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Scale Development and Validation

This article reports the findings of scale development and validation efforts
centered on 10 dimensions of organizational members’ temporal experience
identified in previous research. Consistent with a community-of-practice per-
spective, 395 members of five organizational units indicated their agreement
with a series of statements regarding the day-to-day words and phrases they
use to describe their activities, work-related events, and general timing needs.
Results of a confirmatory factor analysis provided support for the hypothe-
sized enactments of time and construals of time. Organizational members’
enactments of time included dimensions relating to flexibility, linearity, pace,
precision, scheduling, and separation, and their construals of time included
dimensions concerning scarcity, urgency, present time perspective, and future
time perspective. A new dimension, delay, was found. Implications for pluri-
temporalism in organizations and the study of time in communication are
discussed.
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The importance of time in the study of communication was addressed more
than a quarter of a century ago (Bruneau, 1974, 1977). Termed chronemics
(following Poyatos, 1976), scholars were encouraged to focus on “the meaning
of human time experiencing as it influences and is influenced by human com-
munication” (Bruneau, 1979, p. 429). Two important assumptions regarding
the relationship between time and communication were underscored. First,
time and communication are recursively constituted. Persons’ experience of
time affects their communication patterns, and, in turn, their communication
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patterns help shape their experience of time. Second, the focus on meaning
implies that communication scholarship is informed by persons’ intersub-
jective, or shared, experiences of time rather than solely objective measures
of their temporal behavior or individual (subjective) orientations.

That work and research by others in communication (Schockley-Zalabak,
2002; Wolburg, 2001) has mirrored the surge of scholarly interest in time,
especially in organizations (Adam, 1995; Barkema, Baum, & Mannix, 2002;
Lee & Liebenau, 1999), across many disciplines (Adam, 1990; Bergmann,
1992; Bucciarelli, 1994; Hall, 1983). Bedrock in this “nascent paradigm”
(Hassard, 1996) is the finding that time is not monotemporal—invariable,
standardized, and context-free (Nandhakumar & Jones, 2001)—but pluri-
temporal. That is, different types of time exist in parallel and simultaneously
(Nowotny, 1992), each socially constructed from varied human, cultural expe-
riences (Giddens, 1984). Organizational pluritemporalism derives from the
interactions of diverse occupational, functional, and cultural groups, each
with its unique temporality (Dubinskas, 1988a). Current research on time in
organizations has investigated how various monotemporal artifacts (time-
lines, charting, milestones, and the like) are used to render time visible, con-
crete, and objective and, thus, to facilitate organizational coordination and
production while still allowing organizational subgroups to negotiate and
manage time pluritemporally for their own means and ends (Yakura, 2002).
Still, as Hassard (1996) observed, theoretical analyses of time in organiza-
tions are needed (see also Ancona, Okhuysen, & Perlow, 2001; Mitchell &
James, 2001). Additionally, scholarship in this area needs better methods
and measures for understanding “how time is actually organized in work
practices” (Nandhakumar & Jones, 2001, p. 195). This study addresses both
needs, first, by building on a meso-level model of organizational communi-
cation and temporality reported elsewhere (Ballard & Seibold, 2003) to con-
firm and elaborate the dimensions underlying pluritemporality in organiza-
tions and, second, by offering a scale for assessing organizational members’
temporalities.

More specifically, our research has been consonant with the tenets and
findings above, as well as calls for theory building and enhanced measure-
ment, as we examined organizational members’ temporality in general
(Ballard & Seibold, 2001, 2003) and temporal variation across work groups in
particular (Ballard & Seibold, 2000). We first identified three theoretical
dimensions underlying work group members’ experience of time—flexibility,
separation, and concurrency—and provided empirical evidence for temporal
variation based on group membership (Ballard & Seibold, 2000). We further
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suggested that work group members differ in meaningful ways with regard to
their intersubjective experiences of time and that their varied communica-
tion demands and patterns may contribute to these differences. Concerning
differences in work group members’ temporal experiences, we later refined
and extended these observations (Ballard & Seibold, 2003) by offering a mul-
tilevel theoretical framework of organizational temporality that identifies
contributing factors at several levels of analysis and focuses on three task-
related communication structures (workplace technologies, feedback cycles,
and coordination mechanisms) central to members’ experience of time as well
as the role of interaction in this process. This framework broadens the scope
of related dimensions of organizational temporality to include scheduling,
precision, pace, present time perspective, future time perspective, scarcity,
and urgency in addition to the earlier supported dimensions of flexibility,
separation, and linearity (formerly labeled concurrency) (Ballard & Seibold,
2003).

In this investigation, we report the findings of scale development and vali-
dation efforts centered on these 10 dimensions of organizational members’
experience of time. The study enables empirical assessment and refinement
of the Ballard and Seibold (2003) model of organizational temporality de-
scribed below and, thus, needed theory building in the area (Goodman, Law-
rence, Ancona, & Tushman, 2001; Hassard, 1996). It also contributes to
research in communication by more fully exploiting Bruneau’s (1974, 1979,
1996) conception of the relationship between time and communication and
contributes to scholarship from many disciplines on a variety of issues relat-
ing to time in the workplace (Albert & Bell, 2002; Ancona & Chong, 1996;
Barley, 1988; Bluedorn, 2002; Bluedorn & Denhardt, 1988; Butler, 1995; Das,
1993; George & Jones, 2000; Harrison, Price, Gavin, & Florey, 2002; Huy,
2001; Lim & Murnighan, 1994; Mosakowski & Earley, 2000; Parks & Cowlin,
1995; Perlow, 1997, 1999; Traweek, 1988).! To these ends, we begin below by
identifying predominant perspectives regarding organizational members’
temporal experience in general and position our work among these perspec-
tives. This is followed by a more detailed explanation of each temporal dimen-
sion of interest in the present investigation as well as our hypotheses. We
then describe the methods used in the study including improvements from
our previous measures. Findings are discussed in terms of evidence for orga-
nizational pluritemporality and in terms of measurement and scale develop-
ment, and implications for the study of time in communication and organiza-
tional research are addressed.
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Theoretical Perspectives on
Organizational Members’ Temporal Experience

The modern industrial organization transformed time into capital and, in the
process, fundamentally shifted the way its members relate to each other and
to their work (Adam, 1990; Bruneau, 1996; Gurvitch, 1964; Hall, 1983;
Hassard, 1996; Mumford, 1934; Nyland, 1990; E. Thompson, 1967). Even in
an age of globalization, in which this received view of time is becoming shared
or acknowledged in organizations around the world, organizational members
and researchers are still struggling to understand exactly how this transfor-
mation affects us and, ultimately, what it means for our lives (Andrew, 1999;
Barreau, 2000; Bennett, 2000; Cross, 1993; Gleick, 1999; Hareven, 1982;
Hochschild, 1997; Neustadter, 1992; Perlow, 1997, 1999, 2001; Robinson &
Godbey, 1997; J. Thompson & Bunderson, 2001). The prominent questions
among these inquiries generally concern either the causes or the outcomes of
this shift in the modern organization’s (and its members’) relationship with
time.

The approaches taken to answer such questions can be grouped into three
broad perspectives—each focused on a different variety of time. One ap-
proach considers the objective characteristics of time in the workplace and
explores the social processes involved in the creation and management of for-
mal time-related policies and standards. Much of this research deals with
such variables as the length of the workday and workweek, the availability of
family leave, vacation time and leisure time, work-family tensions, and tele-
commuting (Cross, 1989; Golden & Figart, 2000; Hylmo6 & Buzzanell, 2003;
Kirby & Krone, 2002; Perlow, 2001). It also involves issues concerning the
negotiation of deadlines and timing (Albert, 1995; Albert & Bell, 2002;
Gersick, 1988, 1989; Okhuysen & Waller, 2002; Waller, Zellmer-Bruhn, &
Giambatista, 2002; Yakura, 2002).

A second approach focuses on individuals’ subjective constructions of
time, on the psychological impact of various temporal norms, and on individ-
ual coping strategies including time management or lateness behavior (Blau,
1994, 1995; Gonzalez & Zimbardo, 1985; Gulick, 1987; Hellstrom &
Hellstrom, 2002; Macan, 1994; McGrath & Kelly, 1992; Sabelis, 2001; Wilson,
1997; Ylijoki & Mintyla, 2003). Some investigations in this area link mem-
bers’ subjective experiences to larger group and organizational outcomes—
the focus of the third category (Waller, Conte, Gibson, & Carpenter, 2001;
Waller, Giambatista, & Zellmer-Bruhn, 1999).

The final approach centers around the intersubjective, or shared, experi-
ence of time for organizational members including the ways in which this
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intersubjective temporal experience shapes and is shaped by interaction at
the group, organizational, and environmental levels (Barley, 1986, 1988;
Bucciarelli, 1994; Clark, 1990; Dubinskas, 1988b; Hassard, 1996; Lawrence &
Lorsch, 1967; Nowotny, 1992; Perlow, Okhuysen, & Repenning, 2002; Roy,
1960; Starkey, 1989; Zerubavel, 1979, 1981). This research extends to the
exploration of national and culturally linked differences in time-related work
practices and values (Hall & Hall, 1990; Hay & Usunier, 1993; Hofstede, 1985,
1999; Hofstede & Bond, 1988; Limaye & Victor, 1991). A good deal of work
overlaps across two or more of these categories (Ancona et al., 2001; Bailyn,
1993; Bluedorn, 2002; Perlow, 1997); however, these three areas help identify
related theoretical perspectives concerning the experience of time in indus-
trial organizations.

The theoretical framework undergirding the present investigation
addresses objective, subjective, and intersubjective constructions of time
to offer an integrative perspective on the role of cultural-, environmental-,
organizational-, group-, and individual-level influences in shaping organiza-
tional members’ temporal experience (Ballard & Seibold, 2003). It identifies
macro-organizational structures (which include dominant cultural patterns,
environmental characteristics, industry norms, occupational norms, and
organizational culture) and micro-organizational structures (including indi-
vidual characteristics such as personal influences, work-home conflicts, per-
sonality, and social identity) that enable and constrain members’ actions and
interactions in the organizational context. It focuses, however, on members’
intersubjective experience of time, partially mediated through group-level
interaction surrounding meso-organizational structures such as coordi-
nation methods, feedback cycles, and workplace technologies “in use”—which
shape and are shaped by members’ day-to-day routines (Barley, 1988;
Dubinskas, 1988a; Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967; Orlikowski, 2000; E. Thompson,
1967).

Wenger’s (1998) communities of practice, an important theoretical per-
spective that informs our work, sheds additional light on the intersubjective
character of work group temporality as we conceive it. A community of prac-
tice is defined by three things: mutual engagement, a joint enterprise, and a
shared repertoire. Mutual engagement concerns the complementary and
sometimes overlapping contribution of diverse work group members to a
shared task or joint enterprise. Negotiation of this joint enterprise (via mem-
bers’ multiple interpretations and mutual accountability) is situated within
and influenced by a larger system. Members process a shared repertoire of
words, concepts, actions, routines, tools, and the like that emerge in the
course of their involvement with each other. The first two requirements
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define the central assertion of our theoretical framework, and the third
suggests how to assess it empirically.

In earlier work, we assessed organizational members’ experience of time
by asking them to respond to a series of statements regarding their behaviors
and views (Ballard & Seibold, 2000). Although important questions about
particular behaviors and views can be answered using that format, our basic
aims for the present project have led us to alter this approach. Instead, we
asked members how they refer to time and temporal phenomena (actions,
activities, and events) within their group. This is consistent with a
community-of-practice theoretical perspective and our concern with exploring
the communicative aspects of temporality in greater depth. It also yields several
empirical advantages. Namely, we seek to develop an instrument that can apply
equally to all members of a given organization and a variety of different kinds of
organizations, regardless of the spatio-temporal boundaries of their working envi-
ronment, yet still yield nuanced understanding of how time is actually organized
in work practices (Nandhakumar & Jones, 2001) and how pluritemporality
(Nowotny, 1992) can be measured across organizational subgroups. Additionally,
the increased utility of the instrument will also facilitate continued efforts to
develop reliable and valid measures of organizational members’ temporal experi-
ence, as instruments measuring organizational members’ temporality are both
needed and scarce (Schriber & Gutek, 1987). Finally, this study contributes the-
oretically by expanding the number of dimensions previously investigated in
our own work and those related to communication structures that enable and
constrain members’ interaction patterns (Ballard & Seibold, 2001, 2003). We
next explicate the 10 dimensions of time that underlie our theoretical frame-
work and that are the focus of this investigation.

Dimensions of Temporal Experience in Organizations

Research on time in organizations yields 10 temporal dimensions associated
with members’ engagement in the routine activities that enable and con-
strain their work environments (Ballard & Seibold, 2003). These dimensions
can be grouped within two distinct conceptual categories: enactments of time
(which include flexibility, linearity, pace, precision, scheduling, and separa-
tion) and construals of time (which include scarcity, urgency, and present and
future time perspectives). Enactments refer to the way work group members
perform time. Certain actions or ways of approaching the work process (stra-
tegic or habitual) have an explicitly temporal quality and shape group mem-
bers’ experience of time. How flexible a group is with regard to work plans
and timing, the tendency of members to multitask or juggle several things at
once, how fast or slow the group usually works, how punctual they are in
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beginning or carrying out their work, how tightly scheduled their time is, and
whether they separate themselves or screen out distractions to do their work
are all different dimensions of the way time is enacted in work groups. Tem-
poral construals refer to the way work group members interpret or orient to
time. Whether group members see time as fleeting or limited and whether
they are more concerned with long-term plans or immediate concerns are
characteristic dimensions of their experience of time. Each of these dimen-
sions and its role in organizational members’ work lives is elaborated below,
first by examining temporal enactments and then explicating construals of
time.

Enactments of Time

Organizational units and their members create temporal norms for behavior
through regularized patterns of interaction. These behaviors are reflected
through their enactments of temporal flexibility, linearity, pace, precision,
scheduling, and separation. Each of these is discussed in turn.

Flexibility pertains to the degree of rigidity in time structuring and task
completion plans (Ballard & Seibold, 2000; Starkey, 1989). Temporal flexibil-
ity may be a function of the task or a consequence of organizational norms
and practices. Task-related flexibility is associated with the temporal con-
straints inherent in a job and the nature of its deadlines. Academic work, for
example, is considered high in flexibility, because it affords individuals
autonomy over the process (Starkey, 1989). Flexibility also can be a function
of group norms and practices and may be reflected in them (e.g., the tendency
to reschedule meeting times without negative sanctions). An agreement
between two colleagues to pencil in a meeting serves to communicate the
need (of one or both parties) to be flexible with regard to timing plans. Blount
and Janicik (2001) have discussed temporal responsiveness, or “the ability
of organizational actors to adapt the timing of their activities to unantici-
pated events” (p. 566), which reflects classic characterizations of temporal
flexibility.

Pace refers to tempo or rate of activity (Lauer, 1981; Levine, 1988; Moore,
1963). Organizational units and their members may adopt an accelerated
work pace to cope with numerous demands in their task environment or the
speed of inputs within a defined span of time. Groups are described as fast
paced or slow paced depending on the rate of input of stable or new stimuli in
their environment. Following on her earlier work (Gersick, 1988, 1989) that
developmental and productivity transformations take place at the temporal
midpoint of a group’s life, Gersick (1994) found that groups use time and tem-
poral milestones more generally to guide their work pace and to assess prog-
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ress. Relatedly, Okhuysen and Waller (2002) conceptualized groups’ time pac-
ing as a semistructure that affords them flexibility for addressing ambiguous
tasks. They found that other semistructures, such as familiarity among
group members and formal instructions, promoted the occurrence of mid-
point transitions and temporal pacing.

Separation indexes the degree to which extraneous factors are eliminated
or engaged during task completion (Ballard & Seibold, 2000; Hall, 1983). It is
manifested in the physical and psychological availability or protection of
group members’ time (and often space). Under high levels of separation, ex-
traneous factors may be interpreted and semantically represented as unwel-
come interruptions. Screening behaviors, including closing the door or not
answering the phone, are common in these situations. Low levels of separa-
tion are evident in such structures and discursive representations as open-
door policies used to communicate less restricted spatio-temporal norms.
Alternatively, Perlow (1997) used quiet time as a tool to separate software
engineers from interactions with others and to increase work productivity.

Whereas separation refers to the environment created to complete a task,
temporal linearity is associated with actual task execution. Members may
enact linearity or its opposite, cyclicity, via the number of activities or tasks
they engage in simultaneously (a cyclic pattern) and the activities they try to
fit into successive time frames, as in daily calendars demarcated by 15-minute
intervals (a linear pattern). The task completion approach of doing one thing at a
time is characteristically linear; doing many things at once is cyclical (Graham,
1981). A classic example of linearity is found in Taylor’s (1911) theory of scientific
management, designed to help organizational members accomplish more tasks
per unit of time through analyzing the particular sequence of steps required for
efficient task completion. Bluedorn (2002) contrasted linearity with
polychronicity as a means of task execution and/or time management, and differ-
ences across organizational groups on this dimension have been supported in pre-
vious research (Ballard & Seibold, 2000).

The scheduling dimension of organizational time concerns the extent to
which plans, activities, and events are formalized (Yakura, 2002). McGrath
and Kelly (1986) asserted that “the essence of scheduling is to determine
when some event will occur or some product will be available in relation to an
external calendar or clock” (p. 109). It includes formalizing the sequencing
and duration of an event (Lauer, 1981) and is communicated through written
or oral means. Group members’ time either can be tightly scheduled, as in a
day full of specific appointments (each with a finite beginning and ending), or
loosely scheduled, as in a day’s activities based on a to-do list with no specific
boundaries regarding either when something must occur or how much time is
allocated to complete it. Zerubavel (1981) elaborated, “Unlike many non-

142



Ballard, Seibold ® Organizational Temporality Scale

Western civilizations, where events and activities are temporally located in a
relatively spontaneous manner, we tend to ‘schedule’ them, that is, routinely
fix them at particular prearranged, and often standard, points in time” (p. 7).
The scheduling dimension of time is an indication of how spontaneous or pre-
arranged work life is for work groups. Scheduling is evident in group mem-
bers’ negotiations over whether they can fit in (their schedule) additional
activities. A variety of organizational timelines (Gantt charts, program eval-
uation review technique [PERT] charts, project timelines, milestone charts)
function as temporal boundary objects that make time concrete and visual
thus enabling scheduling. Yet these (mono)temporal artifacts simultane-
ously leave time negotiable for various groups of participants who must co-
ordinate their activities around such timelines thus rendering time inter-
pretable within each group (e.g., on time, out of time, overtime, downtime)
(Yakura, 2002).

Although scheduling refers to the degree of formalization of activity with
regard to sequencing and duration, precision refers to the exacting nature of
the timing. Timing demands can be quite precise, as in the case of a strict pub-
lication deadline; they may be imprecise, as when telephone repairpersons
are given 8-hour blocks of time to service a specified number of homes. In
addition to prescribed parameters, precision also characterizes constraints
on work group members’ actions. For example, punctuality is a measure of
temporal precision. An event can be said to begin and end precisely on sched-
ule, and persons who are punctual are said to be precisely on time. Group
norms regarding when meetings begin often vary in terms of expectations
about punctuality. In some groups, members informally expect that the meet-
ing will begin about 10 minutes after the scheduled time; in other groups,
meetings are expected to begin precisely on time. The difference between
scheduling and precision is important. Two groups may be identical with
regard to how scheduled their work lives are but have unique norms with
regard to how precisely on schedule the activities are expected to be.
Mainemelis (2001) described how organizational members can be on sched-
ule but so engrossed in their work as to produce a state of timelessness that
they are imprecisely on schedule. Schriber and Gutek (1987) found precision
to be important in their treatment of differences in organizational culture
regarding punctuality and deadlines.

Construals of Time

Above and beyond group members’ enactments of the foregoing temporal
dimensions, they construe time in particular ways. These construals are
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reflected in their temporal perspective (present and future) and their experi-
ence of time as scarce and urgent.

Temporal perspective in organizations concerns whether members’
thoughts are oriented toward the present or future (Lauer, 1981; Waller et al.,
2001). Jones (1988) described the difference between a present and future
orientation:

We can distinguish between time as a structured, unitized measure of
the sequence of unfolding events, compelled toward some distant out-
come, and time as the backdrop for behaviors, thoughts, and feelings.
The former is a conception of action that occurs within a time that flows
linearly, inexorably, and necessarily forward. It is a perspective that is
strongly guided by the future. The latter is a feeling of behavior that
occurs in-time, where time consciousness is suspended and action oc-
curs in the infinite present. (p. 26)

Present and future time perspectives are considered to be independent,
though related, dimensions of time. They exist on separate scales and as
continuous variables. Hay and Usunier (1993) discussed four levels of future-
time perspective: distant future, future, intermediate future, and near
future. The need to engage in long-term planning tends to engender a strong
future orientation in work units (Jaques, 1982), whereas the need to develop
strategies designed to address a range of emergent problems tends to bring
about a more present-centered focus (Schein, 1992). Members may construe
time within both high present and future time perspectives, as when an
administrative team must plan for growth while addressing emergent
problems on a daily basis.

Scarcity is the construal of time as a limited and exhaustible resource
(Karau & Kelly, 1992). Temporal scarcity is emphasized in work situations
characterized by either too many inputs within a given unit of time or not
enough time to complete a given task as in role overload (McGrath & Kelly,
1986). Alternatively, groups may have more time than they need to complete
atask and find themselves experiencing underload. Members may talk about
the need to buy some time or save time when the perception of time as scarce
increases and the need to use up some time or pass the time when this feeling
dramatically decreases. Construals of time as scarce at work also may vary
during busy or slow times of the day or year. In turn, these construals may be
reflected communicatively in organizational members’ information overload
(Farace, Monge, & Russell, 1977), interpersonal conflict (Nicotera, 1994), and
resistance (Mumby, 1996).
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Construals of temporal urgency have been equated with a condition called
hurry sickness, which describes persons’ preoccupation with deadlines and
task completion (Gastorf, 1980; Meuser, Yarnold, & Bryant, 1987; Waller
et al.,2001). Although these studies have focused on individual traits related
to temporal urgency, Perlow et al. (2002) documented how organizations can
fall into a speed trap associated with their own past and present emphases on
speed in decision making. Each level of analysis contributes to understand-
ing the temporal dimension of urgency. Construals of time as urgent may be
represented through discourse about running out of time to complete a given
task. Groups characterized by constant stimulus-response interactions are
likely to construe time as urgent, or urgency may reflect a temporary valua-
tion of time based on an impending deadline (Gersick, 1988, 1989; Waller et
al., 2002). Construals of time as urgent and scarce often coincide. However,
urgency is focused on the task, whereas scarcity is focused on the (temporal)
resources available to complete it. For example, a group may be in a situa-
tion of underload and have more than a sufficient amount of time to com-
plete a task but still take its completion as urgent because of its perceived
importance.

The foregoing rationale and explication are foundational to the two
hypotheses to be tested in this study:

Hypothesis 1 (H1): Organizational members’ enactments of time can be
characterized along the following dimensions: flexibility, linearity,
pace, precision, scheduling, and separation.

Hypothesis 2 (H2): Organizational members’ construals of time can be
characterized along the following dimensions: scarcity, urgency, pres-
ent time perspective, and future time perspective.

Method

Organizational Site

The subcontracting organization that coordinates and oversees all housing
and residential services for students and employees of a medium-sized West
Coast university (WCU) served as the organizational site for this study. It
consists of five departments—Business and Financial Services, Residential
Operations, Campus Dining Services, Residential Life, and Apartment and
Community Living. The departments range in size from moderate (n = 57) to
large (n = 367). Business and Financial Services members handle all budget,
finance, and human resources issues as well as information systems and
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technology issues. The Residential Operations staff takes care of all land-
scaping and custodial services, maintenance, disaster management, and cap-
ital projects as well as campus conference services. Campus Dining Services
employees operate concessions and vending, catering, special events, and
three large dining commons. Residential Life team members look after the
living situations of the undergraduate students living in university-owned
housing. Finally, Apartment and Community Living workers manage single
student and family student housing and provide off-campus housing listings
for the university.

Sample

In addition to its functional diversity, the WCU organization studied is
professionally and demographically diverse. It boasts—and our study
included—roughly equivalent numbers of white-collar and blue-collar work-
ers, part-time and full-time employees, women and men, and a wide range of
ages and ethnic backgrounds—variables described in the research literature
as potential influences on persons’ time orientation (Aapola, 2002; Adam,
1995; Ballard & Seibold, 2000; Jaques, 1982; Hall, 1983). Additionally, indi-
viduals from all four levels of the organization participated. None of the mem-
bersin these departments were involved in telework arrangements; all of our
respondents were colocated.

Specifically, the ethnic profile of the participants included 42.6% Cauca-
sians, 27.3% Latinos, 10.1% Asians, 8.3% multiracial individuals, 6.2% Afri-
can Americans, 1.3% Native Americans, 1% Arabs, and 3.2% were of unspeci-
fied descent. The sample included roughly equal numbers of men (52.4%) and
women (47.3%). In terms of their ages, about half were older than 30 (up to 70
years old), and the other half were in their 20s or younger. The education lev-
els of the respondents were diverse including 10% who held a graduate
degree, 62.4% with some college education, 24.3% who earned a high school
diploma (but did not attend any college), and 3.3% who had not completed
high school. The annual household income levels of the respondents varied
from 53.8% earning below $20,000, 23.4% making between $20,000 and
$34,999, 12.2% making between $35,000 and $49,999, 7.5% earning between
$50,000 and $75,000, and 3.1% earning more than $75,000. Respondents had
an average of 2 years employment with the organization, a median of 4.8
years tenure, and the longest term was more than 29 years. More than 56% of
the participants were full-time employees at WCU, whereas slightly fewer
than 44% were employed part-time. There were also about equal numbers of
student (48%) and nonstudent (52%) employees.
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Focus Group

A small focus group was conducted to better understand the task, social, and
temporal environments of the respondents to aid in interpretation of the
quantitative results. The group consisted of one member from each of the five
WCU departments at various levels of the organization and with varying
lengths of tenure. The meeting lasted approximately 1 hour. Respondents
were asked to describe the nature of their work, the challenges and rewards
of their jobs, and their experiences surrounding time, and they were given the
opportunity to discuss other relevant aspects of their workplace they chose to
discuss.

Questionnaire

Dimensions of time. All measures of time were assessed through a self-
administered questionnaire given to individual organizational members.
Group-level referents were used in the instrument because the proposed the-
oretical framework locates the emergence of members’ experiences of time in
their shared work environments (Ballard & Seibold, 2003). This is consistent
with a community-of-practice theoretical perspective (Wenger, 1998) and
with Klein and Kozlowski’s (2000) recommendations for conducting meso-
level organizational research. Likert-type scales were created to assess mem-
bers’ experience of 10 dimensions of time—flexibility, linearity, pace, present
time perspective, future time perspective, precision, scarcity, scheduling, sep-
aration, and urgency. As described earlier, items explored the manner in
which members refer to time with their immediate coworkers rather than
how they feel about it or their specific acts. Given that members were
required to estimate shared representations of time, asking about the kind of
language used in their work unit enables respondents to recount their regu-
lar experiences (in contrast to asking individuals to accurately judge how
others feel or even what others do). Also, by asking about conversations,
respondents focused on their interaction with others.

Respondents were asked to rate a series of 57 words and phrases (repre-
senting 10 scales) in terms of how strongly they agreed or disagreed with the
phrases as related to the way they referred to time. The specific instructions
stated the following:

Please think about the way you and your coworkers refer to time in the
course of carrying out your daily tasks at work. Read the statements
below and then rate each of the words or phrases that follow based upon
how well they describe the way you and others in your immediate work
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group or work unit generally talk about time. Please circle the number
to the right of each word or phrase that best represents your answer.

The words and phrases were derived from descriptions of time, time views,
and time use found in a variety of popular and scholarly literatures (Gerson,
2000; Gleick, 1999; Hall, 1983; Holder & McKinney, 1992; Meuser et al., 1987).
Each dimension of time was measured by a scale that included between four
and seven words or phrases. Individual items were reverse-coded where ap-
propriate. [tems were rated on a 6-point Likert-type scale, where 1 = strongly
disagree, 2 = somewhat disagree, 3 = slightly disagree, 4 = slightly agree, 5 =

somewhat agree, and 6 = strongly agree.?

Questionnaire administration. The instrument was pilot-tested at a meet-
ing of 21 employees. Based on informal feedback, minor changes were made;
however, the overall instrument remained similar enough to include those 21
respondents in the final data set. Approximately 70% of the data were col-
lected during regularly scheduled employee meetings for a variety of groups.
If a particular group did not hold regular employee meetings, then surveys
were distributed through their immediate supervisors. By the end of the pro-
cess, 395 members of the organization had returned completed surveys.
These participants represent 75% of those to whom questionnaires were dis-
tributed in the WCU organization.

Results

Hypothesized Model

The 10-factor model of organizational members’ temporal experience that
includes six temporal enactments (Flexibility, Linearity, Pace, Precision,
Scheduling, and Separation, and four temporal construals (Present Time
Perspective, Future Time Perspective, Scarcity, and Urgency) was tested
using confirmatory factor analytic and reliability statistical procedures
through the AMOS and SPSS software programs, respectively. The hypothe-
sized model is presented in Figure 1. As indicated, the factors were allowed to
covary.

Assumptions
Frequencies and descriptive analyses were performed, and the data were

screened for normality, linearity, and the existence of outliers. Normality was
assessed through examination of normal probability and detrended normal
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Figure 1. Hypothesized Model of Dimensions of Temporal Experience

probability plots. Linearity was evaluated through the inspection of
scatterplots and linearity tests for several combinations of variables. The
data appeared linear, although some combinations of variables were less so
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than others. Linearity was also assessed during subsequent analysis of vari-
ance procedures. Univariate and multivariate outliers were sought in both
grouped and ungrouped data. Univariate outliers were screened through
exploring z scores, whereas multivariate outliers were screened by comput-
ing the Mahalanobis distance for extreme cases. Based on these analyses,
transformations were not indicated. Finally, a dummy variable was con-
structed to test for differences between cases with missing and nonmissing
values. Results across all variables revealed no significant differences. Struc-
tural equation modeling analysis was performed using data from all 395
respondents. Missing data were estimated using full maximum-likelihood
analysis.

Model Estimation

Maximum-likelihood estimation was employed to estimate all models. The
independence model that tests the hypothesis that all variables are uncor-
related was easily rejected, y%(1711, N = 395) = 59782.60, p < .01. The hypoth-
esized model was tested next and it was not supported, x*(1553, N = 395) =
6117.06, p < .01, Tucker Lewis index (TLI) = .91, root mean square error of
approximation (RMSEA) = .09, standardized root mean square residual
(SRMR) = .29. However, a x? difference test indicated a significant improve-
ment in fit between the independence model and the hypothesized model.?
Post-hoc modifications were performed to develop a better fitting model.
All items with nonsignificant loadings on their respective factor were
dropped, and the unidimensionality of all factors was verified before proceed-
ing. Two factors, Precision and Scheduling, were bidimensional. Using
exploratory factory analytic procedures, the Precision Scale yielded two
subfactors, which were labeled as Punctuality and Delay. Items on the Preci-
sion Scale indicating being “behind schedule,” “running late,” and “delayed”
loaded distinctly from items that indicated being “on time,” “
“prompt.” (Reverse-coding procedures were verified to ensure that the scale

punctual,” and

for appropriate items was properly adjusted to indicate that they measured
the opposite of the other items.) Additionally, items on the Scheduling Scale
indicating events as being “unscheduled” and “unplanned” loaded distinctly
from items that indicated time as “tightly scheduled” or “accounted for.” The
former subfactor was labeled Dynamism; the latter subfactor retained the
original label of Scheduling.

Reliability coefficients for the subscales were computed next. On the basis
of the reliability analyses, additional items were removed, and most factors
achieved reliability coefficients in the .70 to .80 range—considered strong for
early research in an area (Nunnally, 1978). Two factors (Separation and
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Table 1
Factor Loadings of the Temporal Experience Scale Dimensions
Factor Statistical Standard
Dimension Ttems Loadings Significance Mean Deviation
Urgency” o = .85 Pressing .88 .001 3.85 1.50
An emergency .81 .001 2.76 1.61
Urgent .89 .001 3.41 1.43
Running out .88 .001 3.42 1.52
Down to the wire .91 .001 3.32 1.55
Scarcity® o = .85 Inadequate .85 .001 3.32 1.53
Scarce .90 .001 3.53 1.57
Not enough .87 .001 3.77 1.62
Plentiful .57 .001 3.00 1.48
Abundant .52 .001 2.94 1.40
Limited .81 .001 3.90 1.58
Flexibilityb o=.70 Set in stone .52 .001 2.98 1.37
Rigid .79 .001 2.84 1.35
Fixed 17 .001 3.27 1.34
Dynamic 11 .06 4.02 1.50
Adaptable .05 .39 4.48 1.21
Inflexible .54 .001 2.59 1.30
Separa‘cion]D o=.52 Interrupted .51 .001 3.64 1.45
Screening out
distractions .57 .001 3.11 1.32
Separated from
each other .63 .001 3.09 1.36
Divided up 49 .001 3.97 1.23
In compartments .65 .001 3.15 1.28
Protected from
interruptions .35°¢ .001 2.38 1.32
Pace” o, = .85 Slow-paced .39°¢ .001 2.65 1.45
Fast-paced .88 .001 4.03 141
Hurried .87 .001 3.62 1.35
Leisurely 41° .001 2.97 1.46
Rapid .88 .001 3.84 1.42
Quick .78 .001 3.96 1.31
Racing .86 .001 3.14 1.43
Precision” On time .26 .001 4.14 1.29
Behind schedule .76 .001 3.09 1.38
Punctuality o = .68 Running late .79 .001 3.14 1.29
Delayed .69 .001 3.07 1.32
Delay o= .75 Punctual .18 .001 4.01 1.30
Prompt .01 91 3.85 1.28
Schedulingb o=.53 Tightly scheduled .02 17 3.81 1.46
Accounted for 12 .04 4.20 1.29
Unscheduled .74 .001 3.03 1.35
Unplanned 17 .001 2.85 1.41
Linearityb o=.65 Carried out one
thing at a time .52 .001 3.24 1.51
(continued)
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Table 1 (continued)

Factor Statistical Standard
Dimension Items Loadings Significance Mean Deviation
Structured .85 .001 3.88 1.37
Having a specific
order .85 .001 3.84 1.30
Juggling several
things .20° .001 4.44 1.49
Carried out step
by step .79 .001 3.92 1.33
Present Time Short-term
Perspectived o=.76 expectations .60° .001 3.75 1.27
What is pressing .97 .001 4.19 1.25
Unfolding devel-
opments 91 .001 4.16 1.15
The immediate
consequences .92 .001 4.15 1.20
The here-and-now .88 .001 4.17 1.19
Presently devel-
oping issues .94 .001 4.35 1.16
What is urgent
today .94 .001 4.52 1.16
Future Time Future
Perspectived o=.87 developments .94 .001 4.43 1.20
Long-term plans .96 .001 4.04 1.40
Anticipated
events .95 .001 4.22 1.24
Projected dates .98 .001 4.35 1.26
Long-term expec-
tations .98 .001 4.25 1.29
Upcoming
activities .98 .001 4.59 1.17

a. These items were preceded by the following statement: “In my particular line of work, we usually
talk about time as . ..”

b. These items were preceded by the following statement: “In my particular line of work, we usually
talk about our actions or activities as . . .”

c. These items were dropped on the basis of reliability analyses. All items that were dropped are
indicated in italics.

d. These items were preceded by the following statement: “In my particular line of work, we usually
discuss events that happen at work in terms of . . .”

Scheduling) had coefficients just above .50—considered marginal but per-
missible when theoretically promising (Nunnally, 1978). We decided to retain
them as we searched for best model fit. All factor loadings, including signifi-
cance tests, and final reliabilities for each dimension are included in Table 1
as well as item means and standard deviations.

Modification indexes (MI) were then consulted to address issues of model
fit. To avoid overfitting the model based solely on empirical, rather than theo-
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retical considerations, modification decisions were made based on the rela-
tive size of the index values. One value (108.716) was significantly larger
than others (most others were about 25 or much lower) and indicated that the
error covariances for items referring to time as “plentiful” and “abundant” on
the Scarcity Scale should be estimated to increase the fit of the model. We
made this change, along with those previously described, and recomputed the
MIs. At this point, one final value that correlates the error terms for an item
on the Urgency Scale referring to time as “running out” and an item on the
Scarcity Scale referencing “not enough” time remained at a high of 25.756
with most others lowered to 5 or less. Based on the persistence of this value
(because it was previously the same), we estimated those residuals.

Finally, because Separation and Scheduling had marginal reliability lev-
els, we estimated the model with and without each of these factors and found
that the best model fit included Separation but not the new Scheduling
dimension. Based on this evidence, we dropped the items loading on this fac-
tor, and the Dynamism factor retained the Scheduling name. Ultimately, an
11-factor model that includes Flexibility, Linearity, Pace, Present Time Per-
spective, Future Time Perspective, Punctuality, Precision, Scarcity, Schedul-
ing, Separation, and Urgency was tested for fit. The revised model showed
marked improvement. The independence model that tests the hypothesis
that all variables are uncorrelated was easily rejectable, x*(1225, N = 395) =
50615.80, p < .01. The hypothesized model was tested next and support was
found for it, x%(1070, N = 395) = 2509.49, p < .01, TLI = .97, RMSEA = .06,
SRMR = .09. Whereas the ? test was significant indicating a lack of model fit,
it was just less than 2.5 times the model degrees of freedom. Additionally, the
relative measures evidenced model fit. A y? difference test indicated a signifi-
cant improvement in fit between the independence model and the hypothe-
sized model. Finally, because the 11 dimensions measure different categories
of experience (enactments and construals), at this point we checked for em-
pirical differences between these dimensions using a second-order factor
analysis model, x%(1113, N = 395) = 2747.47, p < .01. Although the TLI indi-
cated an adequate fit (.95), both the RMSEA and SRMR values (.08 and .13,
respectively) suggested that the first-order model was a better empirical rep-
resentation of the data. A y2 difference test between the first order and second
order confirmed that the first-order model was a better fit at p <.001. There-
fore, we retained the 11-factor model depicted in Figure 2.

Enactments of Time

The first hypothesis predicted that organizational members’ enactments of
time can be characterized along the following six dimensions: flexibility,
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Figure 2. Revised Model of Dimensions of Temporal Experience

linearity, pace, precision, scheduling, and separation. As described earlier,
precision was found to have two dimensions—punctuality and delay. H1 was
not supported fully. Rather than six dimensions, results supported the exis-
tence of seven temporal dimensions enacted in organizational members’
behaviors: flexibility, linearity, pace, punctuality, delay, scheduling, and
separation.
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Construals of Time

The second hypothesis proposed that organizational members’ construals of
time can be characterized along the following four dimensions: scarcity,
urgency, present time perspective, and future time perspective. H2 was fully
supported.

Validation Efforts

To establish construct validity, we drew on the structural equation modeling
efforts described above. This method is suggested by Bryant (2000) and dem-
onstrated in Judd, Jessor, and Donovan (1986) as the most accurate way to
assess construct validity (as opposed to relying on bivariate correlations or
even other multivariate techniques).

We first sought evidence of the convergent validity of our dimensions. Con-
vergent validity is established through demonstrating high correlations be-
tween items that should measure the same construct. The test of convergent
validity assesses whether the 49 items in our model result from 11 distinct
factors (i.e., they converge distinctly around 11 separate dimensions) or if
there is sufficient similarity across dimensions such that all 49 dimensions
actually measure the same thing (i.e., they converge around one common
dimension). We tested for convergent validity by constraining the correla-
tions on all 11 factors to 1. The resulting fit, (1125, N = 395) = 4477.4,p < .01,
TLI = .89, RMSEA = .11, SRMR could not be successfully fitted, indicates a
poor fit, and a 2 difference test (p < .001) confirms that the 49 items result
from 11 unique dimensions.

Next, we addressed the issue of divergent validity. Divergent validity is es-
tablished through differentiating between two theoretically distinct (though
perhaps related) constructs. This is established, in part, through examining
the internal consistency between two sets of items measuring different con-
structs. We choose to compare a scale that measures organizational members’
satisfaction regarding the communication among departments (called, here-
after, Interdepartmental Communication Satisfaction, or ICS) with our 11
time subscales. ICS was chosen because of the focus in the literature on com-
munication challenges among organizational members from departments
with contrasting temporal experiences (Dubinskas, 1988b; Zerubavel, 1981).
We expect this dimension to be related to, but distinct from, members’ experi-
ence of time. First, we assessed a model that included ICS as a distinct factor
related to each of our 11 time dimensions. Although the fit was poorer than
the model depicted in Figure 2 (p <.001), it showed some level of consistency
with the data, % (1311, N = 395) = 2755.90, p < .01, TLI = .96, RMSEA = .07,
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SRMR could not be computed because of missing data, thus confirming the
internal consistency of the measures (the reliability coefficient for the ISC
scale was .88). Next, the factor correlations were constrained at 1, which
resulted in ¥*(1377,N = 395) = 5750.4,p <.01, TLI = .88, RMSEA = .11, SRMR
could not be computed because of missing data. The difference x* showed the
superiority of the former model over the latter at p <.001 thus supporting the
divergent validity of the model in Figure 2.

Judd et al. (1986) suggested establishing additional types of validity in-
cluding predictive and differential predictive validity as well as through the
use of longitudinal models. Although this is beyond the scope of the present
investigation, future projects should establish additional forms of validity.

Discussion
Findings

The present study indicated that all 10 hypothesized dimensions of time,
derived from theoretical or qualitative work, could be verified quantitatively.
Specifically, flexibility, linearity, pace, present time perspective, future time
perspective, precision, scarcity, scheduling, separation, and urgency charac-
terized organizational members’ temporal experience. Table 2 provides a
summary of all of the dimensions found in the present investigation and dem-
onstrates their links to previous research. Relevant studies are identified,
their meaning is explicated, and an organizational example of each is
provided.

There was partial support for the hypothesized enactments of time (H1)
and full support for the hypothesized construals of time (H2). As predicted
by H1, organizational members’ enactments of time could be characterized
along the following six dimensions: flexibility, linearity, pace, precision,
scheduling, and separation. Consistent with H2, organizational members’
construals of time could be characterized along these four dimensions: scar-
city, urgency, present time perspective, and future time perspective.

Relevant to H1, an additional dimension of temporal enactments was
identified—delay. Rather than being unidimensional, precision emerged as a
multidimensional construct. Although the concept of temporal precision
encompassed punctuality, tardiness, and delayed schedules, organizational
members’ responses indicated that these issues were separate. Precision re-
flected two related dimensions, labeled punctuality and delay. Two explana-
tions may account for the bifurcation of precision. Although a specific project
may be running behind schedule or delayed, organizational members can
still maintain consistent patterns of punctuality to meetings or to work and
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they may still respond to specific work requests quite promptly. Therefore,
they are enacting both punctuality and delay. Alternatively, there may be
lateness norms surrounding arrival to regular meetings or to work—perhaps
members usually arrive closer to 9:10 a.m. for a 9:00 a.m. meeting or shift
(Blau, 1995). In this instance, it would be inaccurate to characterize this
behavior as prompt; however, given the shared norms, it would be equally
inappropriate to consider this as running late. These two concepts connote
different things; members may be neither punctual nor delayed nor both.
Results of the focus group revealed that many organizational work groups at
WCU operated according to flextime work schedules, both in administrative
roles and more broadly in the Department of Residential Life (Golden &
Figart, 2000). In these contexts, being prompt to meetings has little meaning
relative to not getting behind schedule on important projects.

Implications

Our overarching goal in this project was to provide a richer, more complex
template with which to consider the theoretical and practical relationships
between time and communication in organizations and to offer a theoreti-
cally grounded measure of organizational temporality. We approached this
project from the standpoint of members’ interaction and, consistent with a
community-of-practice perspective (Wenger, 1998), asked organizational re-
spondents to characterize the ways they referred to time with members of
their immediate work group. We identified 11 distinct dimensions of time as
experienced by these organizational members: flexibility, linearity, pace,
perspective (present and future), precision, scarcity, scheduling, separation,
urgency, and delay. Assuming that these dimensions are robust, (a) they en-
courage further theoretical development of their interrelationships and (b)
they invite investigation of their relationship with other relevant commu-
nication constructs. We address each of these issues in the remainder of this
article.

Relationships Among Temporal Dimensions

Evidence reported here for the existence of these 11 dimensions of organiza-
tional temporality, and for the distinction between work group members’
temporal construals and their temporal enactments, can be a basis for explor-
ing their interrelationships (and for testing the same in future research). At a
meso level, pluritemporality (Nowotny, 1992) may be interpretable as, and
fundamentally grounded in, variations surrounding the dual nature of orga-
nizational temporality: construals versus enactments of time. Furthermore,
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Table 3
Interfactor Correlations

1 = Urgency
2 = Scarcity .70
3 = Pace .64 .46
4 = Punctuality .16 .16 .29
5 = Delay 55 45 42 -16
6 = Scheduling 18 22 13 -.08" .42
7 = Linearity .07 07" 14 52 -11 -.18
8 = Present Time
Perspective 33 26 .30 .36 .15 —03* 28
9 = Future Time
Perspective 32 22 25 43 08" —03" 29 .66
10 = Flexibility -25 -23 -29 -25 -27 -17 -39 -.07% -.06"
11 = Separation 33 .38 43 27 39 32 23 27 .20 -41

a. Indicates nonsignificant correlations.

variations across temporal enactment dimensions—especially flexibility,
scheduling, separation—may be those along which organizational pluri-
temporality is most evident and the threads with which groups most often
weave their own meanings of time. Other temporal dimensions—linearity,
present perspective, and urgency—may underlie threads of organizational
monotemporality (Nandhakumar & Jones, 2001) necessary for effective
trans-organizational coordination and productivity. Contrasts along all these
dimensions should offer added insights into how organizations manage and
simultaneously sustain manifestly objective yet variably subjective senses of
organizational time (Mosakowski & Earley, 2000).

But at a more fundamental level, in what ways are these temporal dimen-
sions interrelated? Our data are not sufficient to test for the causality
implicit in the following discussion, but the factor correlations from this
study, combined with others researchers’ findings, are suggestive of interre-
lationships among dimensions of organizational temporality that can be
specified and modeled here and tested in future longitudinal research. Let us
first consider the relationships among temporal enactment dimensions and
then potential relationships of temporal construals with temporal enactment
dimensions.

As indicated in Table 3, the following pairs of temporal enactment dimen-
sions in this study were correlated beyond chance expectation: Linearity x
Punctuality (.52), Linearity x Flexibility (—.39), and Separation x Scheduling
(.32). These findings are consistent with results of other investigations. For
example, Hall’s (1983) classic research describes monochronism as char-
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Figure 3. Relationships Among Temporal Enactments Dimensions

acterized by both doing one thing at time (linearity) and an obsessive con-
cern with punctuality. Consistent with the negative correlation we report,
linearity is linked to a lack of flexibility in Hall’s view. The significant rela-
tionship between separation and scheduling coincides with Payne’s (1993)
work on calendar use where scheduling contributed to the compartment-
alization of activities. Relatedly, Yakura’s (2002) study of the use of timeline
devices in information-technology consulting firms reveals the way such tem-
poral structures inhere in scheduling, which, in turn, give rise to construals of
separation in budgeting, project management, and other organizational
practices. Okhuysen and Waller’s (2002) analysis of work groups’ use of time
pacing as a semistructure reveals that pace can affect their construals of tem-
poral flexibility surrounding other tasks and ambiguities in their
environment. These relationships among temporal enactment dimensions
are formally specified in Figure 3.

As for potential relationships between temporal construals and temporal
enactments, it is first instructive to examine nonchance correlations in our
data among the temporal construal dimensions. With regard to the signif-
icant relationship between Delay x Scarcity (.45) reported in Table 3, we
would expect individuals who are delayed in their work to experience a feel-
ing of time’s scarcity. Perlow (1997) found that individuals who were running
behind on their work constantly interrupted others because of the temporal
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CONSTRUALS ENACTMENTS
FUTURE TIME + LINEARITY
PERSPECTIVE + l N

+
SCHEDULING
+ /
SCARCITY w—_ +
+
PRESENTTIME _— \‘ DELAY

PERSPECTIVE + \\\\\\\\‘
‘+\ +

URGENCY <+t PACE

Figure 4. Temporal Construals and Temporal Enactments Interrelationships

scarcity they experienced. In her study, members’ focus on pressing deadlines
in the here and now (or a present time perspective) also led to a sense of
urgency about the need to receive assistance from their coworkers in com-
pleting their work, consistent with the significant relationship between Pres-
ent Time Perspective x Urgency (.33) that we observed.

And what of the potential for construals to predict temporal enactments?
Early research by Friedman and Rosenman (1974) aligns with the relation-
ship we report in Table 3 between a sense of time urgency and an increased
pace (Urgency x Pace = .64). A more recent 19-month study of an Internet
start-up firm by Perlow et al. (2002) suggests construals of urgency surround-
ing initial and important decision making creates a pace that fosters contin-
ual feelings of urgency surrounding subsequent decision making (i.e., a
recursive speed trap). Consistent with the significant relationship between
Future Time Perspective x Linearity (.29) that we observed, Hall’s (1983)
work suggests that a strong future time perspective is an important byprod-
uct of a linear, monochronic orientation. Other studies enable further specifi-
cation of potential relationships between the temporal construal dimensions
and the temporal enactment dimensions identified in this investigation. For
example, Waller et al. (2002) observed a steady progression in groups’ atten-
tion to time as deadlines near and a related increase in temporal pacing (sug-
gesting a positive relationship between present time perspective and pace).
Furthermore, Barkema et al. (2002) identified a spate of macro-level chal-
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lenges to organizations (globalization, digitization, and the like) that present
a variety of time-related management challenges in the new millennium.
Among these is the problematic positive relationship between temporal scar-
city and the correlative pace of organizational operations. Taken together,
these relationships among temporal construals and their predicted relation-
ships to temporal enactment dimensions leads to specification of the follow-
ing model (see Figure 4).

Temporal Dimensions and Organizational
Communication Structures

A full theoretical account of organizational temporality would require analy-
sis of the connections among the realms of time, history, culture, and system
(organization/work groups), but that is beyond the purview and practicalities
of this article. However, it is possible to discuss here the relationship between
these dimensions of organizational temporality and other communication
structures in organizations. For example, given evidence from previous
research (Barley, 1988; Dubinskas, 1988a; Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967) linking
coordination methods, feedback cycles, and workplace communication tech-
nologies to organizational temporality, it may be theoretically important and
pragmatically useful to pursue additional questions about the relationship
between these organizational communication structures and organizational
temporality. Related to McPhee and Zaug’s (2000) theoretical framework of
the communicative construction of organizations, how do different types of
interdependence/coordination (pooled, sequential, reciprocal; E. Thompson,
1967) affect organizational members’ construals and enactments of time?
Following from Barley’s (1988) research on workplace technologies, what is
the relationship between the constraints on interaction and task-completion
intervals that characterize workplace technologies in use and organizational
members’ construals and enactments of time? In view of Dubinskas’s (1988b)
findings relating feedback cycles to scientists’ conceptions of time, how do
task completion interval and task variability facets of feedback cycles influ-
ence organizational members’ construals and enactments of time? For exam-
ple, members of organizational groups whose feedback cycles are character-
ized by an extended task completion interval and high task variability may
have a stronger future time perspective than those in groups whose feedback
cycles are characterized by brief intervals and low task variability. Equally
important, how do temporal construals and enactments recursively affect
each of these organizational communication structures?
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Time and Communication Theory

Finally, in the area of communication studies in general, these 11 dimensions
of organizational temporality invite attention to how (and why) communica-
tion theory has been time-less and what is lost by not attending theoretically
to time. Which theories grapple well with which aspects of time; in particular,
which aspects of temporality can be theorized independently of history and
which cannot? What are the implications of theorizing time for the study of
communication at the levels and in the contexts that communication scholars
have pursued? What new arenas might be opened by increased attention to
the relationship between time and communication?

Notes

1. In 2001, both the Academy of Management Review and Work and Occupations, a
sociological journal, published special issues devoted exclusively to the study of time
and work in organizations. In 2002, the Academy of Management Journal also pub-
lished a special issue on time and organizations. Taken together, these three issues con-
tributed more than two dozen new studies of organizational temporality.

2. The questionnaire used may be obtained from the first author.

3. The correlation matrices may be obtained from the first author.
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