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Abstract

This paper investigates how individual perceptiand attitudes about an
organization influence multitasking behaviors ie thorkplace. While we know that
individuals are significantly influenced in theieltaviors by the characteristics of
their organizations (e.g. ICTs, organizational &inee, physical layout), we still do
not know much about how the way individuals intetgheir organization influences
their multitasking behaviors. Thus, we specificdiiypothesize that the individual
perception of the organizational preferences foltitagking (i.e. organizational
polychronicity) engenders the actual multitaskietdwviors that an individual enacts
in the workplace. We also hypothesize that thechtteent to the organization (i.e.
organizational identification) moderates the abtationship. We conducted a
mixed method study in two knowledge intensive orgations (an R&D unit and a
university department) and collected data throughraey, diaries, and semi-
structured interviews. Our findings support thstfinypothesis but not the moderating
role of organizational identification. However,dHatter is directly related to how
much a person is willing to work on multiple actigs on a single day. Further, our
study suggests that not only the organizationatecdrshould be investigated in the
study of multitasking behaviors, but also the langerk context, including the
individuals’ professional communities. We conclwdéh a discussion of theoretical
and practical implications as well as methodoldgieflections on mixing methods in
the study of multitasking in organizations.

Keywords. multitasking; knowledge intensive work; polychraty¢ organizational
identification; mixed-methods; diaries



1. Introduction

The literature on multitasking and interruptions Bagnificantly furthered our
understanding on how individuals behave in mulkitag environments (e.g. Salvucci
and Taatgen, 2011) and react to interruptions (&.gndhi and Jones, 2010; Trafton
and Monk, 2007), on the antecedents of individedldviors and management
strategies (e.g. Mark et al., 2012), and on thesequences in terms of individual
psychological states as well as group outcomes, asiindividual overload (e.qg.
Wickens, 2008) or coordination (e.g. Perlow, 1999hwever, a significant amount
of this research, conducted in diversified fieldslsas human-computer interaction,
computer-supported collaborative work, IS, and psil@gy has overlooked the role
of the workplace context in the understanding oftiasking and interruptions and,
in particular, has left us with a number of quastion how organizations influence
their employees’ multitasking behaviors. Among tia¢able exceptions we find the
seminal work by Perlow (1999) that shows how orgatmonal norms regarding time
use influence the organizational members intemgpbehaviors, and the work by
Dabbish et al. (2011) that shows how the orgaromatienvironment influences self-
interruptions. The works in this line of researsbg also Harr and Kaptelinin, 2007,
Harr and Kaptelinin, 2012) started to uncover tile of organizational environments,
but largely overlooked the importance that thevittlials’ perceptionsof the

organizational context have in conditioning the wagy work.

Organizations and the perceived demands that thteyl play a fundamental role in
individuals’ life and influence their behaviors bese they desire to be evaluated
positively and accepted by coworkers and orgamnatimembers at large (Blount

and Leroy, 2007). Thus developing a more profoumdeustanding of how individual



multitasking behaviors are embedded in the intéapice of the organizational work

context is of both theoretical and practical impade.

The aim of this paper is to explore how the indistinterpretation of organizational
context influences individual multitasking behagioBpecifically, we will focus on
how individuals perceive the organizational tempomams and are attached to the
organizations they work for. For organizations tlaae intensified competition and
fast-paced environments, the management of temgstats is of paramount
importance (Ancona et al., 2001) and the way imtligis perceive and experience
time is central to groups and organizations’ fumitng (Schein, 1992). Among the
temporal-related organizational variables, we aitaé organizational polychronicity,
or the individual members’ perception of the orgatibn’s time use preference
(Slocombe and Bluedorn,1999), plays a prominemt irinfluencing how people
deal with multiple tasks. At the group or organizaal level of analysis,
polychronicity has been conceptualized as a dinoensi culture (Bluedorn et al.,
1999; Hall, 1959; Schein, 1992; Souitaris and Mag2010) and it reflects the
preference for the involvement of individuals oogps in several tasks
simultaneously as opposed to a preference for aetingltasks sequentially that,
conversely, characterizes a monochronic orientafibns, organizational
polychronicity refers to perceived organizationadfprences about the sequencing of
activities and reflects how organizations prefealtocate one of the most precious

resource of their members, that is their work t(®euitaris and Maestro, 2010).

Building on research on multitasking (e.g. Salviawl Taatgen, 2011; Trafton and
Monk, 2007) and time and polychronicity (e.g. Blagdet al., 1999; Hall, 1959,
1983), we argue that individuals who perceive tbeganization as more polychronic

will engage in more multitasking behaviors. Alsailing on Social Identity and



Organizational Identification theories (e.g. Ashifoand Mael, 1989; Dutton et al.,
1994) we propose that the strength of organizatioieatification will positively
moderate the above relationship. Individuals higténtified with their organization
see the organization’s attributes as self-defiming are deemed to be more willing
than their low identified counterparts to promdte brganizational values and norms
and engage in subsequent identity-congruent betsawighly identified individuals
who see their organization as highly polychroniocwt thus try harder to engage in

multitasking behaviors.

We investigate the relationship between perceivgdrizational polychronicity,
multitasking behaviors, and organizational ideadfion in two knowledge-intensive
organizations that are devoted to research andaj@went: an engineering university
department and the R&D unit of an organization tygmrates in the alternative
energy industry. To collect our data we adoptedx@dimethods research approach.
In particular, we collected data through a struetiusurvey, the recording of diary
data and qualitative semi-structured interviewse Variety of methods allowed us
not only to test our hypotheses but also to devalopre nuanced understanding of
how individuals made sense of what they believed tbrganizations asked from

them and how they dealt with multiple tasks.

2. Theoretical background and hypotheses development
2.1. Multitasking in organizations

Knowledge intensive organizations, such as researdidevelopment units, software
houses, or university departments, increasinglytlask employees to work on
multiple activities, projects, and tasks in onegkrday or in shorter periods of time

(Bertolotti et al., 2012; Bluedorn, 2002; O’Leatyad, 2012). In addition, knowledge
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workers are now intensively using collaborativentedogy (e.g. email, IM) that, on
the one hand, enhances the possibility of beimguttiple teams and projects

simultaneously, while, on the other hand, increéisesnterruptions one generates
and receives (e.g. Bertolotti et al., 2012; Lilet2012). The described scenario is
characterized by a high level of multitasking aggnndividual deals with in his or

her work.

In order to set the stage for our study, it is im@at to clarify how previous studies
define multitasking and the specific position thattake in our research.

Multitasking generically refers to situations wherdividuals are asked to shift their
attention between several independent, but conaitigsks (Adler and Benbunan-
Fich, 2012). This definition, which is quite broahcompasses situations where an
individual is simultaneously doing more than orektge.g. a subject of an experiment
who is asked to drive and text at the same timé)sénations where a person moves
back and forth between tasks before completing tfgeegn a consultant working on
different projects during a day). According to Sadei and Taatgen (2011) and Gould
et al. (2012), it is possible to integrate the$keint instances of multitasking and, as
a consequence, the different disciplinary approsithat investigate it. For doing so,
Salvucci and Taatgen (2011) propose the definiomultitasking behaviors on three
continua: the multitasking continuum, the applicatcontinuum, and the abstraction
continuum. According to these authors, on the twtoeenes of the multitasking
continuum we finc&concurrent multitasking.e. individuals switching tasks at sub-
second intervals up to few seconds, aedquential multitasking.e. individuals
switching tasks after lengthy periods of execution.the two extremes of the
application continuum, we find studies that invgaste real world tasks and studies

that designed laboratory tasks. Finally, the abstra continuum defines the



granularity of the time scale under study and niggtishes between biological band
(milliseconds), cognitive band (seconds), ratidreatd (minutes), and social band
(days/weeks/months). According to the ‘band’ of she&dy, researchers have been
interested in issues of multitasking related t@ movement (biological band, e.g.
Cane et al., 2012), switching between differentiappons on a smartphone
(cognitive band, e.g. Mdller et al., 2013), movimgween different work tasks
(rational band, e.g. Perlow, 1999), and keepinguch with family and friends

(social band, e.g. Baym et al., 2004).

Given our interest in how perceptions of the orgation influence how individuals
move between different tasks in the workplace fdkces on our study will be on
sequential multitasking and we will position ouv®&s on the applied continuum and

rational band

2.2. Multitasking and organizations

The studies that specifically investigated theritey between the organizational
context and multitasking behaviors are still linditeonsistently, Harr and Kaptelinin
(2007) suggest that research would greatly befrefit the inclusion, in extant
models, of collective and organizational factorablEé 1 summarizes our literature

review on the topic.

1 By focusing on sequential multitasking and théorsl band we do not intend to underestimate the
interplay between concurrent multitasking, analyaedifferent levels of granularity, and
organizational variables. We leave this other tdpifuture research, as we detail in our discussion

6



Some studies, especially in the organizational iehand management fields looked
at the consequences of multitasking behaviors atedruption management strategies
for employees, work groups and organizations @eglow, 1999; Wickens, 2008).
For instance, in his ethnography on 45 engine@do® found that individuals
experienced a constant pressure to respond t® @mska short-time oriented
approach to problem solving. They enacted a patteconstant interruptions that
amplified multitasking behaviors and hampered coatibn, with negative
implications for the overall organizational perf@ante. The works of O’Leary et al.
(2009) and Mortensen et al. (2007) reinforce Pedargument by describing how
coordination is impaired in organizational contestteracterized by high levels of
multitasking where individuals work on multiple lea and projects simultaneously.
Other studies underlined that extreme multitaskielgavior is associated with
delayed completion of tasks, higher frequency adrer lower ability to think

creatively, and worse decision making (Appelbaumml.e2008; Gendreau, 2007).

On the other hand, other works underline, unddateconditions, the positive work
outcomes of multitasking. Zellmer-Bruhn’s reseasapports the idea that
interruptions of work activities increase knowledggnsfer efforts and knowledge
transfer acquisition within work groups and thatwtedge transfer effort is a
mediating variable between interruptions and kndgteacquisition (Zellmer-Bruhn,
2003). O’Leary et al. (2009, 2011) and Bertolottak (2012) propose that, when
individuals are engaged in multiple teams simulbaiséy, the teams they belong to
benefit from the different sources of knowledgeytban access. However, when the
number of ‘multiple team memberships’ increasesral@certain threshold,
increased multitasking levels within teams genea#tention issues that impair team

performance. Mark and colleagues (2005) find thtask switching within the same



“working sphere” (i.e. unit of work) yields a bereél effect, while when the switch
entails a context change its effects are disruptivearticular, switching tasks within
the same working sphere can help individuals thingut their task and, more
generally, can foster positive interactions betwasiks. On the other hand, when
switching between different working spheres thecpss of recalling what the
individual was doing in the previous task entailigh memory cost and can lead to
redundant work. In addition, circumstances suctegsests by colleagues can trigger
the emergence of unexpected working spheres thsit Ineuattended to. This process
requires individuals to juggle their attention beém expected and unexpected
activities often unrelated to each other (see Geazind Mark, 2005), with negative
implications for individual work productivity. Fa@xample, unforeseen changes in the
task context impair decision making (LePine et2000) and require individuals to
put in practice coping behaviors that inevitablgddo fragmented work (Gonzéalez

and Mark, 2005).

If we move from the organizational outcomes todhganizational antecedents of
multitasking behaviors, we find that the studiest ihvestigated how the
organizational context and characteristics infleemuiltitasking have looked at the
role of coworkers, the physical office layout, wallocation and organizational
design, ICTs, and organizational norms. In relatmthe role of colleagues, Gonzéalez
and Mark (2004) and Harr and Kaptelinin (2007) obsehat individuals shift
frequently between tasks because of coworkers’agtguThe individuals shadowed
by Gonzalez and Mark (2004) stated to prefer waykin a single task before
switching to another one, but this was rarely theedbecause of their coworkers
asking for attention. Furthermore, Dabbish andeagles (2011) focus on self-

interruptions and describe how people working ierepffices self interrupt more



than people working in traditional workspaces. Herg the organizational physical
layout that influences multitasking behaviors. Mgemerally, Fayard and Weeks
(2011) observe that different dimensions associ@dke physical space, i.e.
proximity, privacy, and permission, affect how pkeojmteract with and interrupt
others at work. For example, Harr and Kaptelinidl®) propose that individuals take
the physical characteristics of the location wihsy are based into account when
deciding if and when interrupting others and Whittaet al. (1994) find that people
tend to have impromptu conversations in public epanore than in private ones.
O’Leary et al. (2011) suggest that the manageredtre of allocating professionals
on multiple teams simultaneously engenders extmanigtasking behaviors. Other
authors underscore how flat organizational strest@and the intense use of ICTs in
organizations increase the number of interacti@ta/éen individuals as well as
interruptions and multitasking behaviors (e.g. Appam et al., 2008; Harr and
Kaptelinin, 2007; Li et al., 2011). Finally, Perldd999) shows how the individual
perceptions of organizational norms regarding tise influence organizational
members interrupting behaviors. In particular,eéhgineers’ disruptive patterns of
interactions and interruptions (where individuaksrgvactive interrupters but avoided
receiving interruptions) were driven by the wawtlegperienced two elements of the
temporal and social context: the behaviors of marsagho frequently asked them to
pay attention to novel and urgent requests (detaiyia conclusion of the current
work until it could generate a crisis), and theeintive system that appraised

positively individual and not collective performanc

The latter work suggests that not only organizaideatures matter in defining
multitasking behaviors, but also that individuatqeptions of what the organization

considers acceptable, promotes and values, playmipent role. However, we are



not aware of other works that further explore thstie. Thus, the focus of our work is
on how the way individuals make sense of their oigions influences their
multitasking behaviors. Among the different varegbthat link individuals to their
organization we focus on organizational polychridyiand organizational

identification.

2.3. Therelationship between organizational polychronicity and multitasking

behaviors

In the past decades, research in a variety offigldreasingly focused on temporal
issues and preferences for managing time at theidhu@l, group, organizational and
even societal levels (Ancona et al., 2001; Blouratl.e 2004; Mohammend and
Harrison, 2013; Zhang et al., 2005). In the contéXnowledge professionals, for
whom work-time is a precious and scarce resoumgcpronicity represents a
fundamental temporal element because it relatdsetavays of organizing activities
and concerns how many things individuals prefdrganvolved with simultaneously
(Kaufman-Scarborough and Lindquist, 1999; Luximad &oonetilleke, 2012;

Zhang et al., 2005).

Consistent with the pioneering anthropological Esaf Hall and Hall (1990), which
considered polychronicity as a cultural elementimigiishing monochronic cultures
(e.g. North Americans and Northern Europeans) aygtpronic cultures (e.g. Latin
Americans), polychronicity has been consideredafriee temporal dimensions of
organizations’ culture (Bluedorn et al., 1999; Omk&999). As a cultural variable,
Bluedorn and colleagues defined polychronicity igamizational contexts as the
extent to which people (1) prefer to be engagedmor more tasks simultaneously;

and (2) believe their preference is the best wajotthings (1999: 207). Polychronic
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organizations, therefore, are those perceived &y thembers to value the
involvement of professionals in two or more tasksrece. For instance, in a project-
based organization characterized by a polychrome brientation, preferences would
be for an organization of work so that professispafithin the same work day or
even a morning, switch back and forth among prejaod spend only a limited
period of time on each of them. Conversely, a @tapased organization
characterized by a more monochronic time orientatrould privilege the

professionals’ involvement in a single projecthe entire day or the morning.

Consistent with the above definition of polychratyicthat includes both values and
beliefs, organizational polychronicity has beenrapienalized through several multi-
items scales where respondents are asked to tbporperceptions of the time use
orientation of their organization. Exemplary iteask the extent to which in the
organization ‘they like to juggle several activitiat the same time’, ‘they believe
people should try to do many things at once’ ofiélve that people do their best
when they have many tasks to complete’ (e.g. Bluedbal., 1992; Bluedorn et al.,

1999).

Since it is suggested that cultural norms and tinentations have the potential to
impose certain structures on the work days andemnite communication and
interactions (Schein, 1992) and because individstailge for congruence between
their meaning of work and what they actually derganizations (Wrzesniewski and
Dutton, 2001), we expect that what individuals pere the organization asks them to
do, i.e. the perceived organization’s polychrogicstrongly drives their multitasking
behaviors. Thus, we hypothesize that the percepti@nganizational polychronicity

is positively related to multitasking behaviors.
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H1: Individual perceptions of organizational polyohicity will be positively
related to individual multitasking behaviors in argzations.

2.4. The moderating role of organizational identification on the relationship

between organizational polychronicity and multitasking behaviors

Organizational identification has been defined psogess of self-definition which is
said to occur “when an individual's beliefs abdwg brganization becomes self-
referential or self-defining” (Pratt, 1998: 172hdlevel of identification indicates the
extent to which individuals feel a cognitive conti@c with their organization, and
integrate into their self-concepts the same attebas those of the perceived
organizational identity (Ashforth and Mael, 1989tion et al.,1994). The attention
paid by organizational scholars to understand witdyleow individuals become
identified with an organization stems from evidetita strong identification leads to
a number of consequences, important for both thieisluals and the organization.
For instance, high levels of identification infleentenure intention (O’Reilly and
Chatman, 1986), intense loyalty (Adler and AdI&88), commitment (Bergami and
Bagozzi, 2000; Foreman and Whetten, 2002), and wfiokt (Bartel, 2001). Of
particular interest for our study is evidence thrganizational identification drives
individuals to comply with organizational dictatsd to engage in on-the-job
decision-making processes and sense-making aesivitiways that favor the
organization or that are aligned with the orgamizet! culture (Cheney, 1983; Pratt,
2000). For instance, individuals highly identifietth their organization are willing to

engage in personally costly behaviors (Ashfortal e2008).

Since organizations, especially those devoted taviedge intensive activities and

learning, are now characterized by values and tstreg involving different notions of
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time (Benabou, 1999) and differences in managimeg tan be used to distinguish
one organization from another (Schriber and GutéBy), the time management
orientation of an organization can be considerea @ntral attribute of the
organization’s identity. ldentity is in fact defehén relation to the existing culture
(Fiol et al. 1998) and scholars have proposeddigsnizational culture can provide
individuals with cues that help them making sersmiawhat their organization

stands for (Ravasi and Schultz, 2006).

Therefore, we can expect that strongly identifredividuals will try hard to be
responsive to their perceptions of the organiz&iceguirements and make choices
in terms of multitasking behaviors accordingly. Tisathe relationship between
perceptions of the organization’s polychronicitglanultitasking should be stronger
for those individuals highly identified with theiwrork organization than for those who
are not so highly identified. Thus, we propose #tegngth of organizational
identification moderates the relationship betweertgptions of the organization’s

polychronicity and multitasking behaviors:

H2: The strength of organizational identificatioroderates the
relationship between the perceptions of the orgation’s polychronicity
and multitasking behaviors; the higher the orgatizaal identification, the
stronger the relationship between the perceptidnerganizational
polychronicity and multitasking behaviors.

3. Data and M ethods

In order to test our hypotheses and further undedsthe complex interplay
between how individuals perceive their organizatiand multitasking
behaviours, we conducted a mixed-methods studyarorganizations devoted
to research and development activities. We folloaesgquential procedure,

which entails researchers expanding the findingmefmethod with another
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method (Creswell, 2003). Specifically, our studgsweomposed of two phases.

It began by collecting data from a survey and dmto test our hypotheses and

it was followed by a detailed exploration througterviews.

3.1. Research settings

We conducted our study with knowledge professioaaiployed in the R&D
Unit of a mechatronic company and academics iniaegsity Department of
Engineering. We chose these organizations becturdeowledge
professionals, issues related to multitasking &madicular relevance
(Applebaum et al, 2008; Gonzalez and Mark, 200#addition, knowledge
intensive work in industry and academia is charatd by more polychronic
temporal cultural norms where time is more elaasicompared to other work
contexts (Benabou, 1999). Finally, both researds svere willing to offer
access to a variety of sources of data on workttre and time allocation,
actions and interactions patterns. Of course,wioesites present relevant
differences, in terms of industry, structure, abgeotives that we detail and

comment next.

The R&D Unit is a medium-sized division of a wotkekding company
operating in the alternative energy industry anado@artered in Italy. Here,
technicians and engineers (mechanical, electramchatronic, electrical, and
industrial) are involved in the research and dguelent of advanced
technological systems using clean energy souroeh,as CNG (compressed
natural gas) and LPG (liquefied petroleum gas)fd3sionals are asked to
work, concurrently, on several projects that camassgned to the creation of a

system (or subsystems) for a specific client (aigi@al Equipment
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Manufacturer-OEM) or for final customers (an Afédarket solution). Projects
last, on average, 13 months. When we collectedlata there were 40 active

projects.

The University Department belongs to a major Italimiversity in Northern ltaly,
and it is composed of 88 individuals (includingmpanent and temporary workers).
The Department defines itself primarily as a reseamstitution, and is characterized
by great multidisciplinarity of its faculty membeanad staff. Most department
members work in mechanical, electronic, mechatralectrical, and industrial
engineering fields. Department members work simmelbasly on multiple research
projects, funded by the European Union, The Italanistry of Research, private and
public institutions, and private companies. Furiding is conducted by individuals
and groups because the Department does not priavadeial support on top of the
basic salary. In addition to conducting researcbfgssionals are asked to take a
minimum load of teaching and service activitieg(being part of the quality

assessment committee).

3.2. Data collection

3.2.1. Survey

In order to measure organizational polychroniditgividual identification with the
organization, and informants’ characteristics westlgped a multi-section
guestionnaire composed of several establishedssdale provide details on specific
measures in the next section. In the R&D Unit, sitie study was supported by top
management, all of the 83 members returned theiqoeaire with a 100% response
rate. Because of some missing data, the usabl¢iguesires that were included in

the analysis were 71. Seventy of the 71 respondens male; their average age was
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34 years (s.d. = 7.3) and they had worked withotiganization for an average of five
years (s.d. = 5.5). Their professional tenure wlagehrs (s.d. = 9.34).

In the University Department, we administered thesgionnaire via the Internet to all
81 research employees (administrative people d@radaded in the study). After one
month and two reminders, 71 questionnaires wetgrretl and usable (response rate=
87.6%). Forty-nine respondents were male. Theiregeeage was 35 yeassd.= 8.7
years). They had worked at the University for aarage of eight years.@d.= 5.2).

With regard to their position within the Departmel@ were Full Professors, 12 were
Associate Professors, 15 were Assistant Professénsere PhD students, 18 were
contract workers employed on specific researchegtsj

3.2.2. Diaries

Diaries are another main data gathering techniaaevie employed. In particular,
one section of the survey required professionatotopile a diary referred to all the
activities and events occurred during the previsask day. Diaries obtained situ
have a high ecological value, because they expinesssers’ real environment
(Czerwinski et al., 2004). However, the processlagferving and recollecting can be
troublesome in at least three ways. First, it c@ate retrospection and rationalization
biases especially when patrticipants have to retrcispver weeks and months (Bolger
et al., 2003; Gouveia and Karapanos, 2013). Sec¢becal) pose a “Heisenberg-style”
challenge in that “journaling tends to add to theiruption of the flow of daily
events” (Czerwinski et al., 2004: 176), or it caiher change the individuals’ habits
or reduce the reporting rate (Mdller et al., 20¥8}hird problem pertains to the fact
that different informants provide information witlfferent levels of details. Our

diary study design addresses these three poingpelcific, as above detailed, we

asked individuals to self-report activities carrad during the work day prior to the
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compilation of the diary. This should sufficiendgunterbalance the problems posed
by “Heisenberg-style” challenge and retrospectines bMoreover, we think that the
short time-frame of the diary could have playedmaportant role in spurring
individuals to report their activities without in#ncing the natural flow of activities
of the studied environment. Furthermore, in ordediéal with the time burden
problem, we obtained formal support from top managet and made a formal
presentation of our research design in order tée@xgvhy we needed such data.
Informants’ reporting behavior indeed was differetith some informants describing
their activities with a granularity of minutes, etk using hours. Moreover, some
informants provided detailed descriptions of tlaativities, while others did not. As
suggested by Hess and Wulf (2009) to addressdbigej we complemented diaries
with semi-structured interviews. By doing this, theormation described by
individuals in the diaries became markers, whiaktahed a picture, and interviews

helped in giving meaning to it.

In the diary, we asked our informants to recordgydenomenon, such as events
and interactions, according to a chronologicalgrattThis conveniently vague
definition allowed us to understand “the differenhceptual levels of task types that
users might deem important enough to write dowrgef@inski et al., 2004: 176).
We additionally asked individuals to detail theaihength of every phenomenon and
whether it was expected or unexpected, i.e. ifas wreviously scheduled in their
personal agenda or not, (e.g. Gonzales and Maflg)2th both contexts, knowledge
professionals held a daily agenda (electronic goayper) that incorporated the
activities they planned to work on. Finally, we @gdlour informants to answer the

following question: How did the specific phenomeradfect your work in progress?
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We used diary data to build measures of multitagki@haviors (described in the next
section). In addition, diaries allowed us to grasp individuals account for their
daily activities, according to what patterns they ased to organizing their time, with
whom they interact, and what effects interactionespeerceived to have upon their
own and their co-workers’ practice. The formatlw# fournals is partially inspired by
Perlow’s (1999) own diary format. The diary of afeour informants is reported, as a

meaningful example, in figure 1.

3.2.3.Interviews

While we used the data collected though the suanglydiaries for hypotheses testing,
we additionally interviewed some respondents ta ggorofound understanding of
the issues we focused on and the context withirchvtiiese professionals worked.
This evidence helped us in further interpretingrémsults. In the R&D Unit we
conducted six preliminary interviews with the R&anager, the human resource
manager, and four senior managers, and 10 follogenp-structured interviews
(Gubrium and Holstein, 2003) with six engineers tmd project managers. In the
University Department, we conducted seven intersieiiach interview lasted
between one and one and one-half hours. We askadformants to comment about
the diary they filled in, their work, how they mayeal their work-time, how they
described their organization and the requiremémqtiaced upon them, and how they
defined themselves as professionals. We also iigatstl the informants’ perceptions
of interactions and interruptions and the consegeeim terms of multitasking

behaviors and if they had strategies to manage.them
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3.3 Measures and reliability

3.3.1 The perception of the organization’s polyciicay

Bluedorn and his colleagues (1992, 1999) have deeel and validated

a scale to assess the organization’s polychroniCibysistent with similar studies
(e.g. Souitaris and Maestro, 2010) we measureebtteant to which the organization
was perceived to be polychronic using a concise-itiem version of the scale
(Bluedorn et al., 1992). Each item (see appendag scored on a 7-point Likert scale
with 7= strongly agree and 1= strongly disagre@(®ach’s alpha = 0.75).

3.3.2. Multitasking Behaviors

In order to capture the multiple facets of sequmiultitasking behaviors we
computed different measures from diary logs. Thasuees we computed can be
grouped in two different sets. In the first sethewe the variable that we named
‘number of tasks’ that measures the number of gietsva person moves between
during a day. This equates the number of switclhieimg a day plus one. Switching
between different activities can be planned or anpéd, i.e. individuals can have an
agenda filled with different activities and theyhade to them or different activities
can emerge unexpectedly during the day, thus disgihe original agenda. In a
second set of four variables we included the ‘ueeigd’ in our measure of
multitasking. We computed the number of times alividual attends to an
unexpected activity (‘unexpected tasks’). For exi@mnip the diary of Figure 1, the
subject, during the day, is engaged in an unexgeaxtk with a supplier and a
problem with a software installation on a PC tleafuires him to work on the issue
and participate in a meeting. We also computecdhtimeber of times an individual
switches between an expected and an unexpectedyactivice versa

(‘expected/unexpected switches’). This latter measeflects if a person sequences
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his/her work activities into clearly separated ‘cks’ of expected work and
unexpected work or if she prefers to intertwineemtpd and unexpected activities.
We computed the rate of the number of unexpectedtaes over the total amount of
daily activities (we named this variable: ‘unexmettate’). Finally we computed the
rate of the time spent in unexpected activities dlve total amount of daily activities
time (we named this variable: ‘unexpected time’yal® give an example, the diary
in figure 1 would provide the following values: nber of tasks = 6; unexpected tasks
= 3; expected/unexpected switches = 4; unexpeated=r50%; unexpected time rate
= 41%).

3.3.3. Organizational Identification

To measure the strength of organizational idemtifony we used the organizational
identification scale proposed by Mael and Ashf¢it®92) that consists of six items
(see Appendix with the full scale). We asked resigoits to indicate, on a 7-point
Likert scale, the level of agreement with each it&he reliability of the scale as

assessed by Cronbach’s alpha was 0.86.

3.3.4. Control variables

We controlled for organizational position, tempgfpermanent employment, and
organization. Individuals in higher organizatiopakitions tend to engage in a higher
number of activities and are expected to have higwvels of multitasking. In the

R&D Unit position was coded as a three level vdedb= respondent does not
supervise anyone; 1= respondent supervises somakens, 2= respondent is a
formal manager of an organizational unit). Thisslacation parallels that of the
University Department, where position was code@-a®hD student/research
assistant; 1= assistant professor, 2= tenured gsofeTemporary workers in these

organizations, as in many others, are hired to ¢take of a limited set of tasks in
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specific projects, thus we expect that temporargkess will be less multitasking than
permanent employees. We coded this variable, teatamed ‘permanent’, as 1 =
permanent; O = temporary. Finally, we controlledtfe organization individuals

belong to with a dummy variable (1 = R&D Unit and Wniversity Department).

3.4. Qualitative data analysis

We transcribed the interviews and the open quesimthe diaries and coded them
using the coding techniques suggested by Mileg-arierman (1994). Drawing on
similar statements, we identified categories, ieeurrent themes’, and we grouped
convergent categories at a higher level of abstractVe initially looked at specific
themes derived from the literature, i.e. the onesrporated in our theorizing
(organizational polychronicity, multitasking, inteptions, attachment to the
organization) and we added more themes as we ceatiwith the analysis. An
example of emergent theme was represented, f@amniost by the values and temporal
norms of the professional community. Another themas represented by the different
working spheres people worked on during a day. Mpexifically, we identified
working spheres as proposed by Gonzalez and Mad&({2 We combined two
different data sources, that is the diaries ofpbeple we interviewed and the
transcribed interviews. First, individuals were asvthat the diary part of the study
regarded the different tasks they were workinghenprevious work day, thus they
spontaneously offered details about work spheresnwihey wrote down the episodes
in their diaries. Also the diary question relatedite consequences of each episode
helped us. In order to answer this question, inldials gave away pieces of
information that led us to more clearly identifyrelated activities. A second source

of information came from the specific questionsmeade during interviews or the
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spontaneous comments informants made when theyaskesl to comment their
diaries.

Finally, to look for support for, and explanatioiy our hypotheses we also performed
an axial coding (Strauss and Corbin, 1998) by coimg the categories. To enhance
the reliability of our analysis, two of the authongt periodically to consolidate the
coding book and to look for discrepancies in th@erpretation of the data and

reconciled disagreements through discussion.

4. Results

4.1. Hypothesis testing

Table 2 presents a comparison of means and staddeaiations of variables in
this study across the different organizationalisg$t Table 3 shows a
correlation matrix and descriptive statistics fibtlae measured variables.
Organizational Polychronicity positively correlatesposition (r = .24, p<
0,01), number of tasks .27, p< 0,01), unexpected tasks (131, p< 0,01),
expected/unexpected switches (24, p< 0,01) and unexpected rate (5, p<

0,01). It shows a negative correlation with orgation (r=-.19, p< 0,05).

Table 4 reports the analyses for the relationshtpvéen Organizational
Polychronicity and dependent variables and fomtloelerating effect of

Organizational Identification. We used the variamtktion factor (VIF) to
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assess multicollinearity. VIF scores were lowentBab, indicating that
multicollinearity was not a problem. Hypothesesevested via multiple
regression analysis (Aiken and West, 1991). Wetkllypothesis 1,
concerning the effect of Organizational Polychrdgion Multitasking
Behaviors, by regressing outcomes on OrganizatiBobichronicity while
controlling for organizational position, temporggfmanent employment, and
organization (model 1). Hypothesis 2, concernirgrtioderating effect of
Organizational Identification, was tested in a saf|amoderated regression

model, specifically model 2.

With regard to the control variables, position wamificantly and positively
related to three out of the five multitasking-belbay variables (respectively
number of tasks, unexpected tasks, and Expecterfignted switches) even
though its effect weakened and became marginghjifstant on number of
tasks when the moderating variable was enteredvahable Organization was
significantly and positively related to all our @gglent variables although its
effect on the specific dependent variable numbé¢asis weakened and

became only marginally significant when the modegatariable was entered.

Organizational Polychronicity showed to have a fnasiand significant effect
on all Multitasking Behaviors. Specifically, Orgaational Polychronicity has
a positive and significant effect on number of tafk= .54, p < 0.01). Its
effect on both unexpected tasks and Expected / poded switches is also

positive (respectivelfs = .40, p < 0.001 an@ = .30, p < 0.05). Organizational
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Polychronicity on both Unexpected Rate and Unexqee€ime Rate is positive
too (respectively = .06, p < 0.01 anfl = .04, p < 0.05). These findings prove

that Hypothesis 1 is supported.

Table 4 shows moderating effects of Organizatidehahtification for each
multitasking behavior in models 2. Contrary to biypothesis 2,
Organizational Identification does not moderatedtfiect of Organizational
Polychronicity on Multitasking Behaviors. In onlp® case, i.e. Number of
Tasks, Organizational Identification shows to haw#rect, positive and

significant effect§ = .40, p < 0.05). Hypothesis 2 is, thus, not sujgab

As above detailed, the Organization dummy varigbtagnificant for all the
multitasking variables. We performed an additiohIOVA analysis of the
means’ differences for each multitasking behavieasures across the two
organizations (see Table 2). The results suggasntembers in the R&D Unit
and the University Department show a similar pattegarding the average
number of different activities they engage in akdaty (i.e. Number of Tasks)
and the number of times individuals move from expeto unexpected
activities or viceversa (i.e. Expected/Unexpecteiches). Even though the
activities in the two contexts are different inurat both organizations employ
knowledge workers who are expected to conduct aktasks in a work day
(for instance, in the R&D Unit, working on more thane project, and in the
University Department doing research, teachingratting with stakeholders).
This is consistent with the values on Organizati®&wychronicity that show
how in both contexts individuals perceived thegarization to be polychronic

above average (with the University Department shgvei higher value than the



R&D Unit). However, employees in the University Refment are

significantly lower in terms of number of unexpetevents that they attend
during a workday (i.e. Unexpected Tasks), the oaAtbe number of unexpected
activities over the total amount of daily activitig.e. Unexpected Rate), and
the rate of the time spent in unexpected activiihe the total amount of daily

activities time (i.e. Time Rate).

In addition, Table 2 shows that in both contexthviduals experienced high
levels of identification. In both cases the meagaaizational identification is
above average, with the R&D Unit showing a highaue than the University
Department. This can be traced back to the fattttieaR&D Unit is a
prestigious organization that, at time of studyaatied attention from the media,

the industry, and the financial markets.

Our qualitative data helped us to better understiaoske differences and the

non significance of our second hypothesis.

4.2. Qualitative data analysis

The gqualitative data we collected with interviewggort our hypothesis testing
and provide further explanations for our findingtated to the interplay
between organizational polychronicity and multiiagkbehavior and the direct
effect of organizational identification on the nuenlof tasks a person attends to
in a day. Furthermore, our qualitative analysisaradores the role of the
professional community. We comment upon these sssuthe following

paragraphs.
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4.2.1. Organizational polychronicity and multitasgibehaviors

The quantitative data on organizational polychritypishow that both in the
R&D Unit and the University Department individugerceive high levels of
organizational polychronicity. This is reflectedtive qualitative interviews we
made with some members. For instance, in the R&D iddividuals underline
that theirs is an organization that requires thenvdark on many projects
simultaneously. The fact that interactions witkets are initially managed by
the commercial division, that rarely discussesgmty acceptance with the
R&D Unit, increases the need to carry out multjmejects at the same time.
Both managers and employees perceive they areregduigh levels of
multitasking between different projects. Howevhg tifferent projects
individuals are engaged in are similar in natuneother words, the

competences they put on each project are quitastensacross projects.

In the University Department, researchers are redub work on activities that
are perceived to be, at times, dramatically diffieras an associate professor

underlines:

Sometimes | feel | do many jobs at once. | am meglio teach 120
hours a year. Plus | am vice chair of the departnveimch means |
spend a lot of time in administration. Then... | néegroduce
excellent research, too! And all of this happemsaat in every single
day.

In some instances of our qualitative data inforraanade an explicit link
between organizational polychronicity and multiiagk In the following field
note an engineer in the R&D Unit underlines thpeeson who wants to work
in an organization characterized by polychronicetipneferences like his

should adapt to that context and behave in a raskihg fashion.

26



In this organization a person manages 270 milliongs, she begins
something and leaves it there to begin anothegiland again she
leaves it there, because there is an urgency andedds to take a plane
and fly to Croatia [...] In my opinion, a person iry mrganization

needs to deal with different contexts and if shesdwmot like that and
gets desperate because she needs to move betifeegntiactivities,
well, 1 think she would better change job! | thithlat you need to adapt
to the specific context.

4.2.2. The effect of organizational identificatimm multitasking behaviors

Our quantitative analysis does not support the matithgy role of organizational
identification on the relationship between orgatiaraal polychronicity and
multitasking. However, our qualitative data suppdhie finding that organizational
identification may have a direct effect on the amtaaf activities individuals are
willing to undertake in one single day. For ins@&ng manager in the R&D Unit,

when commenting upon his extreme multitasking bematold us

It is not a matter of individual preference. | sinpnow what are the
things that my organization needs and the thingsalre not needed.
Doing many things means helping and avoiding probld don’t like
interrupting what | am doing to go and help in ldigoratory, like
sweeping the floor or assess the weight of a compoon a scale... But
if it is needed | do it, because | care.

Similarly, in the University Department an assisfaofessor commented that she felt
so obliged to her organization that she thoughtssioelld do many extra-role
activities. These additional activities engenddredmultitasking behaviors in such a

way that, in some occasions, she considered thémmeéatal to her performance.

| feel obliged to this organization. | feel | hawedo all that | can to
help. This means taking charge of many things hatformally
required to attend. For instance, the Departmekd e to manage the
master theses of three students a year... but bsnthe@f January | have
already taken care of five! And this happens togettith my research
and other teaching duties...
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Some of our informants in both organizations memgthat, while doing many
activities was fine, the amount of disruption geted by switching away from tasks
especially when unexpected was acceptable onlycastain extent. For instance, an
assistant professor mentioned the importance ofgdmiany things, but being in

control by giving us the example of how she mandgesagenda.

Yes, | need to do many things, but | don’t want thangs happen to me
completely random. This is what | do. | have a paagenda on my table and
every two months | write down what | have to déll in when | want to work
on an article, when | teach, when | am in the depant meetings. And | leave
blank spaces to fill in with everything that is upected. | know the
unexpected will come, but | want to be prepared.

It is interesting to note that, as suggested byi#he note above, during our
interviews informants commented upon the diffiegtof switching between expected
and unexpected tasks in their agendas, but dicheation the disruptive effects of
micro-interruptions, such as a temporary and lateinge in task focus due to a phone
call. On top of this, on diaries, actors were iaglito indicate as many as possible
tasks and events and interactive activities thignded to during the previous work
day, according to a chronological pattern, but fleamanalysis of the diaries we could
derive that the minimum time length reported inhbsites for tasks and interactive
activities was 10 minutes. While we are aware évan very brief interruptions (up to
some seconds) can occupy cognitive resources areddmaeffect on people’s work,
our informants in recollecting their work experierdid not record or comment upon
them. Stated differently, in the organizations welged it was the more macro
switches between activities, in particular whenlanped, that generated feelings of
confusion and overload and triggered the neediofgda control and ‘managing the
unexpected’. In addition, when we discussed théditqtise data of the diaries with

the people we interviewed, we found that in theidsof the interviewed University

Department members on average 92% of the switaktesebn activities involved
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moving from one context or sphere to a differera (2% in diaries of the
interviewed R&D unit members). The switching betweldferent spheres probably
reinforces the perception that the unexpectedried®e gwitch is associated to high

individual cognitive demands.

4.2.3. Beyond the organizational context: the msi@nal community and

multitasking

Even if not hypothesized in our initial theorizirdyring interviews our
informants often mentioned not only the requireraémtterms of multitasking by
their organization, but also the multitasking bebesstypical in their
professional community. For instance, in the R&Dtldm engineer told us that
he perceived that his multitasking behaviors wemmaiated to the acquisition of
diversified pieces of knowledge coming from differactivities, that allowed

him to become a better professional.

I would define myself as a very specialized enginegedicated to
innovation, who is motivated to find and develogvritechnologies [...]
Acquiring new knowledge also means that it’s imaottthat you work in
different projects. | work on many projects nowdag | did the [client
company name 1] engine, | worked on the [client gany name 2] stuff,
and | also went to a couple of meetings.

Similarly, in the University Department a few infieaints mentioned that their
behaviors were driven by how their professional samity values their
willingness and ability to move efficiently betwedifferent tasks and activities.

For instance a full professor told us:

In order to build an excellent academic cv in MaTtagnt you need not
only to prove that you can do good research and ¢eaching. You also
need to show that you do service for your orgaranaand for your
community. For instance you should help organiziogferences, being a
reviewer, being in an editorial board, being inwem\vn extra activities for
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your department, find research funds... Of coutse,means you need to
be a very good multitasker!

5. Discussion

5.1. Contributions

Our mixed method study on the antecedents of ragkihg behaviors in the
workplace has shown that the extent to which itligis perceive that their
organization values the involvement of members utitigple activities at a time (i.e.
organizational polychronicity) directly influenctseir actual multitasking behaviors.
Our work adds to the emerging literature in humamguter studies that tries to
explain how the organizational features influenmividual multitasking behaviors in
the workplace (e.g. Dabbish et al., 2011; Harr ldagtelinin, 2007; Mark et al.,
2005). Specifically we pay attention to one of #spects of the organizational
temporal norms that, as elements of the organizalticulture, are able to impose
certain structures on the professionals’ work d&ysvious literature on time
management in organizations has shown some ofadtigbles related to
organizational polychronicity in the workplace (eAgndt et al., 2006; Cotte and
Ratneshwar, 1999), but has argued that more woskn@aded to better explain the
interplay between individual perceptions aboutdhganization and actual individual
behaviors in the workplace related to time (Slocerabd Bluedorn, 1999; Zhang et

al., 2005). Our work contributes to this line o$earch, too.

Our qualitative evidence corroborates and extendsgoantitative analysis on the
relationship between organizational polychronieityd multitasking. Specifically our
gualitative evidence details how individuals pevedhat their organization values

them to be involved in many different projectstfie R&D Unit) and heterogeneous
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activities (in the University Department) and hdwstactually drives their behaviors.
However, our qualitative analysis also suggestifference between the two contexts.
In the R&D Unit of a company, where individuals asked to work in projects that,
although different, are all related to the develeptrof mechatronic devices and
involve similar skills individuals feel they have adapt to the organizational style
and that this can be a learning experience. Itthgersity context, on the other hand,
the activities individuals are asked to work siraniously on are experienced as so
heterogeneous that individuals often feel overwleelniRecalling Mark and
colleagues’ concept of working spheres, our qualgéadata analysis suggests that the
difference between working spheres associatedcetavtrk in the two contexts varies
and it is smaller in the mechatronic R&D Unit asngared to the university context

(Mark et al., 2005).

As for the role of the members’ attachment towasdrtorganization, we proposed
the role of organizational identification in modimg the relationship between
organizational polychronicity and multitasking beioas, but our hypothesis was not
supported. However, our quantitative findings ssggjeat the individual
identification with the organization is directlylaged to how many activities a person
is willing to undertake in one single day. We disal that organizational
identification is not related to the number of ®hihg to unexpected activities a
person is willing to undertake, the sequencing péson’ activities into clearly
separated ‘chunks’ of expected work and unexpesta#, the rate of the number of
unexpected activities over the total amount ofydadtivities, and the rate of the time

spent in unexpected activities over the total amofidaily activities time.

How can we make sense of this quantitative findi@gRAsistent with previous

research that informs us about how high levelsrghoizational identification are
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positively related to extra-role and discretionbepaviors (e.g. O’'Reilly and
Chatman, 1986, Dutton et al., 1994, Dukerich et28l02),our qualitative evidence
supports the idea that a high identifier is willtogtake extra load in terms of number
of projects and/or activities (i.e. she is willitgwork on A, B, and C on one single
day if doing so helps achieve organizational go&ls) she does not accept passively
how these activities are divided in one day. Ireothords, doing many things does
not imply not being in control and moving aroundvizen activities without a plan,
driven by continuous accidental interruptions. fRgtance, a person who does three
activities in a day could switch between activitbegy two times a day (from A to B
and from B to C) or could be continuously driveniferruptions and move between
A, B and C many times a day, a multitasking behatlas latter- described by our
informants as detrimental for them and their orgation. The behaviors described
by our high identifiers are also consistent withn@&iez and Mark’s (2004) evidence,
where people actively employed strategies to cagetive unpredictability of the
environment and to maintain continuity as much@ssible even in a strongly

multitasking environment.

Finally, our qualitative evidence suggests thatardy organizational polychronicity
matters, but also the way an individual perceivestime orientation of his/her
profession is important. Some scholars (e.g. Blued2002) have started to underline
that jobs may differ in terms of their polychromycorientation and some research
explored the role of the job-level polychroniciggpecially in relation to individual
preferences for time management, in influencingkvaurtcomes such as job
satisfaction and well being (e.g. Hecht and Al2005). We add to this stream of
literature by suggesting to extend the understandirthe context characteristics on

multitasking from the close organizational featut@the work context at large. The
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work context includes both the organizational dregrofessional community or
communities (e.g. communities of practices, netwajrgractices, professional
communities, e.g. Tagliaventi and Mattarelli, 2006gliaventi et al., 2010) an
individual belongs to. We thus propose to exterddabncept of organizational

polychronicity to work polychronicity.

5.2. Limitations and future research directions

Our findings and future research should be consdlar light of the study’s
limitations. Even if we developed a profound untirding of the dynamics
underlining professionals’ time management dynarthiasks to the variety of data
sources that we used, and the methods and geme@pfes underlining our
approach may be generalizable, we have to ackngelddht our two organizations
present differing features in terms of industryyusture, objectives, and that the
results may not be comparablEuture studies could take organizational difference
into account in the research design. For instaiheeR&D Unit is a context much
more formalized compared to an academic settinglzréfore the organizational
demands may be perceived as more constraining galdividuals more willing to
enact behaviors consistent with those demandsivBoam example, there are
significant differences in relation to the professls’ career paths in the two contexts.
In a private company like the R&D unit, career peggions and advancements are
proposed by supervisors and unit managers whoendle, through their management
decisions, also the organizations’ temporal nornts@eferences. To gain and
maintain managers’ support and sponsorship anecwe positive evaluations,
people can be more willing to enact behaviors &test with their perceived
organizational preferences. While organizational peer support as well as fit are

important also in a university department, cargegpessions in academia are defined
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at the institution committee level and directlyated to the accomplishment, at
specific temporal milestones, of specific perforegresults (e.g. a certain number of
top tier publications, satisfactory evaluationstndents’ courses) that can be attained
through many different behavioral strategies ermhbteacademics. In this latter case,
the achievement of positive outcomes may be pexdeig less connected to

behaviors consistent with temporal organizatiomafgrences.

Also, the strength of work interdependence — aedstibsequent influence on
multitasking — characterizing a group of engineen® work in a project-based
organization is higher as compared to academi@relsers who are probably less
dependent on others to complete many work actsvii@ture research would
therefore benefit from an analysis that includes éihe extent to which activities are
carried out collaboratively by more people as tasld influence the level of

multitasking.

In addition, we controlled for some individual @ifénces that extant literature
suggests could influence the individual multitagkirehaviors (for instance
organizational position). However, we did not ird#un our theorizing and analysis
time-related individual differences such as, f@atamce, time urgency or individual
polychronicity that recently has been related thvirdual differences in control
strategy and control performance in process codtolain (e.g. Luximon and
Goonetilleke, 2012; Zhang et al., 2005). We belina future studies could greatly
benefit from an investigation of the interplay beem perceived temporal
organizational norms and individual time-relateffeslences. In particular, it would
be particularly insightful to explore what happe&tsen individual and organizational

preferences for managing time are not aligned.
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In this study we focused on multitasking betweetivaies and we did not make
specific theoretical predictions on switching comseor working spheres. However,

we know that it is more cognitively demanding tovadetween an activity in one
context to an activity in a different context thaonving between two different

activities but within the same context (e.g. Goazand Mark, 2005; LePine et al.,
2000) and this was supported by our qualitativel@vte. However, it could be useful
to explicitly focus the analysis on the organizasibantecedents and consequences of

switching between different contexts. We leave thiiture research.

The focus of our work has been on sequential nasking (Salvucci and Taatgen,
2011). Of course, we recognize that also concumaiititasking and micro-level
switching are relevant in organizations, but, givemthe one hand, the intrinsically
different methodological premises for collectingcneiand macro data on
multitasking and, on the other hand, our empirgatlence that suggests that
individuals in the two organizations were mainlycerned with macro-task
switching, we only dealt with sequential multitaskiat the rational band level.
Future research could investigate the influendd®frganizational context on
concurrent multitasking at different band levelsr fstance, how do the
characteristics (e.g. temporal norms) of the otions as perceived by individuals
influence the practices related to the use of mleltiechnologies in the workplace,

for instance the acceptability of using the phome e IM during a meeting?

In relation to this, we should also underline that work did not specifically focus on
interruptions. The investigation of the interplagtween processes related to
interruptions and organizational variables is angsing avenue of research. For
instance, in our study we investigate the individuansition from one activity to

another during their workday, but we do not focashow individuals are interrupted
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and may negotiate with others these transitiorgs {@aore some of the interruptions,
handle them quickly, or delay them). The negotrabbtransitions reflects the
management process of ‘if’ and ‘when’ the interagpindividual should begin an
activity different from the one he/she is currerghgaged with. Previous studies,
such as Wiberg and Whittaker (2005) have showimntipertance of negotiating
availability during the transition from one taskawother. We believe that
understanding how the organizational context imgpaatnegotiations and transitions

between tasks would be of theoretical and practalal/ance.

As for practical contributions, this work suggeste main managerial implications.
First, managers should be aware that individualelde perceptions of the time
orientation of their organization and that thisvdd their behaviors. Thus, managers
should be sure that everyone is on the same pabmtnprets organizational
requirements in a way that is conductive to beitganizational outcomes. For
instance managers should promote a ‘time use ét&jwe give instructions about the
use of ICTs in terms of time issues, or promoteramon behavior etiquette in
relation to how to deal with deadlines in projd&g. when is it acceptable to
immediately attend a request from a colleague amehvis it not?). Second, managers
should clarify that the organizational identity qanises certain values related to time
management, so that high identifiers actually cgmpth those values. Thus, they
should actively communicate their employees the tiedated values of their

organization.

5.3. Methodological reflections

Our work offers specific reflections on how to cantimulti-methods studies on
multitasking in organizational contexts. Specifizalve made use of a survey, diaries,
and interviews. Our aim for using multiple methedss first and foremost to develop
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a more nuanced and profound understanding of tlygowedessionals experienced
their work context and the influence on their bebess Table 5 summarizes the main
advantages and challenges of each method and hdnedé¢o address them in this

study.

Surveys are an excellent tool to collect the pdroap of individuals in relation to
time management issues and their attitudes towandsperceptions of, their
organization (e.g. Fowler, 2009) and they have le¢ensively used in time
management literature (e.g. Slocombe and Blued®99; Souitaris and Maestro,
2010). More specifically, we used a survey to alf@erceptions of organizational
polychronicity and organizational identificatiorsing established scales from the
literature (Bluedorn et al., 1992; Mael and AsfotB92). Of course, survey data do
not represent adequately the complexity of themmgdions and of individual
behaviors in social contexts. To be able to graspur informants’ words, the
complexity entailed in modern organizations we aisltected data with diaries and

interviews.

Diaries are an interesting, though relatively unded, tool for doing research
(Symon and Cassel, 1998) and collecting time ute d&ey consist of a log of the
sequence and duration of activities (or ‘episodesaged in by an individual over a
specific period (Converse, 1968). An advantagénoé diaries is the possibility of
collecting contextual data together with subjectiata (such as individual
satisfaction or perception of usefulness) (Harwey Bentland, 2002). For instance

Perlow (1999) adopted an open-format response t&tyaalyze the use of time at
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work by a group of software engineers in a higtn tearporation. Others scholars
have adopted a more structured format like a cistai individuals’ daily activities
(Carlson, 1951) or a combination of closed questamd open-ended sections
(Czerwinski et al., 2004; Hess and Wulf, 2009). éiéveless, as Mintzberg (1973)
stated, a completely structured format pointlesslystrains the research material that

can be gathered.

Our format for diaries that includes both structla®d open questions (see Figure 1
for an example), has, of course limitations. Gittentime required to fill in the log,
informants perceive it as intrusive and time conisigmin order to partially address
this issue, as we detailed in the methodology sectve obtained formal support
from the organizations and engaged our informantsir research. Moreover, we
asked them to fill in only one day of work. Spegddily, we asked them to recall the
previous days’ activities so that on the one harahts were relatively close in time
and, on the other hand, they did not have to inpgrheir regular activities while they
were doing them in order to fill in the log. Anoth@roblem pertains to the fact that
different informants provide information with diffent levels of details. We
understand that this is a limitation that we carowarcome, but, in order to interpret
and contextualize differences, we complementedediavith semi-structured

interviews.

During interviews we asked our informant to commgmdn their diaries and we tried
to develop a rich comprehension of the contexttawl individuals worked in
practice. Not only interviews allowed us to triafega our quantitative findings, but
they also allowed to extend our theorizing. Of seyidoing research interviews is an
‘art’ that needs to be mastered (Fontana and R2@33). A problem that we

recurrently face as interviewers when we talk atlowledge professionals is the
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need for our informants to give their own metadiptetation of events and activities
and, sometimes, their desire to conform to so@alrdble thinking and behaviors.
For instance, in a fast pace time like ours, inseabsurd to say you like to work on
one single task at a time! In order to deal withsthissues we followed the best
practices for interviewing (e.g. Gubrium and Hailst003; Spradley, 1979) and
availed ourselves of the extensive experience wesdan the field with qualitative

research (e.g. missing reference for review prgcess

6. Conclusion

The current research contributes to the literaburenultitasking furthering our
understanding of how features of the organizationatext, and in particular
perceived organizational polychronicity, influermoeltitasking behaviors. We thus
add to the literature that shows how the individuahoices in terms of multitasking
behaviors are socially embedded, above and beyamlddual preferences and the
nature of the tasks. As knowledge intensive firelg more and more on new forms
of work organization that increase the extent tactvitheir members are engaged
simultaneously on several projects, teams or diets/iwe argue that an enhanced
comprehension of the factors that may influenceptiiteerns of multitasking and
interruptive behaviors has the potential to improgeonly our theorizing as
researchers but also the effectiveness of evegnigtional intervention aimed at

helping people to manage effectively their tasks.
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Appendix: Scalesused to measure variables.

Organizational Polychronicity (Bluedorn et al., 199

In [the R&D Unit/University Department] we like jaggle several activities
at the same time.

In [the R&D Unit/University Department] we wouldther complete an entire
activity everyday than complete parts of severtivaies. (Reverse-scored)

In [the R&D Unit/University Department] we beliepeople should try do
many activities at once.

In [the R&D Unit/University Department] when we vikdoy ourselves we
usually work on one activity at a time. (Reversersd)

In [the R&D Unit/University Department] we prefer o one activity at a
time. (Reverse-scored)

Identification with the Organization (Mael and Astth, 1992)

When someone criticizes [the R&D Unit/Universityi2etment], it feels like
a personal insult.

| am very interested in what others think abou¢ [R&D Unit/University
Department].

When | talk about [ the R&D Unit/University Deparmt], | usually say ‘we’
rather than ‘they’.

Successes of [the R&D Unit/University Departmemg any successes.

When someone praises [the R&D Unit/University Dapant], it feels like a
personal compliment.

If a story in the media criticized [the R&D Unit/ihersity Department], |
would feel embarrassed.
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Figure 1: Example of diary

How did you use your time in your last working day?Please, in the following diary-table report:

- The activities and tasks (episodes) you were gadjén (specify with whom you interacted with, jifdicable);

- The episode’s duration;

- If the episode was expected (for example, it 8&meduled in your agenda) or not expected;

- The episode’s effect on your future work actastie.g.: “better comprehension of a technicallpral) “need to reschedule my agenda for next

two weeks”)

Duration Expected (E)/

(HH-MM) | Unexpected (U) Sl

Episode

Meeting about the commercialization of a dedic®®€d | 03-00 EX W | needed to reorganize my agenda for two weeks.
(@]
£ | Phone call with a software supplier in order tanmkethe | 01-10 | gained information necessary for future project
g delivery timing of the product and to discuss how t EO UX choices.
implement foreseen changes.
Definition of palmtop software specs to customigecsfic | 00-45 No effects.
EX ulO
OEM car type.
Solution of specific problems which happened onesom| 01-30 Delay in planned activities.
§ firm PCs and related to the installation of thelwakion EO UX
% software ECU.
=
< | Meeting to discuss release timing for a new soféwar 01-00 EO UX | gained information necessary to reorganize my
version. current day.
New software version testing. 01-30 E X U | Deeper knowledge of the product.

Did your last working day’s schedule reflect your ypical workday?
X Yes[ No

If not, why?



Table 1: A synthesis of the literature review on the orgatianal antecedents and consequences of

multitasking behaviors in the workplace

Multitasking behaviorsin the workplace

Antecedents

Conseguences

Formal and emergent interactions with

coworkers

Requests and need for attention (e.g., Gonzalg
and Mark, 2004; Harr and Kaptelinin, 2007)

Physical office layout and location

Open office vs traditional office layouts and
interruptions (Dabbish et al., 2011; Fayard and
Weeks, 2012)

Location characteristics and interruptions (Har
and Kaptelinin, 2012; Whittaker et al., 1994)

Work allocation and organizational design
Multiple team membership (O’Leary et al., 201

Individual level

Delayed completion of tasks, higher frequency
22rrors, lower ability to think creatively, worse

decision making(e.g.,Appelbaum et al., 2008;

Gendreau, 2007)

Beneficial effects when switching within the

same working sphere, e.g. more reflection on

task, negative when switching between differe

working spheres, e.g., redundant work (Mark €
ral., 2005)

Team level
Reduced team productivity and performance
1yvhen individuals are engaged in too many tea

Flat organizational structures (Appelbaum et al.simultaneously (O’Leary et al., 2011; Bertolotti

2008)

Intense use of collaborative technol ogy

Use of instant messaging and other collaborat
technology (e.g., Bertolotti et al, 2012; Li et al.
2011)

Organizational norms
Organizational norms regarding time use
(Perlow, 1999)

Individual perceptions and attitudes about the
organization
? — our focus

et al., 2012)

Increased knowledge sharing within and betwe
work teams (e.g., Bertolotti et al., 2012; O’Lea
vet al., 2011; Zellmer-Bruhn, 2003)

Organizational level

Reduced overall organizational performance, ¢
innovativeness when ‘vicious cycles’ emerge
(Perlow, 1999)

Difficulties in coordination across projects
(Mortensen et al., 2007; O’Leary et al., 2009)
Improved resource utilization and knowledge
sharing (O’Leary et al., 2009)

of

bne

nt

t

ms

en
y

2.0.




Table 2: Means differences across organizations

Multitasking behaviors

Organizational Organizational
Expected Unexpected Time  Polychronicit I dentification
Organization Number of tasks  Unexpected Tasks Unexpected Unexpected Rate Rate y y
switches

Engi neeri ng 4,22 0,98 1,35 0,22 0,10 5,03 5,06
Department (211) (0,91 (3,37) (0,18) (0,22) (0,92) (0,98)
R&D Unit 4,48 1,73 1,48 0,36 0,32 4,61 5,61
(2,33) (1,66) 4,70 (0,31 (0,30 (1,28) (0,86)
F satigtic F(1,107) = F(1,129) = F(1,129) =
F(1,120) =041 F(1,115) = 8,39** F(1,114) = 0,18 F(1,114) = 8,34** 24,11%** 4,66* 11,75***

Standard deviations are in parentheses.
*p<0,05

** p<0,01

*** < 0,001



Table 3. Descriptives and Correlations

Variable Mean  SD. N 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1 Postion 0,59 0,78 134

2 Permanent 0,80 0,40 131 0,38**

3 Organization 0,52 0,50 134 -0,35**  0,53**

4 Organizationdl 482 113 131 024** 002  -0.19*

Polychronicity

5 Organizational 5,35 0,96 131 009 017* 029**  -0,06

Identification

6 Numberof tasks 4,36 223 122 0,16 0,12 006  027** 0,18

! _Lrlgs‘ei;pected 1,40 143 117 009  021* 026** 031* 013  069**

Expected /

8  Unexpected 1,42 1,56 116 0,20 0,09 004  024** 010  0,77** 0,75

switches

9 Unexpected Rate 0,30 0,27 116 0,02 018  026** 025 011 020 0,74** 0,39**
10 UnexpectedTime ;) 0,26 109 0,04 028** 043* 011 022 020 067** 028** 0,88**

Rate

** Correlation issignificant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).



Table 4. Results of hierarchical regression analysis

Number of tasks Unexpected Tasks Expecteadj\/i/thJf?gpected Unexpected Rate Unexpected Time Rate

Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2
(Constant) 3,81 % 3,91 % 0,73* 0,74* 1,10** 1,14 0,19%** 0,20%** 0,06 0,07
Position 0,77* 0,72t 0,54* 0,55* 0,77* 0,76** 0,06 0,07 0,06 0,06
Permanent -0,78 -0,73 -0,66 -0,69 -0,96 -0,96 -0,08 -0,09 -0,05 -0,06
Organization 1,39* 1,13t 1,61%** 1,63*** 1,20* 1,13 0,25* 0,26** 0,31 %** 0,31 %**
Organizational -, ., 0,50%* 0,40%* 0,414 0,30* 0,29* 0,06** 0,07* 0,04* 0,04*
Polychronicity
Organizational 0,40 0,04 0,14 0,02 0,00
Identification
Org.Poly. * 0,11 -0,06 0,08 -0,03 -0,03
Org.ldent.
DR2 0,02 0,00 0,00 0,00 0,00
Overall R2 0,14 0,16 0,25 0,25 0,13 0,13 0,18 0,18 0,25 0,25
df 4-114 6-112 4-109 6-107 4-108 6-106 4-108 6-106  4-101 6-99
Overall F 4,44** 3,57* 8,92%** 5,90%** 3,96** 2,76 5,82%** 4,19%** 8,57*** 5,98%***
tp<0,1
*p < 0,05
**p<0,01

% < 0,001



Table 5. The advantages and challenges of mixing methotteistudy of the interplay between
individuals’ perceptions of organizations and ntattking

Tacticswe used to

Advantages Challenges mitigate challenges

Measurement of * Survey data do not represent We complemented the

individual adequately the complexity survey with other
Survey perceptions and _of t_h_e organizatipn and of methods

attitudes related to individual behaviors

the organization

Perceived as intrusive and « We made a presentation
time consuming by to informants before the
respondents (e.g., they need beginning of the project

Measurement of to stop working to fill in the « We collected only one

. . : diary) day logs
Diaries gzﬁ:\\lﬂgglutaskmg » Respondents use different « We asked informants to
granularity when recollect the previous

recollecting their activities day of work
Respondents detail their * We complemented
responses differently diaries with interviews
Individuals may describe » Used best practice to
social desirable behaviors conduct semi-structured
Individual account Individuals may try to Interviews

Interviews  of how work is provide us with their own
conducted meta-interpretation of the
world, instead of recounting
their experiences




