants is approximately .075. Although this may be 

interpreted as indicating only a negligible difference, the model ought to make 

an empirical inference based on statistical testing that incorporates the estimates 

for sampling error. This can also be approached through the size of standard 

errors regarding the sample means. In order to proceed with the analysis 

therefore, I first investigate whether the sample is comprised of individuals of 

equal variance. Table 16 demonstrates that the between-group difference (as 

opposed to within-group difference) of the model is statistically significant at 

an F-value of 7.12 (p = .0077). Given that the sum of squares of normal random 

variable resembles a chi-square distribution, this indicates that the F-value in 

ANOVA is the estimate of mean square of betweenness divided by mean square 

of withinness, i.e., the ratio of average squares of the model and its error 

estimates. As the ANOVA results delineated that the probability of the given F-

value is indeed smaller than the 0.05 (p=.008), I therefore conclude that the 

estimate of .075 is an actual mean-level difference of affective organizational 

commitment between the two groups. In addition, the Bartlett’s test indicates 

that both samples are comprised of equal variance.      

Table 17 demonstrates results from a two-sample, one-tail t-test which 

investigate whether the above mean difference between the two groups is 

statistically significant. As Hypothesis 2 attempts to empirically test the 

positive value of the mean difference, the test was conducted in a single-tail 

manner, which resulted in the t-value of 2.6683 for rejecting the null hypothesis 

and accepting its alternative version of explanation that the average mean 

difference between FWP-participants and non-participants is greater than zero. 

Again, the findings indicate that the average mean of affective organizational 

commitment among those who have experienced the utility of flexible work-
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schedule program arrangement is statistically greater than those who have not 

been able to partake of such benefits, thereby confirming hypothesis 2.  

 

Table 18 Two-way ANOVA for Study 2, gender 

Source Partial SS df MS F Prob > F 
 

Model 
 

 

62.06444 
 

 

3 
 

 

20.688147 
 

 

42.20 
 

 

0.0000 
 

      
 

Flextime 
 

 

3.1438998 
 

 

1 
 

 

3.1438998 
 

 

6.41 
 

 

0.0114 
 

 

Gender 
 

 

43.021621 
 

 

1 
 

 

43.021621 
 

 

87.76 
 

 

0.0000 
 

 

Interaction 
 

 

.52452501 
 

 

1 
 

 

.52452501 
 

 

1.07 
 

 

0.3010 
 

 

Residual 
 

 

1514.7292 
 

 

3,090 
 

 

.49020363 
 

  

 

Total 
 

 

1576.7937 
 

 

3,093 
 

 

.50979426 
 

  

N = 3,094 
Root MSE = .700145  

R2 = 0.0394 
Adj R2 = 0.0384 

 

Although not stated as a formal hypothesis of the research, I conduct a 

series of additional auxiliary analyses, i.e., two-way ANOVAs on potential 

interaction effects between flextime participation and various demographical 

characteristics of the sample. Recalling the Confucian-based peculiarities of the 

Korean society (along with their potential organizational-level ramifications), I 

subsequently test for detecting statistical significance of the interaction effects 

regarding gender, marital status, and the current number of children of frontline 

public employees. Considering the nation’s widespread stereotypes on gender-

based roles, especially those on childcare and housework duties, I contend that 

such additional investigations are meaningful endeavors for providing a more 

specific analysis on whether the strength of employee-employer reciprocity 

appears differently among the aforementioned demographic traits. For instance, 

as most of the chores of family-support falls on the shoulders of married 

women, one might hypothesize that the intended effects of individual-level 

effectiveness might appear greater among those who are typically placed under 
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heavier strains of work-family conflict (as the experienced utilities of FWP 

might appear greater in these groups than others). 

 

Table 19 Two-way ANOVA for Study 2, marital status 

Source Partial SS df MS F Prob > F 
 

Model 
 

 

91.213987 
 

 

3 
 

 

30.404662 
 

 

63.24 
 

 

0.0000 
 

      
 

Flextime 
 

 

2.9915288 
 

 

1 
 

 

2.9915288 
 

 

6.22 
 

 

0.0127 
 

 

Marital 
 

 

75.538037 
 

 

1 
 

 

75.538037 
 

 

157.12 
 

 

0.0000 
 

 

Interaction 
 

 

.12379916 
 

 

1 
 

 

.12379916 
 

 

0.26 
 

 

0.6119 
 

 

Residual 
 

 

1485.5797 
 

 

3,090 
 

 

.48077012 
 

  

 

Total 
 

 

1576.7937 
 

 

3,093 
 

 

.50979426 
 

  

N = 3,094 
Root MSE = .693376  

R2 = 0.0578 
Adj R2 = 0.0569 

 

Table 18 and 19 above demonstrate results from the two-way ANOVA tests 

regarding the interaction effects of flextime-gender, and flextime-marital status, 

respectively. Although both interaction models appeared statistically robust 

(Model F-statistics: 42.20 and 63.24, respectively; both p-values are less 

than .0000), indicating that the variables are collectively exhibiting statistical 

significance in explaining the total variance of the dependent variable, neither 

interaction effects appeared as fulfilling the cutoff criteria of α = .05. For 

instance, the F-value for the interaction variable between FWP and gender was 

reported as mere 1.07 (p = .3010), whereas that of the interaction between 

flextime and marital status was even smaller (F=0.26; p = .6119). Note that 

FWP-participation retained its statistical significance for both models, while the 

additional explanatory variable, i.e., gender and marital status, in each model 

has also demonstrated as retaining their significant power. The results indicate 

that although the variance of affective organizational commitment is influenced 

by both the individual’s FWP participation and his or her gender (or by one’s 
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marital status), the interaction effect between the given independent variables 

does not demonstrate sufficient explanatory power.  

 

Table 20 Two-way ANOVA for Study 2, number of children 

Source Partial SS df MS F Prob > F 
 

Model 
 

 

21.947299 
 

 

10 
 

 

2.1947299 
 

 

42.20 
 

 

0.0000 
 

      
 

Flextime 
 

 

1.4112863 
 

 

1 
 

 

1.4112863 
 

 

2.97 
 

 

0.0850 
 

 

Children 
 

 

12.970811 
 

 

5 
 

 

2.5941621 
 

 

5.46 
 

 

0.0001 
 

 

Interaction 
 

 

1.9676109 
 

 

4 
 

 

.49190272 
 

 

1.03 
 

 

0.3878 
 

 

Residual 
 

 

1139.496 
 

 

2,397 
 

 

.47538423 
 

  

 

Total 
 

 

1161.4433 
 

 

2,407 
 

 

.48252733 
 

  

N = 2,408 
Root MSE = .689481  

R2 = 0.0189 
Adj R2 = 0.0148 

 

 Table 20 above demonstrates a two-way ANOVA test for investigating 

the interaction effect between an employee’s experience in FWP arrangements 

and the current number of his or her children in the family. In order to further 

specify the size and scope of relevant samples for the testing, the initial sample 

of 3,094 public employees was further modified to only include those who are 

currently married. Due to the additional modification, the sample size decreased 

to 2,408. However, the ANOVA revealed no significant interaction effect in-

place between employees’ FWP participation and the number of their children.  

 

4.3.3. Study 3: FWP satisfaction and affective commitment    

Considering the results from previous analyses, Study 3 hereby tests the last 

hypothesis that FWP-participants’ empirical satisfaction towards flextime 

would be positively associated with their levels of affective organizational 

commitment. In this sense, Study 3 can be understood as an empirical attempt 

to further specify the SET mechanism for employees’ family-friendly policies 
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usage, and I contend that SET-driven organizational effectiveness may also be a 

function of individuals’ level of content and satisfaction towards the flextime 

arrangements. In this sense, one might expect that those who feel greater 

amount of contentment in work-life balance (through participating in FWP) 

would in turn develop a more heightened state of commitment towards the 

employer. In order to test Hypothesis 3, I employ hierarchical linear modeling 

(HLM) upon the proposed variables. As shown earlier in the present chapter, 

the intraclass correlation coefficient (ICC) for Level-3 (i.e., agency-type) and 

Level-2 (i.e., agency) structures appeared both significant in the null model, 

thus confirming additional layers of hierarchical consideration a more desirable 

strategy. However, the ICC for Level-3 structure failed to pass the traditional 

cutoff criteria of .05 (ICC=.0262), leaving the Level-2 groups (i.e., individual 

public organizations) as the only suitable add-on structure to the initial model. 

Since the third analysis is specifically focused on those who have experienced 

FWP arrangements, additional modification was made to the sample, thereby 

resulting in the decrease of its size from the initial number of 3,094 to 2,187.        

 Per extant literature on the SET framework and other relevant research 

on affective organizational commitment (with a specific focus in the public-

sector workforce) as well as family-friendly policies, additional variables of 

public service motivation (PSM), perceived resource support, job stress and 

autonomy, along with employees’ weekly work hours were controlled in the 

model. As with the cases of prior analyses, the information regarding individual 

public employees’ demographic traits was regressed alongside the proposed 

explanatory/control variables. As with Study 1, I follow the recommendations 

of Enders & Tofighi (2007) on different centering procedures, thereby applying 

the cluster-mean centering (CMC) approach for the independent variable (i.e., 

flextime-satisfaction), while employing grand-mean centering (GMC) for 

relevant control variables that are based on psychological constructs. 
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Figure 11 Cluster mean-centering of predictor variable (Study 3) 

 
  

Table 21 and 22 demonstrate the results of Study 3, where flextime 

satisfaction and relevant control variables were linearly regressed on individual 

employees’ level of affective organizational commitment through an HLM-

based analysis. I first report results from a partial model which only addresses 

control variables and demographic traits for predicting the dependent variable. I 

then continue the study with a full-model that includes main effects of the 

independent variable. Considering the potential violation of assumption that 

errors have the same variance across all observation points, I hence proceed 

with employing the robust standard error option, through which 

heteroskedasticity-consistent standard errors were derived (Hayes & Cai, 2007). 

Comparing the Model 2 with the baseline model, analysis indicates 

that the full-model explains significantly more variance than the model with 

only the control variables (Δ -2 log likelihood = 7.10, p < .01). Following the 

procedure described in Bliese (2002), I compare the variance component of the 

null model (i.e., unconditional mean model) with the Level-1 residual variance 

of the full-model (i.e., Model 2). Results suggest that Model 2, with the 

addition of the main independent variable, explains approximately 47.9 percent 

of the total variance of public employees’ affective organizational commitment.  
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Table 21 HLM Regression, Model 1 (Study 3) 

 Coef. 
Robust 

SE 
T-statistics P > | t | 

95% CI 

Low High 

Control Var. 
PSM .508*** .018 26.98 0.000 .471 .545 

Resource support .104*** .019 5.57 0.000 .067 .140 
Job stress -143*** .018 -7.90 0.000 -.178 -.107 

Job autonomy .106*** .018 5.94 0.000 .071 .141 
Work hours .004** .001 2.99 0.003 .001 .007 

Demographic 
Gender -.015 .026 -0.58 0.564 -.066 .036 
Marital .063 .035 1.82 0.069 -.005 .132 

Children .010 .014 0.70 0.485 -.017 .037 
Age .009** .003 2.88 0.004 .003 .016 

GS entry -.009 .049 -0.19 0.849 -.106 .087 
GS current .0003 .015 0.01 0.988 -.029 .030 

Agency tenure .004 .003 1.34 0.180 -.002 .009 
Constant 2.878 .143 20.14 0.000 2.598 3.158 
-2 Log likelihood     3,274.916 
Wald Chi-Square    909.57*** 
Pseudo R-squared    .4777 
*p<.05, **p<.001, ***p<.001 
 
 

Table 22 HLM Regression, Model 2 (Study 3) 

 Coef. 
Robust 

SE 
T-statistics P > | t | 

95% CI 

Low High 

Independent Var. 
FWP satisfaction .038* .017 2.26 0.024 .005 .071 
Control Var. 

PSM .501*** .027 18.71 0.000 .449 .553 
Resource support .098*** .023 4.27 0.000 .053 .144 

Job stress -137*** .018 -7.42 0.000 -.174 -.101 
Job autonomy .100*** .023 4.37 0.000 .055 .144 
Work hours .004*** .001 3.70 0.000 .002 .007 

Demographic 
Gender -.021 .028 -0.76 0.447 -.075 .033 
Marital .060 .039 1.53 0.127 -.017 .136 

Children .010 .014 0.73 0.468 -.018 .038 
Age .009** .003 2.87 0.004 .003 .016 

GS entry -.009 .065 -0.14 0.892 -.136 .119 
GS current .0003 .014 0.02 0.985 -.028 .029 

Agency tenure .004 .003 1.21 0.228 -.002 .010 
Constant 2.659 .155 17.15 0.000 2.355 2.962 

-2 Log likelihood      3,267.8174 (Δ in -2 log likelihood = 7.10**) 
Wald Chi-Square    1916.58*** 
Pseudo R-squared   .4793 
*p<.05, **p<.001, ***p<.001 
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Moving on to testing Hypothesis 3, the full-model showed that the 

independent variable, i.e., FWP satisfaction, is indeed positively associated 

with the levels of affective organizational commitment, thereby once again 

confirming the reciprocity proposition of social exchange theory. Meanwhile, 

four out of five non-demographic control variables appeared as statistically 

significant at the confidence level of α = .05. In particular, the statistical effect 

of public service motivation appeared especially strong and robust (t = 26.31, p 

< .0000). This, I contend, is another empirical testimony of the PSM concept 

being one of the most distinctive and coherent peculiarities of the public-sector 

workforce. Based on the findings, I conclude that Hypothesis 3 is supported.  

In sum, Chapter 4 has found empirical evidence that the behavioral 

likelihood of frontline public employees’ participation in flextime is predicted 

by their degrees of interactional fairness perception. Moreover, results have 

shown that FWP-participants’ average mean of organizational commitment is 

greater than that of non-participants, and that the participants’ degrees of 

commitment is positively associated with their levels of actual satisfaction from 

engaging in flextime. Altogether, the results provide sufficient evidence that the 

individual-level perception of certain domains of organizational fairness tend to 

shape how frontline employees come to value the psychological safety towards 

participating in family-friendly policies. Also, the findings of Study 2 and 3 

indicate that micro-level effectiveness of FWP not only originates from simply 

participating in the arrangement, but also contingent upon the extent to which 

the participants place satisfactory value on their given flextime opportunities. 

Acknowledging the logic that each organization is characterized by divergent 

resource, functions and intraorganizational interdependencies for implementing 

FWP arrangements, I have employed mixed-level designs for all three studies, 

thereby accounting for the inherent nested-structure of public-sector individuals, 

an additional measure for enhancing the precision and exactitude of the results.  
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Chapter 5  Discussion 

 

Family-friendly policies are presumed to be beneficial for organizations as well 

as for their rank-and-file employees. For WLB benefits to accrue to those who 

are in need of family-supportive schemes, the given arrangements must be 

accredited and actively joined by target employees, a rather complex 

intraorganizational dynamic that cannot be explained solely by the de jure 

availability of family-friendly arrangements alone. In this context, the present 

research advances scholarly understanding of the mechanisms of organizational 

change in family-friendly HRM policies by concentrating on their relationships 

with three sub-dimensions of organizational justice perceptions: distributive, 

procedural, and interactional fairness. Consistent with and extending past 

research on organizational justice (Colquitt & Zipay, 2015), I found that the 

levels of frontline public employees’ interactional fairness perceptions are 

positively associated to one’s behavioral likelihood of participating in flexible 

work-schedule programs. Additionally, the study attempted to investigate 

whether the provision of FWP can contribute towards enhancing individual-

level organizational effectiveness, and found out that employees who have 

participated in flextime are indeed showing higher degrees of affective 

organizational commitment than non-participants, a finding which corroborates 

the reciprocity proposition of the social exchange theory framework. The 

significance of above results notwithstanding, I also consider an additional 

avenue of research for hypothesizing the positive influence of FWP-

participants’ empirical satisfaction upon their degrees of commitment. By also 

considering the practical levels of WLB-contentment, I contend that a more 

complete picture of employee-employer reciprocity can be emerged. For the 

last part of the study, I have confirmed that FWP-participants’ empirical 

satisfaction is also a significant determinant in influencing their reported levels 
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of affective organizational commitment. The finding suggests that the alleged 

positive-impact of family-friendly policies does not solely originate from a 

mere provision of the arrangement itself, but also simultaneously influenced by 

the employees’ subjective interpretation of the policy’s expected utility.  

 In sum, the paper contributes to the current understanding of family-

friendly HRM arrangements by offering empirical explanations for individuals’ 

psychological mechanisms on their behavioral outcome towards FWP, and why 

conceptualizing employee-employer reciprocity solely from one perspective 

(i.e., the mere action of partaking of WLB benefits) may be insufficient for 

fully understanding potential outcomes that accrue to FWP participants. The 

following sections provide more in-depth discussions regarding the theoretical 

and practical implications of each analysis of the paper. In particular, the topics 

of uncertainty management model, fairness heuristics theory, and social 

exchange theory will be re-visited with a specific focus on contextualizing the 

results upon certain sociocultural peculiarities of the Republic of Korea.  

 

5.1. Organizational fairness perception and flextime      

The primary contribution of Study 1 lies in providing an explanation for why 

family-friendly policies sometimes leads to successful diffusion among the 

frontline workforce and other times leads to the state of underutilization. 

Specifically, the study investigated the relative effects of three types of 

perceived organizational justice – distributive, procedural and interactional 

fairness – on frontline Korean public employees’ likelihood to participate in 

flextime. In addition to the fairness perception measures on each sub-dimension, 

additional control variables were tested which include individuals’ demographic 

traits and information on the job nature and experiences, along with a number 

of attitudinal aspects towards their home agencies. Based on uncertainty 



 

 
１００ 

management model and fairness heuristics theory, the paper expected that 

frontline public employees’ favorable perception on organizational justice 

would contribute towards alleviating their feelings of social and professional 

uncertainty, thereby showing a positive association with the overall likelihood 

to engage in FWP arrangements.  

 To begin with, findings from the multilevel logistic regression model 

corroborate only a partial support towards the formulated hypotheses in Study 1. 

Out of the three sub-dimensions of organizational justice, public employees’ 

interactional fairness perceptions were the only variable which was shown to 

have a significant, positive influence upon their likelihood of FWP participation, 

while distributive and procedural dimensions have failed to receive empirical 

support. Such results demonstrate that when faced with latent flextime 

opportunities, frontline public employees are especially attentive towards 

organizational processes and mechanisms that ensure reasonable outcomes on 

information-sharing while safeguarding one’s dignity and respect when affected 

by decision-making within their workgroup. This may be interpreted as the 

projection of civil servants’ substantial concerns towards the possibilities of 

relational isolation in the allocation of financial resources, promotion potentials 

or other crucial organization-wide decisions, a perspective which is in sync 

with early literature that posited employees who engage in family-friendly 

policies tend to fear being “out of mind” for organizational process (Hartman, 

Stoner, & Arora, 1992; Olson, 1982).  

Meanwhile, the lack of support for the positive association between 

distributive/procedural fairness perceptions and FWP participation (Hypothesis 

1A and 1B) is both disappointing and thought-provoking. Provision of fair and 

equitable performance-based rewards is an important tenet of fairness in 

organizations of both the public and private sectors. Specifically for public-

sector context, Rainey (2009) claims that one of the challenges in the 
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management of public bureaucracy is to ensure all employees gain the same 

profit-investment ratio upon a set of highly structured personnel regulations. 

Accordingly, although scholars tend to agree that public sector employees are 

less focused on material rewards as an ultimate goal in work and in life (e.g., 

Perry & Wise, 2000), payment issue in the public sector can have a strong 

symbolic significance as a social recognition of an employee’s skill and 

performance (Lawler, 1990), further highlighting the importance of distributive 

fairness among employees of the public sector.  

The findings may seem at odd with the aforementioned flow of 

research, yet I contend that the result must be construed through the lens of 

industrial or organizational culture. For instance, most of the extant research on 

the significance of payment/rewards-related justice in the public sector 

originates from Anglo-American contexts, in which public employees are 

constantly placed under performance appraisal schemes that are strongly 

associated with their future promotion potentials and job security. Although the 

public personnel administration in the Republic of Korea Government retains 

many similarities with that of the West, it should be noted that its internal 

promotion schemes are largely based on a seniority system, while its employees 

enjoy a significant level of job security upon entering the civil service. 

Differently put, distributive justice could remain a marker of one’s professional 

uncertainty, but its impact upon actual behaviors might vary based on the 

contextual factors of each workgroup, making it a local or specific status cue in 

the realm of organization studies; I further discuss these ideas in the following 

section on contextualizing the findings under a Korean context.   

In terms of control variables, a number of demographic and job-related 

factors were revealed as retaining significant influence upon individuals’ 

decision towards engaging in flextime. In terms of gender, female employees 

were significantly more likely to engage in FWP. This indicates the existence of 
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a behavioral gap between male and female workers in adopting the new mode 

of labor. Regarding the finding on gender differences, one might interpret this 

result as female employees in the public-sector workforce are more likely to be 

placed under family-related responsibilities, thereby reflecting their greater 

demand for temporal flexibility in attaining favorable work-life balance.  

Next, the result on differential entry-track of public employees and 

their current job-grade levels should be noted. Especially, the difference 

between those who were recruited via GS-5 entry and those who joined the 

workforce through GS-7 or 9 career-tracks appeared as having the strongest 

predicting effect upon the likelihood of participating in flextime. First, this can 

be construed as one’s affiliation with the executive-level echelon (albeit in a 

junior-level) indicates the prevalence of higher collectivist working-culture 

towards maintaining a strong organizational identity and social support within 

the workplace, thereby laying more emphasis on face-to-face interactions with 

colleagues and supervisors. Secondly, those who are recruited via Higher Civil 

Service Examination may be associated with specific types of job duties and 

functions in a way that these employees are assigned to tasks that are worse-

suited for flextime. For instance, it might be the case in which employees with 

GS-5 entry-track are assigned to internal policy planning or professional 

services that require non-flexible, routinized work-schedule with relatively 

heavier workload and higher interdependency among relevant stakeholders. In 

this sense, the control variable on “work hours” is also noteworthy as those 

who are burdened with higher levels of assigned duties and job-related 

responsibilities are less likely to engage in flextime. Meanwhile, frontline 

employees in GS-7 or 9 entry-tracks are generally assigned to tasks that involve 

more frequent interaction with civil petitioners and on-field inspections, a 

peculiar job-related trait that renders flextime opportunities a more viable 

option. In accordance with Lipsky (1969), these results demonstrate that there 
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exist significant contextual differences in organizational behaviors as well as 

expectations and workload between street-level bureaucrats and their superiors 

in the headquarter offices.  

Taken together, the primary contribution of this work is a confirmation 

that individual public employees do systematically rely on fairness perception 

to evaluate the degrees of psychological safety when considering to participate 

in FWP, a finding that corresponds with the propositions of uncertainty 

management model and fairness heuristics theory. That is, not only do expected 

utility of work-life balance, but also differential perception of fairness (through 

which the overall psychological safety within a given workgroup environment 

can be assessed) do influence employee behavior to participate in flextime. The 

statement above predicates that family-friendly arrangements are generally a 

desirable outcome for employees, yet which also entails significant degrees of 

uncertainty in relational/professional aspects. Substantiating the significance of 

alleviating such uncertainties in predicting the behavioral outcome on FWP 

participation, the present research, therefore, have the additional potential to 

contribute to related organizational phenomenon regarding other components of 

family-friendly arrangements, such as telework and family-leave. Moreover, the 

paper contends that improving organizational fairness is not only critical for 

enhancing micro-level effectiveness of FWP-eligible employees (through 

facilitating their actual participation in the arrangements) but also for ensuring 

long-term retention of talented individuals, as they may be more likely to stay 

when they experience that their family-related needs can be satisfactorily 

fulfilled. In sum, the research has shed light on the organizational justice 

dimensions – interactional fairness, in particular – as a critical lynchpin through 

which flextime proliferates among the rank and file.   

Despite many efforts to accurately reflect the realities of flextime 

participation, the present research entails a number of notable limitations. Since 
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general limitations in empirical methodology and future avenues of research 

will be summarized in the next chapter, I therefore focus on revisiting the work 

of Baruch & Nicholson (1997) on the four factors of teleworking, a similar 

example of family-friendly arrangements that are often provided by employers. 

As discussed in the previous section on literature review, effective adoption and 

proliferation of family-friendly policies simultaneously requires the following 

four factors in-effect: (1) the job – the nature of work and fit of family-friend 

policy for the specific work-role; (2) the organization – how supportive is the 

organizational culture to home-working arrangements; (3) the home/work 

interface – covering a diverse range of factors from the quality of family 

relations to the kind of work-related resource support; and (4) the individual – 

fit of family-friendly policy with personal attitude, values, norms, qualities and 

needs (Baruch & Nicholson, 1997).  

Since the present study has utilized secondary data-source from a 

government-administered survey project, the model could not incorporate more 

variables that are related to respondents’ personal attitudes towards FWP, and 

information on their home and family issues, not to mention their assigned 

tasks. Given the multidimensionality of antecedents and determinants that are 

presumed to be associated with participating in family-friendly arrangements, 

future research should explore the potential effects of additional factors in 

greater details. While the present research has secured a partial success in 

investigating the influence of the Republic of Korea Government’s fairness-

centric climate of interactional mechanisms on its rank-and-file bureaucrats’ 

engagement in FWP arrangements, I acknowledge that more fruitful managerial 

implications can be derived through applying additional control variables that 

can encapsulate a wider range of individual/organization-level peculiarities of 

civil servants’ behavioral outcome towards applying flextime opportunities on 

their work routines. In this sense, I strongly call for future research to continue 
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the exploration of potential antecedents and determinants in leading employees 

to actively participate in family-friendly arrangements. In particular, pertinent 

variables could be found by addressing the question of how the specifics of 

interpersonal factors such as coworker connectedness, leader-member exchange 

(LMX), leader-openness or even structural position (e.g., power dynamics, 

interdependency, etc.) of a given workgroup might influence the suggested 

relationship between perceived organizational fairness and FWP participation.  

 

5.2. Affective organizational commitment as a social exchange      

As repeatedly noted earlier, one of the unfortunate realities of work-life balance 

in organizational life is that frontline employees are often reluctant to engage in 

family-supportive arrangements such as flextime, telework, and paid family-

leave. Withholding participation mar the intended effects of family-friendly 

policies, which may otherwise be highly instrumental in promoting individuals’ 

efficacy and adaptation towards their demand for work-life balance. Research 

on family-friendly policies has shown that employees who participate in such 

benefits are more likely to engage in positive workplace behaviors and attitudes. 

The present research echoes the call to expose whether frontline employees 

who have participated in flextime are displaying attitudes that may signal the 

presence of positive employee-employer reciprocity. In particular, I posit that 

FWP-participants would demonstrate higher degrees of affective organizational 

commitment when compared with those who have no experience in flextime. 

Owing in large part to their feeling of being personally supported by the 

employer, FWP-participants would be triggered towards demonstrating a more 

heightened state of micro-level effectiveness towards the workplace. In order to 

illuminate psychological mechanisms behind these effects, the present research 

derived its theoretical basis from the venerable social exchange theory (SET) 
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framework (Blau, 1964). More specifically, a series of t-test and ANOVAs was 

performed upon the comparison of the two groups, through which the presence 

of significant difference of affective organizational commitment between FWP-

participants and their non-participating counterparts was confirmed. 

 The findings from Study 2 offer several contributions to theory and 

practice in the realms of family-friendly arrangements. The findings confirm 

the reciprocity proposition of the SET framework among public employees in 

the Republic of Korea. A critical lynchpin in engendering the reciprocity 

mechanism is whether employees perceive their recent memories in family-

friendly arrangements as noticeably positive and practically beneficial towards 

enhancing their work-life balance. By corroborating the presence of differential 

degrees of attitudinal effectiveness among individual employees, the paper has 

illuminated that FWP-participating employees indeed perceive the arrangement 

as a sort of perquisite of one’s employment in his or her home organization, a 

favor that should be returned with more heightened degrees of commitment.  

 Study 2, however, is not without limitations. As the model was devised 

on a simple t-test between the groups of FWP-participants and non-participants, 

the research could not fully accommodate potential control variables that are 

assumed to be associated with individual employees’ affective organizational 

commitment, let alone demographic traits of each respondent. To address this 

limitation, I conducted additional series of two-way ANOVA tests for assessing 

the direction and strength of flextime’s interactional impacts with gender, 

marital status and the current number of children on organizational commitment, 

respectively. The overall significance of each model notwithstanding, additional 

interactional effects of the above demographic characteristics were shown to be 

statistically insignificant, thereby highlighting the inherent limitation of the 

research design. In order to supplement the conceptual framework with greater 

statistical control and precision, I conducted an additional study (Study 3) on 
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investigating whether the degrees of empirical satisfaction towards flextime are 

associated with the levels of organizational commitment. A more detailed 

explanation and discussion of Study 3 will be provided in the next section.  

 

5.3. Empirical satisfaction does matter       

By highlighting the importance of both employee participation and empirical 

satisfaction in FWP arrangements, Study 3 makes several contributions to the 

management literature regarding family-friendly HRM policies. First, the study 

moves beyond the simplistic and static framework that has dominated the flow 

of relevant managerial literature by further addressing public employees’ actual 

gain of satisfaction from participating in flextime policy. Building on social 

exchange theory, the study derives its logic from the recognition that extant 

research on family-friendly arrangements is dominated by a dichotomous 

perspective through which individuals’ engagement in HRM arrangements were 

operationalized as a mere act of (not) participating in given policies. In contrast, 

Study 3 advocates a more integrative and holistic approach that incorporates 

employees’ experienced satisfaction towards their recent FWP participation. 

Continuing from the previous studies, Study 3 finds that one’s FWP satisfaction 

is a significant determinant that facilitates his or her commitment towards the 

employer. When experiencing positive utility upon participating in family-

friendly arrangements, frontline public employees are poised to develop a more 

heightened state of affective organizational commitment, which are known as 

being instrumental in creating greater motivational reserves and a wider 

behavioral repertoire for the enhancement of organizational effectiveness.  

 Methodologically, it must be noted that the research design entails 

certain weaknesses that originate from a number of inherent limitations of the 

dataset. One particular weakness of the present research is that it has failed to 
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apply temporal separation (i.e., time-lagged effects) between measuring its 

explanatory variables. For instance, owing to the cross-sectional design of the 

research framework, Study 3 cannot differentiate when exactly the respondent 

has participated in FWP, thereby failing to account for the differential time-lags 

between the viewpoint when one participated in flextime and the subsequent 

juncture for self-reporting his or her affective organizational commitment. 

Although all three studies have provided significant results that support each 

stage of the initial hypotheses, a longitudinal setting with repeated observations 

of the same variables will undeniably provide more confidence in corroborating 

potential temporal effects between the variables which may be unobservable 

under the present research design (Ployhart & Vandenberg, 2010). In this sense, 

the aforementioned causal implications of the findings are in fact not free from 

critiques that may point out the potential presence of reverse causality in-effect. 

For instance, I cannot rule out the possibility that organizational fairness 

perception is an outcome, rather than a predictor, of flextime participation. For 

this reason, again, I continue to call for more longitudinal research designs in 

empirical studies regarding family-friendly HRM arrangements.   

Moreover, the initial PEPS dataset did not include any survey item that 

measures the frequency or intensity of individuals’ degree of involvement in 

FWP arrangements. For instance, it seems highly reasonable to expect 

differential employee outcomes on affective organizational commitment when 

comparing a bureaucrat who has been continuously participating in flextime for 

twice a week for the past year, and her colleague who has only recently signed 

up for the program, thereby yielding only a negligible record of participation.  

 

5.4. Contextualization of the results: The Republic of Korea   

Organizations are dynamic entities that constantly exchange open, interactional 
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influences from the surrounding forces of economic, political and social natures 

(Scott, 2005; Scott & Davis, 2015). One of the most noticeable realms of open-

system exchange is the continuous influence of cultural peculiarities in which a 

given organization resides (Hofstede, 1980), and I contend that addressing 

sociocultural characteristics of the Republic of Korea is an especially relevant 

approach towards interpreting the empirical results shown in the previous 

chapter, especially those of Study 1. By examining the organizational fairness 

concepts identified in uncertainty management model and fairness heuristics 

theory, the purpose of the first portion of this study was to advance the 

understanding of employees’ psychological precursors that lead to behavioral 

participation in family-friendly policies. I initially contended that active 

utilization of FWP arrangements ought to be conceptualized in terms of the 

degrees of frontline employees’ psychological safety towards their respective 

workgroup. Viewed in this light, organizational fairness perceptions are 

hypothesized to be seen as factors that ameliorate individuals’ arising 

uncertainty (e.g., Colquitt & Zipay, 2015). The findings support the contention 

that organizational fairness perception is an effective psychological mechanism 

that positively influences individuals’ likelihood towards engaging in flextime 

arrangements. However, in contrast to the initially proposed set of hypotheses, 

interactional fairness perception was the only explanatory variable that received 

empirical support. None of the other two dimensions (i.e., distributive and 

procedural justice) turned out to be a significant predictor of FWP participation 

in the logistic regression models both with- and without the presence of control 

variables in-place. In other words, the final results fall short of supporting the 

argument that fairness dimensions altogether can provide a positive influence 

upon the FWP participation among frontline public employees in Korea.  

Facing such mixed findings, I reason that returning to the contextual 

peculiarities of the sample respondents (i.e., Korean public employees) would 
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enable us to elucidate a more accurate and holistic picture among the constructs. 

For instance, these results reflect the reality that the relationship between 

employees’ fairness perception and efforts to actively partake of family-friendly 

benefits may entail much more complex cognitive processes because of the 

very own nature of cultural inhibitors that are present within the organization. I 

start with contending that the positive regression result on interactional fairness 

perception is an important practical finding as it befits the propositions of 

Hofstede (2003)’s cultural-dimensions analysis. Stating the Republic of Korea 

as a well-known epitome of a collectivist culture with high power-distance and 

low ambiguity tolerance, extant literature has pointed out that employees of 

Korean organizations are placed under continuous inculcation of the utmost 

importance of interpersonal harmony towards the organization (Im et al., 2013).  

Therefore, the prevalence of collectivism in workplace may 

inadvertently facilitate employees to develop affiliative types of individual 

behaviors towards their workgroup such as OCB, while amplifying latent 

relational uncertainty of FWP-eligible individuals. Differently put, due to the 

predominant cultural context of collectivism, East Asian individuals tend to 

demonstrate a stronger defensive tendency towards pre-existing interpersonal 

harmony by emphasizing common fate and in-group solidarity. In this context, I 

interpret interactional fairness perception as a particularly instrumental “filter” 

for frontline employees towards comprehending the social appropriateness of 

joining FWP (i.e., “read the wind”), which by nature, entails a certain amounts 

of deviation from the preexisting norm of working hours. For instance, when 

features of interactional (in)justice trigger a specific, cognitive judgment that it 

is unwise to deviate from a certain, pre-established way of working, then one’s 

latent preoccupation about interpersonal harmony maintenance becomes 

activated, thereby leading to a stronger hesitance towards meeting his or her 

need on work-life balance.  
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Additionally, the characteristics of the Republic of Korea’s public 

personnel administration in which a vast majority of government bureaucrats 

are employed on the basis of entering class upon the standardized recruitment 

tracks (i.e., Higher Civil Service Examination and GS-7/9 Open Recruitment) 

might be a factor in further cementing the extant norm of in-group solidarity. 

Under a collectivist, high-power distance culture, individual employees’ actual 

behavior or even desires per se can be thought of as influenced as much by their 

own cognitive deliberation of interactional fairness by their own practical needs.  

 However, I do not intend to suggest that employees’ attention towards 

interactional fairness is a unique organizational phenomenon which only occurs 

in the countries of collectivist working cultures. Clearly, the presence of a 

domineering or abusive supervisor, or past experiences of discordance with co-

workers will also influence the employees to shy away from participating in 

norm-breaking HRM arrangements, regardless of the cultural context of the 

organization’s home country. Rather, the present logic is that cultural context, 

especially which of collectivist versus individualistic orientations, may function 

as a contingent boundary condition for amplifying (or diminishing) the 

significance of frontline public employees’ heuristics and knowledge structures 

towards interactional fairness. Again, in order to develop an unambiguous 

statement of generalizability, cross-cultural comparison of the cognitive-

behavioral structure of the two cultural orientations is highly recommended,   

 Secondly, the contrasting findings for interactional justice versus 

distributive/procedural fairness dimensions may also originate from sector-

specific attributes of the Republic of Korea’s public workforce. For example, 

both the central and local governments retain a seniority employment system 

upon most of its employees that ensures relatively strong job security and long 

organization tenure, when compared with their private-sector counterparts (Im, 

2014). In an industry in which it is relatively easy for an employee to secure a 
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stable employment with predictable promotion schedules mostly on a time-

served calculation, the threshold for detecting distributive unfairness may be 

simply too high so that the employees rather comply with their immediate work 

environment without investing much time and effort in trying to remain keen 

for the matters of intraorganizational distributive justice. 

Also, Korea’s public employees receive a fixed amount of annual 

salary with negligible individual differences, and this low disparity-diversity in 

pay (or any material assets or resources that connote prestige of power) leads to 

less internal competition while enhancing the preexisting norm of group-based 

interpersonal bondage (Harrison & Klein, 2007), thereby further suppressing 

the presumed influence of distributive justice perception upon the bureaucrats’ 

organizational behavior. In short, under the coexistence of the competing forces 

of equity and interpersonal harmony, the equity proposition of Adams (1965) 

might not be of significant importance to public employees in Korea. For 

instance, it has been hypothesized that the principles of equitable allocation of 

resources (i.e., distributive justice) can be solidified as a modus operandi only 

when the concentration on economic productivity and performance dominates 

the primary objective of a given workgroup (Deutsch, 1975). In this sense, the 

amalgamation of public-sector peculiarities (e.g., Rainey & Chun, 2005) and 

the Republic of Korea’s predominantly collectivist working-culture (e.g., 

Hofstede, 2003) jointly illustrate that the matters of equitable allocation and 

distributive justice may be considered as socially inappropriate means for 

maintaining interpersonal harmony (Murakami, 2003). Again, this highlights 

the previous conclusion that in more stable socio-organizational contexts under 

highly collectivist cultural environments (i.e., East Asian countries), individual 

frontline employees’ psychological attachment and in-group solidarity towards 

the workgroup may function with more salience and thus play a more critical 

role in shaping their behaviors towards flextime. In sum, the above discussions 
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remind us that pinpointing frontline employees’ FWP-participation behaviors is 

a strenuous process with the presence of both generic and context-specific 

factors interwoven together (Michielsens & Clarke, 2013), thereby warranting 

more elaborately designed empirical frameworks or supplements of qualitative 

research methods with grounded theory approach.  

 

 

Chapter 6  Conclusion 
 
The present chapter consists of a brief summary of principal findings from the 

empirical analyses (Study 1, 2 and 3) and their theoretical contributions towards 

the existing research in family-friendly policies. Also presented are summaries 

of methodological limitations and unanswered questions from Study 1, 2, and 3 

altogether, followed by avenues for future research suggestions.  

 

6.1. Summary of principal findings     

Earlier research on family-friendly policies has aimed to understand such 

arrangements as a mere managerial enabler for facilitating employees’ work-

life balance. Considering that individuals’ participation towards FWP involves 

cognitive processing of inherently subjective concepts, I argue that focusing on 

family-friendly HRM arrangements from a managerial perspective alone paints 

an incomplete picture and can thus lead to seemingly inconsistent arguments 

and findings. In this paper, therefore, I contended that the question of how FWP 

arrangements become widely diffused and eventually translate into higher 

levels of affective organizational commitment may depend on how the rank-

and-file public employees resolve their relational and professional uncertainty 

upon their latent opportunity to engage in such policies. I then hypothesized 

that once participating in flextime, employees would exhibit differential levels 
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of affective organizational commitment than those who did not, and that the 

FWP-participants’ degrees of empirical satisfaction towards flextime would 

also be positively associated with their commitment towards the organization. 

The research is one of salient topics for scholars in organizational psychology 

and behavior, as multiple practical implications on workgroup functioning 

regarding family-friendly arrangements can be derived.      

The theoretical perspectives and empirical results of this paper shed 

light on the question of on what circumstances do frontline public employees 

participate in flexible work-schedule programs. Evoking the literature on 

organizational fairness perception, especially those regarding uncertainty 

management model and fairness heuristics theory, I first examined how 

employee perception of organizational fairness influences their behavioral 

outcomes on flextime participation. Because flextime can be understood as a 

discretionary employee behavior deviating from the extant group-based norms, 

thereby engendering relational/professional uncertainties, one would find a 

more positive fairness perception especially instrumental towards alleviating 

his or her uncertainty towards participating in FWP arrangements. Based on the 

three-factor model of perceived organizational justice that consists of 

distributive, procedural, and interactional fairness dimensions, the paper has 

demonstrated that an individual public employee’ stronger level of interactional 

fairness perception leads to a higher likelihood of participating in flextime. 

Although the other dimensions of justice (i.e., distributive and procedural 

fairness) have failed to meet the traditional level of statistical significance, the 

empirical support on interactional fairness perception provides significant 

practical implications for human resource management in the public sector. 

Recalling most of the extant public administration literature has examined 

family-friendly policies from a top-down employer perspective, the finding 

underscores the importance of incorporating employee perspectives from the 
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below, particularly those for understanding fairness/justice climate of respective 

home organizations. In accordance with the literature on cultural psychology 

and cross-cultural management, the study’s significant result on interactional 

fairness can be interpreted as substantiating frontline employees’ inherent 

psychological insecurity towards the intraorganizational communication and 

interpersonal exchanges, especially when faced with new HRM opportunities 

that may change the dominant mode of labor. In addition, given that the 

empirical setting of this research was public organizations in the Republic of 

Korea, the result is a clear evidence of the nation’s collectivist working-culture.   

Next, the results of the second and third analyses indicate that FWP 

participants are indeed more committed towards their home organizations than 

non-participants, and that the FWP participants’ levels of policy satisfaction are 

positively associated with the degrees of affective organizational commitment. 

Again, it should be recalled that Hypotheses 2 and 3 were formulated upon the 

proposition of social exchange theory, which states that employees who 

perceive that they have enjoyed additional benefits from the organization will 

be motivated to reciprocate back towards the employer. Implicit in this 

assumption is that flextime is a type of family-friendly HRM packages, such 

that addition of such benefits will move the frontline workforce to perceive 

FWP as being instrumental in bringing the amelioration of working conditions 

or even a preferential treatment compared with organizations that do not 

provide such opportunities. This, I contend, has largely been corroborated by 

the extant literature of human resource management, and it is thus reasonable to 

conclude that the results of this study have revealed a similar pattern of 

employees’ positive attitudinal outcome regarding family-friendly policies. 

Further extending from beneficial consequences of FWP-participation per se, 

the research has also shown that employees’ empirical satisfaction towards the 

arrangement does indeed matter, the main finding from the third analysis. This 
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indicates that employers should consider not only the mere availability of 

family-supportive arrangements but also the actual quality of participants’ 

work-life balance attainment when offering family-friendly arrangements. In 

particular, the result demonstrates that there exists continuous inducement for 

organizations to closely monitor the actual levels of employee expectation and 

satisfaction upon the provision of FWP arrangements.  

 

6.2. Limitations and avenues for future research    

As repeatedly indicated in previous sections, this research is obviously not 

without limitations, which leads to a series of unanswered questions. One of its 

most apparent analytical constraints is that the study was conducted based on 

non-academic survey questionnaires. Although the PEPS dataset boasts its 

strength in its large sample size that covers both the central and local-level 

public organizations in Korea, one might question the conceptual validity and 

theoretical rigor of the formulated psychometric constructs and variables. In 

particular, operationalization of each sub-dimension of perceived organizational 

fairness was conducted on survey items that did not originate from 

academically verified sets of questionnaires. Additionally, the question for 

asking FWP participation did not specify the respondents’ flextime eligibility, 

nor attempted to address additional job-specific characteristics of individuals in 

the survey. It is also crucial to reiterate that given the present approach – 

measuring FWP participation through a single survey-item – I cannot speak to 

the true frequency or duration of the respondents’ FWP behaviors. Recalling 

previous management studies, participating in family-friendly arrangement 

necessarily entails highly complex decision-making processes that involve 

multiple individual, family-related or job-related technical factors, and I hereby 

acknowledge that the present research exhibits several “conceptual loopholes” 

in fully explaining the potential mechanism that leads individuals to flextime.  
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In addition, it is worthwhile to recall that a strong correlation among 

distributive, procedural and interactional fairness perception was reported. 

Researchers have repeatedly pointed out that a strong association between 

explanatory variables can lead to inaccurate results when they are examined 

simultaneously in regression models (e.g., Li, Liao, Tangirala, & Firth, 2017). 

Although a series of statistical assessments on the psychometric properties (See 

Chapter 4.2) indicated that these three variables are factorially distinct and that 

multicollinearity might not have significantly biased the regression parameter 

estimates, I contend that it is critical for future researchers to improve 

measurement of the three-factor dimensions of organizational fairness in order 

to reduce potential overlaps among the variables.  

Lastly, it is possible that omitted variables, such as leader attributes, 

might have driven the relationship between the proposed variables. Facing such 

concerns, again, I emphasize that this may be the price one has to pay when 

relying on a secondary data-source for conducting empirical research. To better 

rule out alternative explanations, I argue that future researchers should continue 

to explore potential antecedents and determinants that may trigger employees to 

actively and regularly participate in family-friendly arrangements, along with 

the question of how the specifics of additional interpersonal variables such as 

coworker connectedness, leader-member exchange (LMX), leader openness or 

even structural position (e.g., power dynamics, interdependency, etc.) of a given 

workgroup might influence the suggested relationship of the present study.  

Assessing strength and weakness of the present research methodology, 

one might also point out that all of its three studies were designed upon a cross-

sectional approach. Differently put, all of the independent and dependent 

variables were measured with reference to the same time period. Although one 

can say that the current research design is well-suited for ensuring external 

validity by examining the core association in an organizational setting, the 
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approach is inherently limited in terms of providing internal validity of the 

findings, thereby raising the issues of reverse causality among the proposed 

variables. Additionally, the possibility of alternative explanations and omitted 

third variables cannot be ruled out. In this sense, future studies could benefit 

from employing a longitudinal design with panel-based datasets, and 

investigate to what extent do time-series changes in flextime satisfaction (as 

well as the length/frequency of FWP participation) might influence workers’ 

attitudinal linkage between their levels of FWP-satisfaction and affective 

organizational commitment. Additionally, I contend that a more elaborate 

research design that accounts for organization-level variables could yield more 

practical implications of the research. As noted in previous chapters, the PEPS 

dataset was established in a manner that individual agency variables cannot be 

decoded to reveal their specific identities. This, combined with the inherent 

limitations of non-academic measurement-items in the original survey, was an 

insurmountable barrier which constrained a further analysis of potential omitted 

variables that are left unaddressed. Underscoring the importance of cross-

cultural management, I conclude this section with an emphasis on the need to 

test for generalizability of the findings. Researchers are encouraged to replicate 

the conceptual framework of the present study, and engage in a comparative 

analysis of whether the effects of each fairness dimension might vary among 

organizations that are under different institutional or sociocultural contexts. 

 

6.3. Concluding remarks    

Considering that rapid advances are being made of institutionalized family-

support programs in organizations, the question of what leads employees to 

participate in family-friendly policies is a highly salient topic for management 

scholars. Especially within the literature of public administration and 

management, there exist only a limited number of empirical studies which 
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investigate the “human factor” associated with the diffusion of family-friendly 

HRM arrangements (Lee & Hong, 2011). The primary contribution of this work 

lies in providing a scholarly explanation for why employees sometimes engage 

in FWP and other times stay reluctant in non-participation, and for whether the 

provision of flextime can engender more positive influence upon organizational 

effectiveness among its participants. Focusing on frontline public employees’ 

uncertainty of interpersonal social status and professional potentials, the present 

study formulated testable hypotheses on investigating the positive influence of 

individual public employees’ organizational fairness perception towards their 

likelihood of participating in flexible work schedule arrangements.  

To this day, empirical studies have utilized the conceptual framework 

offered by organizational fairness dimensions for addressing a wide range of 

managerial topics such as performance appraisal, compensation, participative 

decision-making and conflict resolution, just to name a few. Building on the 

same logic, the present research has empirically shown that civil servants’ 

perception of interactional fairness is positively associated with their decision-

making on participating in FWP. Noting that the feelings of uncertainty tend to 

drive individual employees to ponder the issues of equity, accuracy, respect and 

truthfulness in a given organizational setting, my research provide new 

evidence that employees’ fairness perception can be a powerful explanatory 

factor which influences their behavioral participation in HRM arrangements 

that involves a certain deviation from the pre-existing norm of labor. Insofar as 

fairness perceptions within organizations do result in a significant handling of 

complex and idiosyncratic employee behavior (e.g., flextime participation), it is 

by no means apparent that a simple, top-down provision of relevant policy is 

the only best approach for enhancing frontline employees' work-life balance. In 

this sense, the research extends the broader literature on employees’ perceived 

organizational fairness and family-friendly arrangements, a main theoretical 
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contribution to uncertainty management model and fairness heuristics theory.  

Also, based on the propositions of social exchange theory, the paper 

has shown that frontline employees who have experienced FWP benefits are 

more affectively committed towards their respective home organizations than 

employees who have not participated in such arrangements. Lastly, the paper 

has empirically vindicated that not only a mere action of participating in FWP 

but also the empirical satisfaction of one’s WLB attainment does matters. Again, 

deriving from the social exchange theory, I showed that frontline public 

employees’ satisfaction level on flextime is positively associated with their 

degrees of affective organizational commitment. These results have confirmed 

the conventional wisdom that encouraging employees’ family-related needs 

should increase their levels of commitment.  

 In sum, this study seeks to investigate the relevance and direction of 

organizational fairness concepts on employees’ usage of FWP arrangements 

within a public-sector setting in the Republic of Korea. Although earlier studies 

of family-supportive HRM topics tended to address flextime as a form of 

exogenous transformation, which is often comprehended as an autonomous 

driver of organizational change, recent research has emphasized the aspects of 

human interpretations and social reactions on the micro-foundation of HRM 

adoption-diffusion. In this sense, this research has illustrated that organizational 

fairness perception can be a significant determinant for channeling frontline 

public employees to shift their office-hours for the betterment of their family-

related demands. In developing future direction of public personnel 

administration practices on flexible work-schedule program arrangements, the 

Republic of Korea Government should devote specific attention to the issues of 

interactional fairness, and make justice principles central to the temporal 

variations of business hours among frontline employees in their workgroups. I 

hope that this research can contribute to this end.   
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Appendix 1: Original survey questionnaires 
 

Below are original, Korean-written texts of the selected survey items from 

Public Employees Perception Survey (PEPS) 2017. As described in Chapter 3, 

these items went through a series of translations and back-translations in order 

to ensure the validity of the measurements. 

 

[Flextime participation] 

“귀하께서는 가족친화적 근무제도를 활용해 본 경험이 있으십니까? – 유연근무

제/탄력근무제” 

 

[Organizational fairness perception – the distributive dimension] 

“내가 받는 보수는 내 업무성과에 비추어 적정하다” 

“내가 받는 보수는 유사 업무를 수행하는 민간기업 직원(대기업체 수준)과 비교

할 때 적정한 수준이다” 

“나는 담당업무의 난이도를 감안할 때 공정한 보상을 받고 있다” 

“나는 담당업무의 책임성 정도를 고려할 때 공정한 보상을 받고 있다” 

 

[Organizational fairness perception – the procedural dimension] 

“우리 기관의 승진절차는 적절하다” 

“우리 기관에서 승진에 반영되는 근무성적평정은 공정하게 이루어지고 있다” 

“우리 기관에서는 공정한 방식을 통하여 의사결정이 이루어진다” 

“우리 기관은 어떠한 의사결정을 하는데 있어 모든 직원들의 의견을 고려한다”  

 

[Organizational fairness perception – the interactional dimension] 

“우리 기관에서 이루어지는 의사결정에 대해 명확한 설명이나 추가적인 정보를 

요구할 수 있다” 

“우리 기관에서 이루어지는 의사결정에 대해 직원들이 이의를 제기할 수 있다” 
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“우리 기관에서는 부서의 업무를 수행함에 있어 상하 간(수직적) 의사소통이 원

활하다” 

“우리 기관에서는 부서의 업무를 수행함에 있어 직원 간(수평적) 의사소통이 원

활하다” 

 

[Affective organizational commitment] 

“나는 이 조직에 남기 위하여 어떤 직무라도 수행할 용의가 있다” 

“나는 조직의 성공을 위해 보통 수준 이상으로 노력할 용의가 있다” 

“나는 우리 조직에 대해 소속감을 강하게 느낀다” 

“우리 조직이 추구하는 가치는 나의 가치와 대체로 일치한다” 

 

[Perceived goal clarity] 

“나는 우리 기관의 조직목표를 명확히 알고 있다” 

“우리 기관에서는 조직목표 간 우선순위가 분명하다” 

“조직목표는 담당 업무수행을 위한 명확한 지침을 제공한다” 

“나는 담당업무가 조직목표 달성과 어떻게 연계되고 있는지 명확히 알고 있다” 

 

[Perceived job autonomy] 

“나는 업무수행 방식/절차에 대한 선택권을 가지고 있다” 

“나는 업무수행 속도/마감시간을 조절할 수 있다” 

“나는 업무수행 순서/우선순위를 결정할 수 있다” 

 

[Flextime satisfaction] 

“다음의 스마트워크에 대한 이용 만족도 (이용 경험이 있을 경우)” 

 

[Public service motivation] 

“나는 시민들의 다양한 의견을 이해하고, 갈등을 해결하기 위하여 적극적으로 

노력한다” 

“나는 내 업무의 판단기준을 이해관계자들에게 설득하고 설명한다” 
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“나는 언제나 개인적 가치보다 공직 의무를 중시하며 업무를 수행한다” 

“나는 민원인이나 동료들의 의견을 항상 존중한다” 

“나는 어려움에 직면한 사람들을 보면 안타까운 마음이 든다” 

“나는 업무수행 원칙에 따라 업무를 수행한다” 

“나는 조직과 정책의 목표가 달성되는 것이 가장 중요하다고 생각한다” 

 

[Perceived resource support] 

“나는 업무수행에 필요한 인력 등 인적 자원을 적절히 제공받고 있다” 

“나는 업무수행에 필요한 예산 등 물적 자원을 적절히 제공받고 있다” 

“나는 업무수행에 필요한 정보, IT시설 등 정보 자원을 적절히 제공받고 있다” 

 

[Perceived job stress] 

“나는 상급자들의 모순된 요구/지시를 받는 경우가 있다” 

“내 역할에 대한 상사들/부하들의 요구사항이 다르다” 

“공식 업무책임과 내 가치관 차이로 갈등을 겪은 적이 있다” 

“나의 담당 업무에 대한 책임범위가 불분명하다” 

“나의 담당 업무에 대한 우선순위가 불분명하다” 

“나의 담당 업무에 대한 수행방법이 불분명하다” 

“나의 담당 업무 및 책임은 너무 과중하다” 
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Appendix 2: Logistic regression models, Study 1 
 

Below are full-detailed results of Model 1 and 2 from Study 1, which include 

coefficients, standard errors, z-statistics, p-value and 95% confidence intervals.   

 
Table 23 Multilevel logistic regression, control variables (Study 1) 

 Log 
Coefficient S.E Z  P > | t | 

95% CI 

Low High 

Control var. 
Job autonomy -.107 .069 -1.55 0.121 -.242 .028 
Goal clarity .152* .067 2.25 0.024 .020 .284 
Work hours -.012 .006 -1.95 0.051 -.025 .000 
       

Demographic 
Gender .230* .105 2.18 0.029 .023 .437 
Marital -.115 .142 -0.81 0.417 -.393 .163 
Children .060 .057 1.05 0.295 -.052 .171 
Age -.004 .013 -0.28 0.776 .030 .022 
GS entry 1.081*** .193 5.61 0.000 .703 1.459 
GS current -.155* .067 -2.32 0.021 -.286 -.024 
Agency tenure .011 .012 0.92 0.359 -.012 .034 
Constant 1.054 .631 1.67 0.095 -.182 2.290 
Random effects   1.088 (.241); 95% CI: (.706, 1.678) 

(continued) Odd ratio S.E Z  P > | t | 
95% CI 

Low High 

Control Var. 
Job autonomy .899 .062 -1.55 0.121 .785 1.029 
Goal clarity 1.164* .079 2.25 0.024 1.020 1.329 
Work hours .988 .006 -1.95 0.051 .976 1.000 
       

Demographic 
Gender 1.259* .133 2.18 0.029 1.024 1.547 
Marital .891 .127 -0.81 0.417 .675 1.177 
Children 1.062 .061 1.05 0.295 .949 1.187 
Age .996 .013 -0.28 0.776 .971 1.022 
GS entry 2.948*** .568 5.61 0.000 2.021 4.300 
GS current .857* .057 -2.32 0.021 .752 .976 
Agency tenure 1.010 .012 0.92 0.359 .988 1.034 
Constant 2.870 1.809 1.67 0.095 .834 9.875 
 

(Model properties) 
 

-2 Log likelihood  3,292.6794 
Wald Chi-Square  85.52*** 
Random effects   1.043 (.115); 95% CI: (.840, 1.296) 
ICC (Level-2)     .249 (.041); 95% CI: (.177, .338) 
Likelihood ratio  χ2=364.77*** 
*p<.05, **p<.001, ***p<.001 
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Table 24 Multilevel logistic regression, full-model (Study 1) 

 Log 
coefficient S.E Z  P > | t | 

95% CI 

Low High 

Fairness dimensions 
Distributive  -.018 .069 -0.25 0.800 -.153 .118 
Procedural .016 .108 0.15 0.880 -.196 .229 
Interactional .215* .106 2.03 0.042 .008 .423 
Control var. 
Job autonomy -.101 .072 -1.39 0.165 -.242 .041 
Goal clarity .030 .081 0.37 0.712 -.129 .189 
Work hours -.012 .006 -1.83 0.068 -.024 /001 
       

Demographic 
Gender .252* .107 2.35 0.019 .041 .462 
Marital .-131 .142 -0.93 0.354 -.410 .147 
Children .070 .057 1.22 0.222 -.042 .182 
Age -.001 .013 -0.09 0.931 -.027 .025 
GS entry 1.080*** .193 5.59 0.000 .701 1.459 
GS current -.154* .067 -2.29 0.022 -.285 -.022 
Agency tenure .009 .012 0.77 0.442 -.014 .032 
Constant .960 .636 1.51 0.131 -.287 2.206 
Random effects 1.096 (.242); 95% CI: (.711, 1.691) 

(continued) Odd ratio S.E Z  P > | t | 
95% CI 

Low High 

Fairness dimensions 
Distributive  .983 .068 -0.25 0.800 .858 1.125 
Procedural 1.017 .110 0.15 0.880 .822 1.257 
Interactional 1.240* .131 2.03 0.042 1.008 1.526 
Control Var. 
Job autonomy .904 .065 -1.39 0.165 .785 1.042 
Goal clarity 1.030 .084 0.37 0.712 .879 1.208 
Work hours .989 .006 -1.83 0.068 .976 1.000 
       

Demographic 
Gender 1.287* .138 2.35 0.019 1.042 1.588 
Marital .877 .125 -0.93 0.354 .663 1.158 
Children 1.074 .061 1.22 0.222 .959 1.200 
Age .999 .013 -0.09 0.931 .973 1.025 
GS entry 2.945*** .570 5.59 0.000 2.016 4.303 
GS current .857* .058 -2.29 0.022 .752 .978 
Agency tenure 1.010 .012 0.77 0.442 .986 1.033 
Constant 2.611 1.661 1.51 0.131 .751 9.083 
 

(Model properties) 
 

-2 Log likelihood 3,284.3032 (Δ -2 Log likelihood = 8.38*) 
Wald Chi-Square 92.98*** 
Random effects 1.096 (.242); 95% CI: (.843, 1.300) 
ICC (Level-2) .250 (.041); 95% CI: (.178, .339) 
Likelihood ratio χ2=365.94*** 
*p<.05, **p<.001, ***p<.001 
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Abstract in Korean 

  

가족친화제도에 대한 기존 연구의 대부분은 동 인사관리정책을 가리켜 

해당 직원의 이른바 “워라벨(Work-life balance)” 충족을 촉진하는 경영

적 도구(managerial tool)로 인식한 바 있다. 그러나, 이와 같은 제도가 

어떠한 개인 수준의 심리적 인식과정을 통하여 조직 내부에 확산되고, 

또 이와 같은 제도의 실질적인 정착이 어떠한 긍정적 조직유효성 효과를 

불러일으키는 지에 대한 일련의 과정에 관한 연구는 아직 미진한 실정이

다. 본 연구는 유연/탄력근무제 활용대상으로 선정된 공무원의 조직공정

성인식이 실제적인 제도참여로 귀결되는지 실증적으로 규명하고자 하였

으며, 또한 동 제도의 참여 여부 및 실질적 제도이용 만족도가 조직몰입 

수준과 연관되는지 그 여부를 분석하고자 하였다. 본 논문은 다층로지스

틱모형 (연구 1)과 T-test 검정 및 위계선형모형 (연구 2 및 연구 3)을 

통하여 각각의 가설을 실증적으로 규명하였으며, 조직공정성인식의 세부 

차원 중 상호작용공정성이 공무원의 유연/탄력근무제 참여에 정(+)의 관

계가 있음을 입증하였다. 추가적으로, 유연/탄력근무제 경험이 있는 공무

원은 그렇지 않은 공무원에 비하여 높은 수준의 조직몰입을 보였으며, 

또한 동 제도에 대한 경험적 만족도가 높을수록 해당 공무원의 조직몰입

수준 역시 높은 것으로 나타났다. 이와 같은 결과는 가족친화정책에 대

한 이론적 및 실질적 함의를 내포하고 있다. 먼저, 동 연구는 조직 내 

인적자원관리 절차에 관한 조직공정성의 중요성을 재차 확인하였다. 즉, 

가족친화제도의 도입으로 인하여 조직 내 근로시간 규범이 변모할 시, 

조직관리자는 일선 직원간의 사회적 관계에서 형성되는 공정성에 특별히 

유의하여야 할 것으로 보인다. 특히, 가족친화제도의 확산을 촉진함에 

있어 조직관리자는 조직 내 대인소통 및 정보전달 과정에 공정성을 확립

하여야 할 것으로 보이며, 이를 통하여 궁극적으로 일선 조직구성원들의 

조직몰입수준을 강화할 수 있을 것으로 사료된다. <끝>.  
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