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ABSTRACT 

The proliferation and changing nature of electronic communications (e.g., email, 

texting, instant messaging, Skype, etc.) as a necessary resource for knowledge requires 

continuing research in order to understand how these technologies affect relationships 

among managers and their employees.  I seek to measure the extent to which employees’ 

perceived email content monitoring (PECM), defined as the extent to which employees 

believe that their emails are being read regardless of whether that is done within the 

organization, affects their behavior and job attitudes.  Further, employees’ supervisors can 

monitor how and when employees utilize electronic communications as a means of 

evaluating job performance.  Employees’ perceived email activity monitoring (PEAM), 

defined as the extent to which employees perceive that their usage of email is being 

monitored by their supervisors, can have negative attitudinal effects.  Job attitudes can be 

especially impacted where the monitoring of the actual content of emails and/or email 

usage behaviors is considered to be inappropriate, overly intrusive, or beyond the scope of 

traditional managerial monitoring practices.    

In order to help understand the implications of electronic communication 

monitoring in the workplace, I investigate how theoretical social exchange mechanisms of 

leader-member exchange (LMX) and perceived organizational support (POS) influence 

employee attitudinal outcomes including job satisfaction, organizational commitment, 

stress, and work/life conflict.  I also develop a concept of “monitoring justice” that can be 

employed by managers to defer the potential for negative implications of monitoring.  

Further, I explore how the level of importance that individuals place on being connected to 
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their organization via electronic communication technology can exacerbate the social 

exchange relationships and resulting job attitudinal outcomes.    

The findings of this study suggest that formal monitoring of email content reduces 

levels of social exchange and results in negative employee attitudes regarding their work 

environment.  However, where employees determine that there is a sufficient level of 

monitoring justice, these negative responses to monitoring were not found to be significant.  

Further, I found that high levels of monitoring of electronic communication usage behavior 

significantly decreased social exchange levels and negatively impacted attitudinal 

outcomes.  This negative result was increased where employees attributed high levels of 

importance to remaining connected to their organization.  This dissertation suggests that 

organizational leadership take the perceptions of their employees and overall effects on job 

attitudes into account when engaging in electronic communication monitoring practices.    
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Electronic communication—enabled by the Internet and mobile technology—1 

provides a means of instant transmission of information that has greatly influenced both 

how organizations function and how individuals perform work.  The proliferation and 

changing nature of electronic communications (e.g., email, texting, instant messaging, 

Skype, etc.) as a necessary resource for knowledge requires continuing research in order to 

understand how these technologies affect relationships among managers and their 

employees.  Along with the capability to connect instantly with fellow knowledge workers 

around the globe comes the responsibility of electronic records providing what can be 

considered permanent documentation of actions and behaviors.  As analytical methods can 

further utilize the digital records of employees to optimize productivity, managers are 

increasingly able to use electronic methods to monitor many aspects of employees’ lives.  

Employees will be incentivized to adjust their behavior regarding how they write emails 

and their usage of the electronic communication at the workplace in order to avoid conflict 

within their organization and to demonstrate their proficiency at their job.  Thus, there is a 

need to understand the how employee monitoring influences important work outcomes and 

how any negative implications of monitoring can be effectively managed.  

Past researchers have identified compelling reasons why employers would monitor 

the electronic communications of employees.  Electronic communications can be used to 

                                                 

 
1Portions of this chapter previously appeared as: Paczkowski, W. F., & Kuruzovich, J. 2016. 

Checking Email in the Bathroom: Monitoring Email Responsiveness Behavior in the 

Workplace. American Journal of Management, 16(2): 23-39. 
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understand individual productivity (Aral, Brynjolfsson, & Van Alstyne, 2007), identify 

best practices (Stanton & Weiss, 2003), provide employee training (Westin, 1992), and 

allow for direct communication with leaders (Kidwell & Bennett, 1994; Lund, 2003).  

While these benefits to electronic monitoring are notable, additional research has found 

monitoring can have a negative effect on job outcomes (e.g., Alder, Noel, & Ambrose, 

2006; Urbaczewski & Jessup, 2002).  While past research has acknowledged the potential 

negative effects of monitoring on employee outcomes, little is known regarding the specific 

reasons why electronic communication monitoring influences these outcomes.  Further, the 

monitoring literature is bereft of the means by which managers can address the potential 

negative job outcomes incident to monitoring. 

Monitoring activities assisted by information technology has become increasingly 

prevalent in the modern workplace (Ariss, 2002; Kidwell & Kidwell, 1996; Samaranayake 

& Gamage, 2012; Stanton, 2000).  Therefore, continuing research on how employees react 

to electronic communication practices is necessary (Chen & Park, 2005; Duane & 

Finnegan, 2007; Snyder, 2010; Wells, Moorman, & Werner, 2007).  

In this dissertation, I empirically investigate two research questions.  First, how 

does employers’ monitoring of electronic communications influence job outcomes and 

through what theoretical mechanism does that influence occur?  Second, how can managers 

decrease the negative implications of monitoring on job outcomes?  In order to address 

these research questions, I study managerial monitoring of employees across organizations.  

To do so, I develop and measure a construct encompassing employees’ perceived email 

content monitoring (PECM), defined as the extent to which employees believe that their 

emails are being read regardless of whether that is done within the organization.   
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Additionally, I propose a theoretical model to evaluate how the importance 

employees attribute to remaining connected to their organizations via electronic 

communications affect these relationships.  I develop the construct of employees’ 

perceived email activity monitoring (PEAM), defined as the extent to which employees 

perceive that their usage of email is being monitored by their supervisors.  This theoretical 

model explores the mechanisms by which this perception of email usage monitoring will 

affect job outcomes.  Individuals may feel compelled to engage in behaviors that will 

conform with organizational “response expectations,” defined as the extent to which 

individuals in the workplace perceive that they must prioritize how quickly they act in 

response to receiving an electronic communication (Bottom, Gibson, Daniels, & 

Murnighan, 2002; Middleton & Cukier, 2006; Renaud, Ramsay, & Hair, 2006).  Managing 

the response expectations of managers and coworkers can take priority over optimal 

productivity in an effort to maintain relationships or demonstrate proficiency (Tyler & 

Tang, 2003; Weber, 2004).   

A high level of importance on remaining connected to their organizations can 

induce behaviors that demonstrate a virtual obsession with constantly checking for new 

email communications (Marulanda-Carter & Jackson, 2012; Turel & Serenko, 2010; Turel, 

Serenko, & Bontis, 2011; Young, 1998).  For example, a study conducted by Matusik and 

Mickel (2011) found that several interviewees felt such a strong urge to remain connected 

that they readily admitted to reading their work-related email messages while in the 

bathroom.  Nevertheless, little research has investigated how this behavior, which has 

become commonplace in organizations, influences important organizational outcomes 

(Renaud et al., 2006; Weber, 2004). 
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It is important to note that the level of actual monitoring is not measured, but rather 

the perceptions held by employees, since the organizational relationships and overall job 

attitudes are affected by these perceptions.  Indeed, organizations may not actually engage 

in active monitoring at all, through formal or informal mechanisms, yet employees may 

adjust their behaviors and have their attitudes influence regardless of organizational 

practices.  I use a theoretical foundation of social exchange to understand the nature of how 

that influence occurs.  I assess social exchange through leader-member exchange (LMX) 

and perceived organizational support (POS), constructs which capture the exchanges 

between the employee and the manager and between the employee and the organization, 

respectively.     

There are three key contributions of this dissertation to the literature relating to 

monitoring employees’ electronic communications.  First, I explore the extent to which 

social exchange mechanisms of LMX and POS mediate the influence of electronic 

monitoring of emails on job outcomes.  While past work on monitoring has noted the 

negative effect that it can have on employee job outcomes, this dissertation investigates the 

specific mediating mechanism through which this influence occurs, linking the monitoring 

research with the extant literature on social exchange.  Second, I develop the construct of 

“monitoring justice,” defined as the level of perceived justice associated with the methods 

used by employers to monitor employees.  This construct not only integrates existing 

literature relating to procedural justice, but also includes ethical considerations and 

managerial justification for electronic communication monitoring that is necessary to 

manage risks inherent with electronic communications and relates these concepts to the 

specific influences on electronic communication monitoring.  Through this monitoring 
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justice construct, there can be a better understanding of how organizations may be able to 

effectively manage the process of monitoring electronic communications.  Specifically, I 

find that the negative influence of monitoring on job outcomes is rendered insignificant 

when monitoring justice is high compared with when it is low.  Finally, I propose a model 

whereby connectedness to employees’ organizations can be shown to influence the overall 

impact of monitoring electronic communications on attitudinal outcomes, which has 

received nominal attention in current research relating to electronic communications.  The 

research model that conceptualizes these relationships is set forth in Figure 1. 

 

 
 

Figure 1:  Full Conceptual Research Model   
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This dissertation proceeds as follows.  First, I address previous literature on 

monitoring, including that which is facilitated with technology, electronic communications 

usage and monitoring, and the concept of connectedness.  Second, I set forth the theory 

and constructs to be used in my analysis, including the novel construct of “monitoring 

justice” as well as employees’ perceived importance of connectedness through the use of 

electronic communications.  Third, I develop hypotheses used to investigate my research 

questions regarding perceived email content monitoring (PECM) on job outcomes of 

satisfaction, organizational commitment, stress, and work/life conflict.  Fourth, I develop 

propositions for the theoretical model relating to the influence of perceived email activity 

monitoring (PEAM) on job outcomes.  Next, I test, evaluate, and discuss the results of the 

empirical portion of my study.  Finally, I identify limitations, opportunities for additional 

research, and the practical implications of my findings. 

   

2. LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

2.1 Electronic Communications in Organizations 

Computer mediated communication (CMC) such as email has become virtually 

indispensable in how organizations remain interconnected and conduct business operations 

(Matzat, 2009; Ou, Davison, Liang, & Zhong, 2010).  Electronic communication is 

pervasive in the workplace because of its capability to increase productivity (Orlikowski 

& Scott, 2008; Ramsay & Renaud, 2011).  While I will be focusing on the specific medium 

of email in this study, the proliferation and changing nature of all types of electronic 

communications (e.g., email, texting, instant messaging, social media, Skype, etc.) as a 
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necessary resource for knowledge requires continuing research in order to understand how 

these technologies affect relationships among managers and their employees.   

There are many benefits that result from email and other electronic communications 

in the workplace.  These include: (1) virtually instantaneous transmission without 

geographic restrictions, (2) multiple addressability allowing large groups to simultaneously 

receive information, (3) memorialization of interactions for later reference, and (4) 

subsequent inclusion of managerial decision-makers as may be necessary to facilitate 

action (Aral et al., 2007; Ariss, 2002; Taylor, Fieldman, & Altman, 2008).  The speed, 

immediacy, and low cost of communication via email facilitate more efficient and 

collaborative processes at work (Taylor et al., 2008).  Since the use of email has become 

ingrained in the work processes in almost every job, monitoring of email communications 

is therefore an interesting and necessary extension of the monitoring literature. 

In order to understand the issues that arise from the use of electronic 

communication in terms of the application of management techniques, the impact of the 

relationship among employees, and potential for legal ramifications, this dissertation draws 

from multiple streams of literature including communication, monitoring, social exchange, 

and justice theory.  The extant research regarding these theories has not been able to 

sufficiently address the interplay of these considerations in the context of electronic 

communications in the workplace, which is the impetus for this dissertation. 

 

2.1.1 Electronic Communications and Organizational Risk 

Organizations are compelled to monitor their employees’ behavior not only to 

maximize performance, but also to mitigate risks, including those resulting from hostile 
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work environment, sexual harassment, theft of intellectual property, and security threats 

(Aalberts, Hames, & Thistle, 2009; Ball & Wilson, 2000; Grant, 1988; Riedy & Wen, 

2010).  These risks are often exacerbated by the use of electronic communications 

(Friedman & Reed 2007; Mulligan, 2003; Nord, McCubbins, & Nord, 2006).  Accordingly, 

the need to monitor electronic communications extends beyond that of traditional 

performance monitoring considerations (Toorn & Shu, 2010).     

Electronic communication usage generates permanent records of employee 

behavior, activity, and interaction with others in their organization (Aiello & Kolb, 1995; 

Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2002).  Once a message is sent, it can be considered to exist 

“forever” (Taylor et al., 2008).  Further, electronic messages can be easily forwarded to 

third parties, printed to avoid deletion, acquired by media outlets, or posted to social media 

sites that can prevent employers from preserving confidentiality.  Electronic 

communications are particularly susceptible to virus attacks, identity theft, and breach of 

confidentiality since the transmissions can be accessed remotely regardless of network 

security protections (Makarov, 2011; U.S. Congress, Office of Technology Assessment, 

1987).   

Under the legal concept of respondeat superior, employers and individual 

managers can be held accountable for negligence, harassment, hostile work environments, 

and illegal activities that can be perpetuated through the use of email messaging (DeTienne 

& Flint, 1996; Friedman & Reed, 2007; Rosenberg, 1999; Smith & Tabak, 2009; Swanson, 

2001).  The content of electronic communications may expose the firm to liability 

whenever the resources of the organization are used (Aalberts et al., 2009; George, 1996; 

Straub & Nance, 1990; Wen & Gershuny, 2005).  Employers remain accountable for the 
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communications of their employees, even if the emails were written years earlier, or the 

author of the email no longer is employed at the firm (Barker, Cobb, & Karcher, 2009; 

Moe, 2011; Nord et al., 2006).   

The Electronic Communications Privacy Act of 1986 (18 U.S.C. 2510) is a United 

States federal statute that specifically addresses surveillance of electronic communications 

by employers (Greenlaw & Prundeanu, 1997).  The statute encompasses virtually all 

communication facilitated by the use of technology.  In particular, The Electronic 

Communications Privacy Act of 1986 defines “electronic communication” as any transfer 

of signs, signals, writing, images, sounds, data, or intelligence of any nature transmitted in 

whole or in part by a wire, radio, electromagnetic, photoelectronic or photooptical system 

that affects interstate or foreign commerce” (18 U.S.C.  2510 (12)).  

The employer is able to monitor employee electronic communications to the extent 

that legitimate business objectives are achieved (Nord et al., 2006).  Further, the law 

specifically allows an employer to survive privacy claims if it owns the equipment that 

facilitates communication, including telephone, email, and Internet services.  For example, 

Smyth v. Pillsbury Company was a court case in 1996 that found that it was appropriate for 

an employer to terminate an employee for transmitting inappropriate emails on company 

equipment.  The termination was allowed despite the employer previously stating that 

email communications would remain confidential (Panko & Beh, 2002).    

Electronic communications are also subject to discovery in legal proceedings.  The 

downfall of Enron and Andersen LLP are high-profile example of how investigators have 

been able to use electronic communications to assess culpability (McLean & Elkind, 2003; 

Sipior & Ward, 1995).  The nature of electronic communication can expose the 
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organization to legal ramifications, ethical violations, or detriments to public opinion.  

Accordingly, employers who fail to engage in electronic communication monitoring do so 

at their own peril.   

 

2.2 Employee Monitoring  

One of the primary functions of management is to monitor the behaviors of 

employees within the organization (Fairweather, 1999; Nebeker & Tatum, 1993; 

Samaranayake & Gamage, 2012).  To date, there has been an extensive stream of literature 

on the use of employee monitoring to assess employee performance (e.g., Irving, Higgins, 

& Safayeni, 1986).  Management monitoring of employees has been found to increase 

individual productivity and performance assessment accuracy (Irving et al., 1986; 

Kallman, 1993).  For example, monitoring influences the efforts employees will expend to 

minimize resource waste (Stanton, 2000).  Monitoring also allows managers to identify 

and discourage employees’ behavior that is unproductive or otherwise inappropriate 

(DeTienne & Flint, 1996; Panko & Beh, 2002).  Nevertheless, the business purpose of 

monitoring to encourage productivity, provide resource support, and evaluate performance 

can also lead to negative responses by employees to managerial oversight activities 

(Chalykoff & Kochan, 1989; Douthitt & Aiello, 2001; Niehoff & Moorman, 1993; Smith 

& Tabak, 2009; Stanton & Weiss, 2000).   

 

2.2.1 Electronic Performance Monitoring  

 An important implication of the digitization of business processes is that managers 

have had an increasing ability to use technology to monitor their employees.  Managers 
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can instantaneously and continuously obtain information regarding employee performance 

and work activities (Toorn & Shu, 2010; Zweig & Webster, 2002).  Electronic methods of 

monitoring have been found to amplify the benefits to individual productivity (Ariss, 

Nykodym, & Cole-Laramore, 2002; Arnesen & Weis, 2007; Stanton & Barnes-Farrell, 

1996; Taylor et al., 2008; Urbaczewski & Jessup, 2002; Zweig & Webster, 2002).  Further, 

archival records of work can be retroactively retrieved to evaluate performance or discover 

improprieties even from archived work and communication records, which is not possible 

with more traditional forms of workplace monitoring.    

Electronic monitoring extends the traditional interpersonal monitoring role by 

individual managers in that it is (1) continuous, (2) able to encompass all facets of work 

performance beyond that which could be perceived within human capabilities, (3) is not 

always noticeable or apparent, and (4) includes the total procedural and equipment usage 

that influence overall worker performance (Stanton, 2000).  These extended capabilities 

have led to an increasing prevalence of monitoring activities assisted by information 

technology in the modern workplace (Ariss et al., 2002; Kidwell & Kidwell, 1996; 

Samaranayake & Gamage, 2012; Stanton, 2000).   

Previous monitoring literature related to computer technology has generally 

focused on the employee activities, including the amount of time employees use their 

firms’ computer resources, the work function conducted using the Internet, the types of 

web pages visited during work, and even the actual keystrokes of each employee (Smith & 

Tabak, 2009). 

 Research on the influence of managers’ use of technology to evaluate performance 

on employee job attitudes have been relegated to these specific types of computer assisted 
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monitoring activities (e.g., Ariss, 2002; Kidwell & Kidwell, 1997; Samaranayake & 

Gamage, 2012; Stanton, 2000; Urbaczewski & Jessup, 2002).  For example, monitoring 

has been shown to increase employees’ level of stress at work (Stanton, 2000; Smith, 

Carayon, Sanders, Lim, & LeGrande, 1992).  Further, performance monitoring by 

supervisors that is perceived to be too rigid can result in absenteeism or reduced job 

satisfaction (Chalykoff & Kochan, 1989; Stanton, 2000; Samaranayake & Gamage, 2012; 

Toorn & Shu, 2010) and reduced organizational commitment (Taylor et al., 2008).  

Accordingly, previous research suggests that the potential benefits of electronic monitoring 

may be outweighed by the possible negative outcomes, and electronic monitoring may 

negatively affect the relationship between the employee and the organization. 

While there has been a significant amount of investigation regarding performance 

monitoring, there has been scant research regarding the issues that are particularly focused 

on the monitoring of electronic communication.  This distinction is important because 

virtually every organization relies upon electronic communication irrespective of whether 

other electronic performance monitoring practices are implemented, and all email 

communications are subject to subsequent review.   

 

2.3 Social Exchange  

Important findings that emerge from social exchange literature are that monitoring 

can negatively influence the relationships with the organization and with the manager.  Past 

research has identified social exchange —and the associated constructs of leader-member-

exchange (LMX) and perceived organizational support (POS)—as one way of capturing 

the impact of employee job conditions (Alder et al., 2006).  Thus, in this dissertation I use 
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social exchange as a way to understand how electronic communication monitoring 

influences job outcomes.  

The nature of electronic communication methods in organizations is that it 

inherently requires at least two individuals (i.e., the sender and the recipient), and facilitates 

the inclusion of multiple parties to a conversation more readily than other forms of written 

or verbal communication (Gupta, 2007; Renaud et al., 2006).  Moreover, it requires 

deliberate forethought and action.  Employees and their supervisors must proactively type 

an email and take action to send it, without the possibility of a comparable informal 

extemporaneous conversation in a hallway or employee break room.   

Interactive sharing of information engenders trusting relationships and expectations 

of reciprocity for behaviors that are favorable to all who participate in the interaction 

(Costa, 2003; Jarvenpaa & Staples, 2000; Six, 2007; Tyler & Tang, 2003).  Employees may 

adjust their email usage to manage the performance impressions perceived by their 

organization and supervisors (Gupta, Sharda, & Greve, 2011; Six, 2007).  Further, 

employees may seek to build and maintain relationships with their managers by signaling 

compliance with the email usage norms espoused within their organizations (Bottom et al., 

2002; Six & Sorge, 2008).  Therefore, social exchange theory provides insight for 

identifying the mechanisms that drive electronic communication content and behavior 

monitoring and the relationships among managers and their employees that will ensue 

(MacKinnon, Fairchild, & Fritz, 2007; Wayne, Shore, & Liden, 1997).   

The necessity of employers to monitor email messages incorporates the relationship 

among the employees and with their managers.  A critical contribution of my study to the 

monitoring literature is the emotional and social ties employers have with their employees, 
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how the employees perceive their place within their organization, and the extent to which 

these relationships influence job outcomes in the realm of email monitoring (Muller, Judd, 

& Yzerbyt, 2005).   

 

2.3.1 Leader-Member Exchange (LMX) 

The relationship between the leaders of organizations and their employees has been 

evaluated utilizing the concept of leader-member Exchange (LMX).  This relationship is 

based on shared values and trust that enhance the interaction among leaders and their 

subordinates (Erdogan, Liden, & Kraimer, 2006; Gerstner & Day, 1997; Schriesheim, 

Castro, & Cogliser, 1999; Stringer, 2006; Yukl, O'Donnell, & Taber, 2009).  LMX 

specifically refers to the relationship between employees and their managers where 

obligations and experiences create an expectation of reciprocal responses to behaviors in 

order to achieve desired outcomes (Ballinger & Schoorman, 2007; Scandura & Pellegrini, 

2008; Tekleab, Takeuchi, & Taylor, 2005; Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995).  Both parties in the 

interactions are motivated not only by the benefits that are sought, but also in signaling the 

value of a trusting relationship (Agrifoglio & Metallo, 2010; Scandura, 1999; Straiter, 

2005; Yukl et al., 2009).  Relations-oriented behaviors increase levels of trust that is 

manifested in high-quality communication behaviors, which in turn promote higher levels 

of LMX (Connell, Ferres, & Travaglione, 2003; Schriesheim et al., 1999; Timmerman & 

Harrison, 2005), and influence the overall relationship between employees and their 

leaders.  However, there has been limited research as to how task-oriented behaviors, such 

as that which is required to facilitate electronic communications, are antecedents of LMX 

(Yukl et al., 2009).  
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The intangible aspects of electronic communication are particularly salient for the 

facilitation of high levels of LMX (Erdogan et al., 2006).  High levels of LMX encourage 

communication, since a trusting relationship allows employees to seek more information 

without concerns of negative management response (Harris, 2003).  Therefore, the use of 

electronic communication among leaders and their subordinates is contingent upon the 

levels of social exchange encompassed in LMX.  When managerial actions and 

expectations encourage imitation throughout the organization, these expectations evolve 

into organizational norms among employees as well (Mazmanian, Yates, & Orlikowski, 

2006).  Several studies have found that the strength of these relationships and the quality 

of exchange influences job outcomes including satisfaction and organizational 

commitment (Cropanzano, Prehar, & Chen, 2002; Gerstner & Day, 1997; Golden, 2006; 

Janssen & Van Yperen, 2004; Masterson, Lewis, Goldman, & Taylor, 2000).    

 

2.3.2 Perceived Organizational Support (POS) 

Perceived organizational support (POS) is the extent to which employees feel that 

their organization and its management value their efforts and provide fair treatment.  At 

high levels of POS, employees will determine that their organization cares about their well-

being and values their individual contributions (Eisenberger, Cummings, Armeli, & Lynch, 

1997).  The level of perceived organizational support will be enhanced when employees 

are rewarded for their desire to emulate behaviors that are pervasive throughout their 

organization (Bagraim & Hime, 2008; Eisenberger, Armeli, Rexwinkel, Lynch, & 

Rhoades, 2001; Lynch, Eisenberger, & Armeli, 1999; Serva, Fuller, & Mayer, 2005).  

Therefore, workers who share a strong identity with their organization incident to POS are 



 

16 

 

more likely to conform to organizational norms of their firm, thereby decreasing the 

requirement of heavy-handed managerial monitoring (Wiesenfeld, Raghuram, & Garud, 

1999).  

The degree to which compliance with norms of electronic communication usage 

correspond with how employees are perceived by their organization is a measure of POS 

(Matzat, 2009; Zweig & Webster, 2002).  For example, employees who signal a willingness 

to use electronic communications at a level commensurate with organizational norms will 

result in high levels of POS (Aubé, Rousseau, & Morin, 2007; Tekleab et al., 2005).   

Activities, such as email communications, that are considered to be important for 

the furtherance of organizational objectives will likely be reciprocated and rewarded, 

resulting in higher levels of POS (Eisenberger et al., 1997).  Conversely, employees’ 

perception that others are failing to reciprocate in their use of electronic communications 

will inhibit POS (Matzat, 2009; Whittaker & Sidner, 1997).   

 The culture of organizations to use technology to share information, forge 

relationships, and bridge geographic barriers influences the use of electronic 

communication technology and resulting levels of POS (Allen, & Shanock, 2012; 

Jarvenpaa & Staples, 2000; Ramsay & Renaud, 2011; Snyder, 2010; Stanton & Julian, 

2002).  Organizational culture reinforces behavior that is of central importance to its 

members (Erdogan et al., 2006; Meyer, Stanley, Herscovitch, & Topolnytsky, 2002; Pee, 

Woon, & Kankanhalli, 2008).   
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2.4 Attitudinal Job Outcomes 

Monitoring of electronic communication content and behavior can negatively 

influence employees’ job outcomes.  Here, I focus on four separate employee attitudinal 

job outcomes that have been found to influence productivity: (1) job satisfaction, (2) 

organizational commitment, (3) job stress, and (4) work/life conflict. 

Electronic communication practices have been found to decrease levels of job 

satisfaction resulting from stress in the workplace (Barley, Meyerson, & Grodal, 2011; 

Taylor et al., 2008).  For example, an empirical study conducted by Renaud et al. (2006) 

in a university setting, the perception that immediate responses to electronic 

communications resulted in high levels of stress.  Additionally, studies have found that job 

satisfaction suffers when electronic communications frequently result in excessive 

interruptions (Gupta, 2007), sacrifices that create work/family conflict (Anderson, Coffey, 

& Byerly, 2002), and overall reduction in the ability to complete required work (Ramsay 

& Renaud, 2011; Taylor et al., 2008; Tyler and Tang, 2003).  

The sheer volume of electronic communications that are dispersed throughout 

organizations can collectively result in decreased satisfaction, organizational commitment, 

stress, and conflict (Gupta, 2007; Pendharkar & Young, 2004; Ramsay & Renaud, 2011).  

Enormous amounts of information contained in electronic communications, often 

unsolicited, results in “information overload” (Barley et al., 2011; Edmunds & Morris, 

2000).  Demands of managers and normative expectations of electronic communications 

throughout the organization can outstrip abilities, resulting in high levels of stress and 

conflict as well (Edwards, 1996), and reduced productivity (Zeldes, Sward, & Louchheim, 

2007).  Despite this information overload that is so prevalent in workplaces and university 
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settings (Ward, 2004), there has been little direct research into its implications (Bawden & 

Robinson, 2009; Forsyth & Jenkins, 2011; Gwizdka, 2004.).    

 

3. THEORY DEVELOPMENT 

 

3.1 Perceived Email Content Monitoring [PECM] 

There has been little research as to how the use of electronic communications 

among employees and their managers extend to monitoring.  Indeed, continuing research 

on how employees react to perceived email content monitoring (PECM) practices is 

necessary (Chen & Park, 2005; Duane & Finnegan, 2007; Petronio, S. 2007; Snyder, 2010; 

Wells et al., 2007).  In particular, existing research is lacking a well-validated scale of email 

content monitoring so as to allow for quantitative analysis.  Much of the literature is 

comprised of qualitative analyses (see, e.g., Duane & Finnegan, 2007), conceptual research 

(see, e.g., Smith & Tabak, 2009), or nascent scales (see, e.g., Snyder, 2010, which had only 

one question to evaluate content monitoring).  Accordingly, in order to quantitatively 

evaluate the effect of perceived email content monitoring (PECM) on employees’ job 

outcomes, a more robust scale is needed.     

Employers are finding it more manageable to allow employees to work remotely in 

order to have more flexibility while maintaining productivity goals (Shellenbarger, 2012).  

Further, Smith & Tabak (2010) suggested that managers’ ability to monitor email 

communications can enhance productivity, particularly in curbing its overuse or time spent 

on email that could be utilized more effectively.    



 

19 

 

 Conversely, the use of electronic communication technology has been found to 

have negative effects on productivity (Kiesler, Siegel, & McGuire, 1984; Mazmanian et 

al., 2006).  Redundant communications, information exchange that is not business-related, 

and costs of maintaining the technology to facilitate the communication may have a net 

result of reduced overall productivity (Duane & Finnegan, 2007; Gupta, 2007; Gupta et al., 

2011; Sipior & Ward, 1995).  The advances of electronic communications have been found 

to greatly increase the propensity of continuous interruptions throughout a typical workday 

resulting in high levels of inefficiency (Fonner & Roloff, 2010; Jett & George, 2003; 

Leonardi, Treem, & Jackson, 2010; Mark, Voida, & Cardello, 2012).  For example, the 

ability to “reply to all” recipients of email messages can cause unnecessary interruptions 

and potentially dilute the efficacy of these communications.  Using media richness theory, 

Pendharkar and Young (2004) found that the inherent limitations of the electronic 

communication media, compared to that of face-to-face interaction, can result in 

misperception of emotion or tone that can negatively affect relationships among the 

communicators (Baruch, 2005; Ducheneaut & Watts, 2005; Ramsay & Renaud, 2011).   

Monitoring electronic communications can have the propensity for negative 

reactions by employees (Byron, 2008; Flanagin, Pearce, & Bondad-Brown, 2009), 

including traditional job outcomes of reduced job satisfaction and organizational 

commitment, as well as increased stress and work/family conflict.  The mere presence of 

managerial monitoring, even if highly limited, has been found to inhibit employees’ overall 

use of electronic communications (D’Urso, 2006; Hodson, Englander, & Englander, 1999; 

Romero, 2009).   
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Managers may be inclined to use electronic communication monitoring to measure 

their employees’ tasks instead of the performance outcomes, particularly in those 

organizations where electronic communications are heavily used (Alder & Ambrose, 

2005).  The quantity of work may be measured by the number of emails written and 

responded to, rather than the overall quality of work.  High levels of PECM can cause 

employees to increase their electronic communications by writing excessive emails, often 

at the expense of more productive activities (Agarwal & Rodhain, 2002; Stephan & 

Brockner, 2007; Conlon, 1996; Nebeker & Tatum, 1993).  In this type of monitoring 

scenario, employees may perceive a pressure to generate emails instead of doing their jobs 

(George, 1996; Niehoff & Moorman, 1993; Stanton & Julian, 2002).  Urbaczewski and 

Jessup (2002) specifically found that manager monitoring solely relating to the quantity of 

activity resulted in negative employee job outcomes.   

 

3.2 Perceived Email Activity Monitoring [PEAM] 

A critical deficiency in prevailing monitoring literature is that direct monitoring by 

managers does not necessarily capture how employees interact in the workplace, their use 

of electronic communication technology, or the resulting impact on job outcomes.  

Contrary to prevailing literature, I extend my analysis beyond direct practices and 

procedures regarding electronic communications, and instead evaluate how the email usage 

activity of employees is monitored by managers.      

It has been suggested that the behavior of supervisors has the propensity to 

influence employees’ activities as opposed to explicit directives (Anderson et al., 2002; 

Stanton & Julian, 2002).  Prevailing literature regarding the use of technology by managers 
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to monitor and influence behavior has primarily focused on employee reactions to 

computer assisted monitoring (e.g., Ariss, 2002; Kidwell & Kidwell, 1996; Samaranayake 

& Gamage, 2012; Stanton, 2000; Urbaczewski & Jessup, 2002).  Nevertheless, employee 

reactions to monitoring may not necessarily be a result from explicit practices, but rather 

from managerial and organizational expectations of behavior.  Accordingly, there is a gap 

in monitoring literature in understanding how the use of electronic communication 

technology as a monitoring mechanism and expectations of email responsiveness influence 

employee job outcomes.  I therefore include a measure of perceived email activity 

monitoring (PEAM) as a separate construct that quantifies the extent to which employees 

perceive that their usage of email is being monitored, irrespective of the actual content of 

the email communications themselves. 

Employees may perceive that their managers assign a lower level of importance to 

the quality of work, and instead evaluate productivity based on the sheer quantity of output 

measured by the volume of electronic communication activities (Stanton & Julian, 2002).  

I suggest that the perceived expectations of managers regarding email activity (i.e., amount, 

quickness of reply, and timing when emails are sent) influences employees’ electronic 

communication behaviors, potentially to a greater extent than the influences of traditional 

direct monitoring techniques (Allen, & Shanock, 2012; Mackenzie, 2010; Matzat, 2009; 

Mazmanian et al., 2006; Romm & Pliskin, 1999; Tyler & Tang, 2003).  For example, 

Anderson et al. (2002) found that despite the explicit organizational policies that were 

established to enable work-family balance, employees did not engage in these flexible work 

programs due to concerns of negative perceptions of productivity.  However, when 

managers also participated in the flexible work practices, these perceptions were not found.  
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This finding suggests that employees take their cues from the behavior of their managers 

in order to evaluate what behavior will be deemed to be appropriate in the organization.   

Arbitrary rules and policies for processing of electronic communications are 

fraught with difficulty (Ramsay & Renaud, 2011) and have been found to be 

counterproductive to enabling employees to conform to shifting temporal requirements of 

their work (Forsyth & Jenkins, 2011).  As such, employees are often unlikely to follow 

these policies at all (Paschal, Stone, & Stone-Romero, 2009).  In order to seek a balance 

between the productivity enhancements resulting from electronic communications with the 

potential from negative outcomes, some organizations have instituted practices to limit the 

use of these technologies, with varying degrees of success.  For example, a policy 

established by the technology company Atos sought to drastically reduce the use of one 

form of electronic communications (i.e., email), but was circumvented by employees’ use 

of other forms of information technology to facilitate their communication (Kim, 2011).  

The Volkswagen Company restricted mobile electronic communications to certain times 

throughout the day, but found this policy to be untenable in the United States due to 

employee preferences (McMillan, 2011).  In order to limit distractions, Intel attempted to 

instill “no e-mail Fridays,” but found that this practice did not effectively limit employees’ 

use of electronic communications (Mullaney, 2011).   

I suggest that the perceived expectations of responsiveness by managers and 

coworkers influences employees’ electronic communication behaviors, potentially to a 

greater extent than the influences of traditional direct monitoring techniques (Allen & 

Shanock, 2012; Mackenzie, 2010; Matzat, 2009).  Patterns of use that are exhibited by 

managers provide guidance to employees as to how they should act in accordance to this 
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behavior (Mazmanian et al., 2006; Romm & Pliskin, 1999).  Managers who are particularly 

adept at responding to emails quickly may elicit the same responsiveness levels in their 

employees (Tyler & Tang, 2003).    

Organizational culture reinforces behavior that is of central importance to its 

members (Erdogan et al., 2006; Meyer et al., 2002; Pee et al., 2008).  Open communication 

occurs within the context of accepted organizational norms, where continuing interactions 

generates expectations that similar activities will be maintained (Ducheneaut & Watts, 

2005; Ramsay & Renaud, 2011).  Communication behaviors and the associated 

socialization processes provide insight to employees as to what is the desired behavior 

within their organization (Allen & Shanock, 2012).  Accordingly, the culture of 

organizations can greatly influence responsiveness expectations and propensity to share 

information (Constant, Kiesler, & Sproull, 1994; Matusik & Mickel, 2011; Middleton, 

2007; Shin, 2004).  

 Employees may adjust their behaviors to conform with responsiveness 

expectations based on the signals they seek to provide to their managers and their 

organizations.  Impression management of managers and coworkers is therefore a key 

component of influencing behavior (Gupta et al., 2007).  In the context of electronic 

communications, it has been suggested that individuals adjust their behaviors in order to 

cultivate a responsiveness image within their organization (Six, 2007; Tyler and Tang 

2003).  Under relational signaling theory (RST), employees seek to build and maintain 

relationships with their managers and coworkers by complying with the responsiveness 

expectations espoused within their organizations (Six & Sorge, 2008; Bottom et al., 2002).   
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3.2.1 Email Responsiveness Prioritization 

 Employees will prioritize their responsiveness to electronic communications based 

on the signals that they seek to give to their managers and employers.  These responsiveness 

signals are based on a variety of reasons: (1) demonstrating proficiency, (2) cultivating 

relationships, (3) indicating availability, or (4) affective responses to communication 

activity (Gupta et al., 2011).  For example, employees who are seeking to demonstrate 

proficiency will be inclined to immediately respond to communications from their 

managers irrespective of the intended priority (Ramsay & Renaud, 2011).  Proficiency 

signals are not relegated to managerial communications, since employees may also seek to 

demonstrate competence to their co-workers.  This is particularly the case when 

communications occur among those in similar workgroups or team environments (Matusik 

& Mickel, 2011; Mazmanian et al., 2006).  In these instances, prioritization is based on the 

level of importance the recipient places on satisfying the perceived responsiveness 

expectations of the initiator of electronic communications.   

 The means by which these responsiveness perceptions are formed can result from 

the experiences that the employees have had in prior communications.  For example, if one 

employee consistently responds immediately to all communications, then another 

employee may feel compelled to reciprocate with similar levels of responsiveness (Ramsay 

& Renaud, 2011).  Another influence on responsiveness can result from the individualized 

relationships that employees have with each other.  That is, employees may be inclined to 

respond quickly to those with whom they enjoy collegial relationships, and ignore 

communications from others that have not forged positive relationships or mutual respect 

(Ramsay & Renaud, 2011).  These interpersonal bonds are particularly salient regarding 
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the use of electronic communications since emotional intentions are so readily 

misperceived, which can exacerbate strained relationships (Byron, 2008). 

 Irrespective of the initiator of the communication, content-based influences may 

also be a contributing factor in responsiveness behaviors.  For example, employees may 

prioritize communications that are specifically indicated as important by the person 

initiating the contact, are accompanied by additional information (e.g., attachments), 

contextual clues that indicate importance, continuation of conversations (e.g., multiple 

“threads”), or explicitly stated that responses are not immediately expected (Mazmanian et 

al., 2006).  However, any of these communication-specific indicators may be ignored if the 

recipient chooses to use more compelling criteria of signaling proficiency and/or 

relationship importance as a basis to satisfy responsiveness expectations.  These suggested 

criteria for prioritizing email responsiveness are set forth in Table 1. 
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Table 1:  Email Response Prioritization Criteria 

 

Influences Indicators 

  
Relationship 1)      Supervisor sent email. 

 2)      Supervisor copied on email. 

 3)      History of quick communication 

 4)      In the same work group. 

 

5)      Long-term working relationship (even if not in same work 

group). 

  
Content 1)      Importance/urgency stated in email text. 

 2)      Marked as "important". 

 3)      Number of threads/iterations/respondents. 

 

4)      Contains detailed data, internet links, and/or attached 

documents. 

 5)      Requires a deliverable. 

  
Time Sensitivity 1)   Time response is required by sender and/or recipient. 

 2)   Communicating with people in different time zones. 

  
Availability 1)   Away from the office (e.g., at home/travelling). 

 

2)   Job role of the recipient (e.g., required during traditional 

workday). 

 3)   Availability of the technology that can be used to respond. 

  
Reduced Priority 1)   Anticipate it may cause additional work. 

 2)   Anticipate it may lead to a confrontation. 

 3)   Procrastination. 

 4)   General apprehension when sending/receiving email. 

 

Responsiveness expectations are therefore incumbent upon the relationships among 

the communicators to a greater extent than the content of the specific communication.  That 

is, the “sender” of the communication is ascribed greater importance than what is sent.  

Employees adjusting behaviors based on signaling compliance with responsiveness 

expectations can result in important messages being ignored, and thereby causing 
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suboptimal outcomes to electronic communication activities (Ramsay & Renaud, 2011; 

Weber, 2004).  Accordingly, it is important to take into consideration these behaviors, and 

the mechanisms that drive them, in order to understand the overall effects on employees 

within their organizations (Smith & Tabak, 2009). 

 

3.2.2 Connectedness Importance 

A high level of importance that employees place on remaining connected to their 

organizations can induce behaviors that demonstrate a virtual obsession with constantly 

checking for new email communications (Marulanda-Carter & Jackson, 2012; Turel & 

Serenko, 2010; Turel et al., 2011; Young, 1998).  For example, a study conducted by 

Matusik and Mickel (2011) found that several interviewees felt such a strong urge to 

remain connected that they readily admitted to reading their work-related email messages 

while in the bathroom.    

Employees may exhibit behaviors associated with the compulsion to constantly 

check for new email communications.  One study that investigated employees’ reaction to 

incoming communications found that 70% of the employees opened the application to read 

messages within six seconds, and 85% within two minutes of receipt (Jackson, Dawson, & 

Wilson, 2003).  These behaviors can lead to work/family conflicts (Anderson et al., 2002), 

overload (Edmunds & Morris, 2000), and stress (Barley et al., 2011).  When connectedness 

importance is at a level where employees determine that it is imperative to read and respond 

to every organizational communication, employees’ behavior will seek to ensure that each 

message is processed immediately, regardless of when or where received (Gupta, 2007; 

Weber, 2004).  Managing organizational expectations regarding the use of electronic 
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communications can take priority over optimal productivity in an effort to maintain 

relationships or demonstrate proficiency (Tyler & Tang, 2003; Weber, 2004).   

The Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) suggests that the extent to which 

employees perceive that technology is useful to enhance the performance of their job 

functions will influence their attitudinal responses (Jarvenpaa & Staples, 2000; Pendharkar 

& Young, 2004; Yuan, Archer, Connelly, & Zheng, 2010).  The culture of organizations 

to use technology to share information, forge relationships, and bridge geographic barriers 

also influences the use of electronic communication technology (Allen, & Shanock, 2012; 

Jarvenpaa & Staples, 2000; Ramsay & Renaud, 2011; Snyder, 2010; Stanton & Julian, 

2002).  Accordingly, employees will be likely to utilize electronic communication 

technology when they perceive that doing so is an engrained component of their work, 

particularly if this perception is shared throughout the organization.   

Nevertheless, little research has investigated how this behavior, which has become 

commonplace in organizations, influences important employee job outcomes (Renaud et 

al., 2006; Weber, 2004).  The balance between the positive aspects of electronic 

communication and the potential for negative outcomes highlights the importance of 

continuing to investigate the impact of electronic communication activity on individual 

employees (Matusik & Mickel, 2011; Orlikowski & Scott, 2008; Ramsay & Renaud, 2011; 

Weber, 2004).  Here, I suggest that individuals’ attribution of the importance of 

maintaining connectedness with the organization will moderate the impact on social 

exchange levels and employees’ overall job attitudinal outcomes. 
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3.3 Monitoring Justice 

Given that electronic communications in the workplace have the propensity to 

cause negative job outcomes for employees, it is incumbent on management to undertake 

action to mitigate the challenges and maximize productivity.  Accordingly, management 

may seek to act to assuage the concerns of employees regarding the use of email in the 

workplace.  One means to do so is to ensure that procedures and practices regarding the 

use of electronic communications are fair and equitable, and that employees understand the 

reasoning behind the accordant protocols.  In the context of monitoring both the content 

and use of email, management can potentially overcome negative outcomes by ensuring 

email usage conforms to the employees’ perception of organizational justice. 

In this dissertation, I introduce the concept of monitoring justice as a way of 

incorporating the way organizations present and implement their monitoring of employees, 

drawing extensively upon the organizational justice literature.  The means by which 

employers implement and operationalize policies will have an impact on how employees 

perceive the appropriateness of the action under the auspices of “justice” (Stanton, 2000).   

The present study develops a formative construct of “monitoring justice” to 

measure this influence on social exchange mechanisms and the overall impact on job 

outcomes.  Constructs that satisfy four criteria are appropriately identified as formative 

constructs (Jarvis, MacKenzie, & Podsakoff, 2003).  First, the items that are measured must 

define the construct, rather than be mere manifestations of the construct.  Changes in the 

measures will cause a modification of the construct.  Alternatively, changes in the construct 

do not cause changes in the underlying measures.  Second, the measures must not be 

interchangeable or retain a common intuitive theme, such that dropping one of the 



 

30 

 

measures would substantially alter the construct.  Third, measures in a formative construct 

should not have high correlations in that they are not identifying the same phenomena.  

Finally, each of the measures may have different antecedents and consequences, in that 

different factors lead to results that are ultimately observed (Jarvis et al., 2003; Petter, 

Straub, & Rai, 2007).  Thus, the “monitoring justice” construct allows for capturing the 

nature of monitoring a “unique part of the conceptual domain” (Petter et al., 2007: 627) 

that, if excluded, would fail to capture a critical component of the justice construct.  

Accordingly, the monitoring justice construct that will be developed in this dissertation is 

required to fill this gap in monitoring literature.    

The proposed monitoring justice construct is comprised of four separate 

components: (1) procedural justice, (2) informational justice, (3) ethics, and (4) external 

justification.  Each of these items will be discussed in turn.  

 

3.3.1 Procedural Justice 

Key to the foundational importance of the justice literature is the concepts of 

procedural justice.  Procedural justice relates to the perception that employees have as to 

the methods used by management to assure equitable assessments and outcomes (Stanton, 

2000).  Procedural justice has been shown to be demonstrated when at least one of the 

following rules have been followed when monitoring employees: (1) consistency, (2) bias 

suppression, (3) accuracy, (4) correctability, and (5) representativeness (Colquitt, 2001; 

Leventhal, Karuza, & Fry, 1980).  The application of fair procedures providing employees 

with the opportunity to voice concerns and participate in the process of formulating 

practices further exemplifies procedural fairness (Long, Bendersky, & Morrill, 2011).  
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Employees are more likely to perceive that their concerns are taken into consideration, and 

that they are respected and validated by their organization (Colquitt, 2001; Jawahar & 

Stone, 2011; Long et al., 2011).  Specifically relating to electronic communication 

monitoring, managers who apply consistent practices and conform to these facets of 

fairness will be exhibiting monitoring justice. 

 

3.3.2 Informational Justice 

  Employees may perceive that organizational practices are unnecessary, poorly 

enforced, or inequitably applied.  In general, when managers are able to demonstrate that 

the norms and policies of an organization are a required condition of appropriate business 

practices, and then employees may be more likely to forgive the negative associations with 

monitoring (Colquitt, 2001; Leventhal et al., 1980; Stanton, 2000).  By explicitly providing 

acceptable explanations and justifications for monitoring practices, employees are more 

likely to perceive that the manager is exhibiting monitoring justice.  As indicated above, 

both procedural and informational justice are established constructs that are reflexive in 

nature (i.e., these conditions exist irrespective of whether they are being measured in the 

organization).  It has been proffered that combining these two constructs is prudent to gain 

a greater understanding of the justice mechanisms at work in organizations (Ambrose & 

Schminke, 2009).  As set forth below, additional justice constructs not previously identified 

in the extant literature, but nevertheless critical in the context of electronic communication, 

are needed to more fully encapsulate the monitoring justice construct.    
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3.3.3 Ethical and Privacy Considerations 

Employees may question the ethical implications of managerial intrusion into their 

communications (Baruch, 2005; Friedman & Reed, 2007; Hodson et al., 1999; Miller & 

Weckert, 2000, Rogers, 2000; Smith & Tabak, 2009; Urbaczewski & Jessup, 2002).  

Employees may perceive that monitoring of their electronic communications is an invasion 

of privacy (Alder, Schminke, Noel & Kuenzi, 2008; Alge, Ballinger & Green, 2004; 

Ambrose & Schminke, 2003; Arnesen & Weis, 2007; Chalykoff & Kochan, 1989; Smith 

& Tabak, 2009).  Monitoring can also have the propensity for negative reactions by 

employees particularly if the monitoring is perceived to be overly intrusive or an 

encroachment on privacy in excess of business practices that the employees deem to be 

appropriate (Alge, 2001; Toorn & Shu, 2010; Wen & Gershuny, 2005).   

Indeed, the perception that employees may have that any monitoring of their email 

is unethical can have an overriding effect on all other influences on job outcomes.  Privacy 

concerns as an antecedent of perceived justice can result in negative assessments 

irrespective of other indicators of appropriately implemented monitoring processes 

(Snyder & Cistulli, 2011).  This perceived privacy invasion might inhibit any other well-

conceived efforts to implement monitoring techniques commensurate with high levels of 

procedural and/or informational justice (Gilliland, 1993; Leventhal et al., 1980).  

Therefore, it is appropriate to separately identify employees’ perception of ethical 

considerations of monitoring when developing the construct of monitoring justice. 
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3.3.4 External Justification of Email Monitoring 

The usage of email monitoring in an organization can exemplify a sufficiently high 

level of monitoring justice so long as employees are able to understand the associated 

business necessities.  In the litigious environment that is inherent in all businesses, 

organizations can justifiably rely on legal obligations to maintain the integrity of email 

communications.  Further, laws and regulations mandate constraints on the usage of 

recording and monitoring of emails for business purposes and ensure consistent 

implementation for all employees throughout the organization.  When employees 

recognize that organizational leadership is not only allowed to monitor emails, but also is 

legally required to do so, perceptions of fairness are more likely to result.  In this analysis, 

it is critical to note that a manager, or anyone else in the organization, may not explicitly 

demonstrate procedural fairness, provide justification of monitoring practices associated 

with informational justice, nor demonstrate an effort to maintain privacy.  Instead, 

employees may separately perceive that the current business environment inherently 

requires electronic communications monitoring (Arnesen & Weiss, 2007; Paschal et al., 

2009; Wells et al., 2007). 

These measures satisfy all four of the criteria used to identify monitoring justice as 

a formative construct proposed by Jarvis et al. (2003) and supported by Petter et al. (2007).  

The perception of monitoring justice cannot manipulate the external influence of legal 

requirements to monitor email.  Further, ignoring the notion of legal necessity as a separate 

facet of monitoring justice would remove a critical component of the conceptual domain.  

To the extent that legal justification provides a non-duplicated beta weighting, failing to 

include it in both the construct and the overall model will inhibit understanding of the 
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underlying phenomenon (Cenfetelli & Bassellier, 2009; Petter et al., 2007).  As a formative 

construct, these four measures integrate the theoretical relationship and unique components 

of the monitoring justice construct as a whole.   

 

3.4 Hypothesis Development 

In developing the specific hypotheses related to the research model shown in Figure 

1, I first provide arguments involving the role of LMX and POS in mediating the 

relationship between monitoring and job outcomes.  These social exchange mechanisms 

are important for understanding how job characteristics and conditions (such as 

monitoring) influence job satisfaction and organizational commitment (Janssen & Van 

Yperen, 2004; O’Reilly & Chatman, 1986).  I then provide arguments related to the role of 

monitoring justice in moderating the mediated relationship. 

 

3.4.1 Social Exchange as Mediator of PECM and Job Outcomes 

First, I expect LMX to mediate the relationship between email monitoring and job 

outcomes of job satisfaction and organizational commitment.  Positive exchanges with 

one’s manager can result in preferential treatment, promotions, and personal enjoyment.  

There has been a great deal of research investigating the effects of LMX in improving job 

satisfaction and organizational commitment (e.g., Alder et al., 2006; Ballinger & 

Schoorman, 2007; Gerstner & Day, 1997; Janssen & Van Yperen, 2004).  

LMX is likely to be an important way of understanding the impact of monitoring 

the email of employees, because the monitoring of electronic communications by 

leader/managers implies that they do not engender complete trust in their employees.  This 
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infringement on the trusting relationship suggests that the mere act of monitoring email 

communications will negatively influence LMX.  Electronic monitoring can create an 

adversarial relationship between managers and employees (Alder et al., 2006).  Such 

concern by employees may not be unfounded, as employers can overreach the “business 

purpose” exception to the Electronic Communications Privacy Act and intrude into 

employees’ privacy (DeTienne & Flint, 1996).  Employees can perceive overly 

burdensome micromanaging by supervisors to be oppressive and as a result experience 

lower levels of job satisfaction (Baruch, 2005; Taylor et al., 2008).  For example, the level 

of managerial repression can be perceived by employees as outright bullying that creates 

an unhealthy and stressful environment (Ball & Wilson, 2000.)  Accordingly, email 

monitoring in excess of that which is required to satisfy legitimate managerial functions 

can cause employees to feel that their managers do not trust them, which has the potential 

to negatively impact LMX and the resulting levels of satisfaction and organizational 

commitment. 

Several studies have found that LMX facilitated by electronic communications 

mediates the relationship between job-related tasks and job satisfaction and stress (Golden, 

2006; Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995; Harris, 2003; Janssen & Van Yperen, 2004).  Further, 

LMX has been found to be a mediator of communication behaviors and levels of 

organizational commitment (Agrifoglio & Metallo, 2010; Ballinger & Schoorman, 2007; 

Morrow, Suzuki, Crum, Ruben, & Pautsch, 2005; Wayne, Shore, Bommer, & Tetrick, 

2002).    

Individual perceptions of content monitoring are likely to be influenced through the 

mechanism of LMX because every time employees compose an email, there is a deliberate 
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expectation of a reciprocal response.  The employees’ supervisors will either read (i.e., 

monitor) the email, or fail to do so.  Unlike informal verbal conversation, each email is 

memorialized in perpetuity, causing the interaction to have the possibility of being revisited 

well after the initial conversation occurred.  The nature of electronic communication 

amplifies the interactive reinforcing effects that can potentially enhance, or detract from, 

the employee-supervisor relationship.  Accordingly, the social exchange mechanism of 

LMX is an appropriate measure of how each communication-based transactional email 

shapes the level of reciprocity among employees and their supervisors.  

 When there are high levels of a trusting relationship among leaders and their 

employees, managers will be more likely to consider actual productivity rather than the 

content of electronic communications as indicators of efficiency.  Electronic messages are 

more likely to be perceived as showing support for employees rather than intrusive 

monitoring.  Moreover, communications are more likely to be undertaken in order to 

reciprocate positive behaviors rather than avoiding negative consequences of failing to 

reply with appropriate content germane to the email conversation.  In turn, this 

reciprocation of positive exchange among managers and their employees generates a 

reinforcing mechanism of a continuing trusting relationship.  Accordingly, 

 

Hypothesis 1: LMX mediates the relationship between perceived email content 

monitoring (PECM) and job outcomes, such that the indirect effect through LMX 

will decrease employees’ job satisfaction (H1a; negative indirect effect), decrease 

organizational commitment (H1b; negative indirect effect), increase stress (H1c; 
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positive indirect effect), and increase work/life conflict (H1d; positive indirect 

effect). 

 

Second, research models that include multiple mediators have been found to more 

accurately assess overall mediating effects (MacKinnon et al., 2007).  In that social 

exchange theory incorporates the relationship with leaders (LMX) as well as the 

relationships among all employees in an organization (POS), it is important to evaluate 

these potential influences separately. 

POS has been consistently found to influence job satisfaction (Tekleab et al., 2005), 

organizational commitment (Mowday, Steers, & Porter, 1979; Randall, Cropanzano, 

Bormann, & Birjulin, 1999) including turnover intensions (Allen, Shore, & Griffeth, 2003; 

Wayne et al., 1997).  High levels of perceived organizational support have been 

consistently found to result in positive employee outcomes (Aubé et al., 2007; Alder et al., 

2006; Masterson et al., 2000; Randall et al., 1999; Wayne et al., 1997).  

POS influences job outcomes through the relationship between the overall 

organizations and the employee, and is therefore expected to mediate the relationship 

between monitored email and job satisfaction/organizational commitment.  POS can 

influence job outcomes by providing employees with job flexibility, a positive working 

environment, and a positive work design, and there has been a great deal of research on 

how POS can influence job outcomes such as job satisfaction and organizational 

commitment (Alder et al., 2006; Smith & Tabak, 2009).   

POS is also likely to be an appropriate way to understand how monitoring can 

influence the relationship between the employee and the organization.  In organizations 
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where email monitoring is the norm, the employees’ interpretation of diminished trust will 

permeate the entire organization (and not just the manager).  Hence,    

 

Hypothesis 2: POS mediates the relationship between perceived email content 

monitoring (PECM) and job outcomes, such that the indirect effect through POS 

will decrease employees’ job satisfaction (H2a; negative indirect effect), decrease 

organizational commitment (H2b; negative indirect effect), increase stress (H2c; 

positive indirect effect), and increase work/life conflict (H2d; positive indirect 

effect). 

 

3.4.2 Monitoring Justice as a Moderator 

I expect that the extent of monitoring justice to moderate the mediated relationships 

between monitored email, social exchange, and job outcomes.  Key to the concept of justice 

is that a shared understanding of both the methods and motives of a manager or employee 

can have a positive influence on work outcomes.  Research relating to organizational 

justice suggests that employees are less inclined to have negative reactions to policies that 

are applied in a manner that is perceived to be appropriate to business needs (Alder, 2001; 

Alder et al., 2006).  If the leader/manager is able to perpetuate the perception of a just and 

fair methodology to monitor electronic communications of employees, then the extent of 

the negative impact on job outcomes is likely to not be as pronounced.  Where employees 

feel that the procedures that are employed by management encompass the precepts of 

justice, then they will be less likely to endure the negative implications of the email content 

monitoring that is undertaken. 
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The subjective perception of justice has been shown to influence job outcomes 

(Hosmer & Kiewitz, 2005; McNall & Roch, 2007), and is therefore an appropriate 

consideration in the investigation of electronic communication monitoring.  Employees use 

email in their workplace to communicate with their supervisors, which influences their 

reciprocal relationships and the corresponding level of LMX.  Similarly, the email 

communication throughout the overall organization, including employees with their 

coworkers as well as with their supervisors, influences the reciprocal relationships as 

measured by POS.  The degree to which these reciprocal social exchange relationships, as 

reinforced by email communication, is perceived to be treated fairly and appropriately in 

accordance with justice parameters will have an overall impact on employee job outcomes.   

As alluded to in prior sections, email communication monitoring is comparatively 

unique to business practices that would otherwise result in negative job outcomes and 

reduced productivity in that management is constrained from simply deciding to stop 

engaging in the activity.  The business risks of failing to monitor email communications is 

simply too great, regardless of the deleterious impact that it may have on employees.  

However, negative employee job outcomes are tempered when they understand and 

appreciate the reasons for monitoring electronic communications, and management 

promotes practices that engender justice. 

For the reasons described above, monitoring justice is expected to moderate the 

strength of the mediated relationship between perceived email content monitoring (PECM) 

and job outcomes through LMX and POS. Monitoring justice can only influence the 

relationship between the monitoring and social exchange to the extent that monitoring 

exists.  High levels of monitoring justice can be expected to reduce the negative effect of 
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monitoring through LMX/POS while low levels of monitoring justice increase the strength 

of the mediated relationships.  Accordingly,  

 

Hypothesis 3:  Monitoring justice will moderate the strength of the mediated 

relationships between perceived email content monitoring (PECM) and job 

satisfaction (H3a), organizational commitment (H3b), stress (H3c), and work/life 

conflict (H3d), via LMX, such that the mediated relationship will be weaker under 

high levels of monitoring justice than under low levels of monitoring justice. 

 

Hypothesis 4:  Monitoring justice will moderate the strength of the mediated 

relationships between perceived email content monitoring (PECM) and job 

satisfaction (H4a), organizational commitment (H4b), Stress (H4c), and Work/Life 

conflict (H4d) via POS, such that the mediated relationship will be weaker under 

high levels of monitoring justice than under low levels of monitoring justice. 

 

3.4.3 Social Exchange as Mediator of PEAM and Job Outcomes 

In that organizational norms of responsiveness expectations can be generated by 

managerial behavior, and these norms become pervasive throughout an organization, it is 

important to understand the influence of the social exchange mechanisms of both LMX 

and POS (Fonner & Roloff, 2010; Taylor et al., 2008).  Where the responsiveness 

expectations of managers diverge from that of the normative expectations of fellow 

employees and the overall culture of the organization, job outcomes can be affected (Lund, 

2003; Wayne et al., 1997).  
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The findings of research by Friedman and Currall (2003) suggested that delayed 

response times negatively influenced organizational commitment because disputes within 

the organization remained unresolved.  Conversely, consistently high levels of timely 

communication among employees enhance organizational knowledge that can increase 

employees’ commitment to the organization (Edmunds & Morris, 2000).  Additionally, 

where the responsiveness expectations of managers and the norms of an organization are 

at odds with employees’ capabilities, there is a heightened propensity for overall stress in 

the workplace (Allen & Shanock, 2012; Anderson et al., 2002). 

When managers do not expect their employees to use electronic communications 

at specific times or with any degree of immediacy, there is an indication of trust inherent 

with high levels of LMX.  For example, managers will be more likely to consider actual 

productivity rather than the immediate responses to electronic communications as 

indicators of efficiency.  Electronic messages are more likely to be perceived as showing 

support for employees rather than intrusive monitoring.  Moreover, communications are 

more likely to be undertaken in order to reciprocate positive behaviors rather than avoiding 

negative consequences of failing to reply.  In turn, this reciprocation of positive exchange 

among managers and their employees generates a reinforcing mechanism of a continuing 

trusting relationship.  In short, electronic communications are undertaken because 

employees determine that it is a benefit rather than a detriment to their performance 

capabilities.  Employees will not feel the requirement to adjust their behaviors in order to 

read or respond to emails, and instead can concentrate on their job tasks rather than fear 

reprisal from managers due to lack of communication.  A trusting reciprocal relationship 

will ensue, generating positive attitudinal outcomes.  Thus,  
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Hypothesis 5: LMX mediates the relationship between perceived email activity 

monitoring (PEAM) and job outcomes, such that the indirect effect through LMX 

will decrease employees’ job satisfaction (H5a; negative indirect effect), decrease 

organizational commitment (H5b; negative indirect effect), increase stress (H5c; 

positive indirect effect), and increase work/life conflict (H5d; positive indirect 

effect). 

 

Employees may perceive this level of trust throughout their organization.  At high 

levels of POS, the activity associated with using email communications is not the 

progenitor of value.  Rather, communication activities will be perceived without insidious 

implications and will engender reciprocity.  There will be an inclination to assume that 

their coworkers are engaged in work that will be mutually beneficial and are unable to 

respond to communications for legitimate reasons.  Ulterior motives will not be presumed.  

Instead, a mutually trusting culture will enable employees to focus on their work rather 

than expending effort to manage the expectations of their fellow employees.  The use of 

electronic communications therefore will exemplify high levels of POS, with resulting 

positive job outcomes.  Accordingly, 

 

Hypothesis 6: POS mediates the relationship between perceived email activity 

monitoring (PEAM) and job outcomes, such that the indirect effect through POS 

will decrease employees’ job satisfaction (H6a; negative indirect effect), decrease 

organizational commitment (H6b; negative indirect effect), increase stress (H6c; 
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positive indirect effect), and increase work/life conflict (H6d; positive indirect 

effect). 

 

3.4.4 Importance of Connectedness as a Moderator 

The importance that employees place on remaining connected to their organizations 

can amplify the social exchange mechanisms associated with responsiveness expectations.  

Perceptions of importance of activities within an organization have been noted in research 

as potential moderators (Caldwell, Herold, & Fedor, 2004; Edwards, 1996).  The 

moderating effects of importance on LMX and POS therefore warrant further investigation 

(Yukl et al., 2009).   

The mobility of information technology can facilitate electronic communications 

that enables employees to remain perpetually connected to their organizations.  Mobile 

technology has the propensity to create heightened expectations of responsiveness, and the 

culture of organizations can reinforce these expectations where employees determine that 

it is important to embrace these capabilities (Matusik & Mickel, 2011; Mazmanian et al., 

2006; Middleton & Cukier, 2006).  Further, employees who not only feel that the use of 

mobile technology is important, but also are comfortable in using this technology, are more 

likely to have positive attitudes regarding its use to remain connected to their organizations 

(Ahluwalia, Gimpel, & Varshney, 2010; Jarvenpaa & Staples, 2000; Minsky & Marin, 

1999). 

Employees may feel this connectedness is important to demonstrate efficiency and 

conformance to organizational responsiveness expectations.  Fender (2010) identified the 

level of connectedness facilitated by mobile technology as “electronic tethering” that 
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employees can determine is a positive influence in reinforcing relationships and enhancing 

their performance.  In particular, employees found that connectivity was important since it 

allowed expeditious responses to potential problems at work before they escalated into 

crises (Fender, 2010).  In a study conducted by Mazmanian et al. (2005), employees 

described their use of mobile communication devices over the weekend, while on vacation, 

or in non-work settings (e.g., golf courses) as monitoring their organization, rather than 

being monitored by managers or coworkers. 

Employees may determine that organizational connectedness is an invaluable asset 

for accomplishing tasks, signaling efficiency to managers and coworkers, and maintaining 

positive collaborative relationships (Mazmanian et al., 2005; Middleton & Cukier, 2006).  

Conversely, employees may determine that failing to remain connected to their 

organization would violate the expectations of responsiveness imposed upon them by their 

managers or coworkers (Bawden & Robinson, 2009; Gupta, 2007; Gwizdka, 2004).  

Regardless of the reasons, higher levels of social exchange resulting from the perceived 

importance of connectivity can exacerbate the impact of communication expectations on 

job outcomes. 

As was suggested earlier in my dissertation, an environment of high social 

exchange and anticipation of reciprocal benefits between employees and their managers 

will result in higher satisfaction, increased organizational commitment, decreased stress, 

and decreased work/life conflict.  In an environment where LMX is at high levels, 

employees are more likely to determine that remaining connected with their managers will 

facilitate great productivity.  In particular, greater responsiveness regardless of when the 

communications are initiated will enable both managers and their employees to address 
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concerns and perpetuate solutions before crises occur.  Moreover, there will be a greater 

incentive to interact because communications will be anticipated to be a source of support 

rather than oppression.  Accordingly, employees may direct their efforts on completing 

their work rather than suffering continuing interruptions in checking for incoming 

messages from their managers.  When connectivity is increased at these high levels of 

LMX, I propose that there will be a positive effect on job outcomes.  Accordingly,  

 

Hypothesis 7:  Employees’ perceived importance of connectedness will moderate 

the strength of the mediated relationship between perceived email activity 

monitoring (PEAM) and employees’ job satisfaction (H7a), organizational 

commitment (H7b), Stress (H7c), and Work/Life conflict (H7d) outcomes via LMX, 

such that the mediated relationship will be stronger under high levels of perceived 

importance than under low levels of perceived importance. 

 

Employees may have a greater level of connectedness preferences with others in 

their organization rather than with their managers.  This is more likely the case when 

responsiveness is driven by the desire to conform with organizational norms than with 

signaling competence to a manager.  For example, employees will be inclined to respond 

to communications from their coworkers as quickly as possible in order to provide mutual 

support.  This may be particularly important when there are shared goals within teams.  

Failing to respond quickly would potentially detriment the needs of their fellow employees.  

Higher levels of connectedness at all times may be perceived as necessary to provide 

resources to help everyone within their organization achieve their work tasks.  Where this 
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is the organizational environment, I hypothesize that POS will not only be a more 

influential mediator, but will also be intensified by the perceived importance of being 

highly connected with others in their organization.  Accordingly,  

 

Hypothesis 8:  Employees’ perceived importance of connectedness will moderate 

the strength of the mediated relationship between perceived email activity 

monitoring (PEAM) and employees’ job satisfaction (H8a), organizational 

commitment (H8b), Stress (H8c), and Work/Life conflict (H8d), outcomes via POS, 

such that the mediated relationship will be stronger under high levels of perceived 

importance than under low levels of perceived importance.   

 

4. MEASURES AND METHODOLOGY 

Survey methodology was used to obtain primary data in order to measure the 

constructs set forth in the research model.  Variables used in generating the constructs were 

comprised of those that needed to be created to test the model and well-established 

constructs.  These variables were then included in both a pilot study to determine the 

efficacy of the constructs, and then a full study to test the entire model.  The development 

of the constructs will first be addressed, then the testing procedure and results of the pilot 

study, followed by the analysis and discussion of the full study of the research model. 

 

4.1 Construct Development 

Perceived Email Content Monitoring (PECM) and Perceived Email Activity 

Monitoring (PEAM) have not been empirically tested in the extant literature.  These 
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concepts have been explored in qualitative research as indicated in the above literature 

review, but developed measurable items with a common scale were not available.  

Moreover, the construct of monitoring justice was comprised of four separate components.  

Procedural and informational justice were able to be modified to the context of email 

communications since these are well-developed constructs (Colquitt, Conlon, Wesson, 

Porter, & Ng, 2001), but the ethical and external considerations required formation of new 

questions in order to be tested.  There is also the possibility that these variables may not 

separate into distinct constructs so as to be empirically measured.   

In order to generate viable measures for use in the pilot study, the Q-sort method 

was used.  Q-sorting is a means by which quantifiable constructs can be derived from 

interviews, anecdotal statements, interview questions, and other qualitative research.  Q-

sorting is derived from Q-methodology based on a seminal work by Stephenson (1953) for 

use in social sciences and psychology research.  The focus is on assessing the correlation 

between specific questions to be asked in a survey rather than correlation between 

variables.  Those questions with acceptable levels of correlation are then set forth in a 

survey for further statistical analysis. 

  Q-sorting is used to pre-test items for survey analysis prior to inclusion in a survey 

(Nahm, Solis-Galvan, Rao, & Ragu-Nathan, 2002).  This methodology involves 

conceptualizing and formulating proposed survey questions resulting from extensive 

review of prevailing qualitative literature involving the context of the researching questions 

grounded in applicable existing theory.  These proposed survey questions are manually 

grouped (i.e., sorted) by individuals and are examined based on the level of correlation 

between subjects across the sample of all item (Alsaghier, Ford, Nguyen, & Hexel, 2009; 
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Nahm et al., 2002).  Multiple stages of the Q-sorting methodology were used to create the 

sample question set, assess its viability, and examine the associated validity to be included 

in the pilot study.   

In order to formulate constructs to investigate my research model, I specifically 

needed to generate new survey questions relating to: (1) perceived email content 

monitoring (PECM) and (2) perceived email activity monitoring (PEAM).  An extensive 

review of existing literature did not reveal quantitative studies of electronic communication 

monitoring for use in generating survey questions, as neither of these concepts have been 

explored quantitatively and existing measures were not available to be used or adapted.  

Further, two additional constructs: (1) the perceived ethics of email content monitoring, 

and (2) the influence of externalities on employees’ email usage behavior needed to be 

generated since existing literature does not provide validated measures.  These latter two 

measures were to be included in the monitoring justice construct measure, but Q-sorting 

was required so as to include the adapted measures for procedural and informational 

justice.  While these two justice constructs have been validated (Colquitt, 2001), there was 

the possibility that the adaptation of these measures to conform with the context of email 

usage would overlap with the ethics and externality measures.   

The initial Q-sorting process consisted of first generating a list of possible questions 

that could be potential set forth in a survey to measure the monitoring and monitoring 

justice measures.  This set of sample questions is known as the q-set (McKeown & Thomas, 

2013).  A comprehensive review of literature on monitoring, internet monitoring, email 

usage, communication, communication monitoring, and email monitoring resulted in a list 

in excess of fifty possible questions for each construct.  The items for PECM were adapted 
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from both qualitative studies of email communication monitoring (Tyler & Tang, 2003), 

as well as multiple studies that empirically measured electronic monitoring in general by 

managers (Holden & O'Toole 2004; Petronio, 2007; Snyder, 2010; Stanton, 2000).  The 

items for PEAM were generated from several studies that investigated employee behaviors 

in the workplace (Holden & O’Toole, 2004; Stanton, 2000; Tyler & Tang, 2003).   

This list was initially pared down by eliminating questions that did not conform to 

the theory of the current research model.  For example, questions that focused on the 

technology acceptance model (TAM), communication richness theory, or internet 

addiction were excluded.  A series of informal interviews with those who use email 

extensively in their work processes also enable elimination of questions to a more 

manageable number.   

The actual Q-sorting process utilized involved writing the sample questions on a 

set of cards that were provided to sorting participants, known as the p-set, who were asked 

to stack them in piles based on each person’s perception of where the he or she intuitively 

believed they should be grouped.  This sorting process is designed to generate a 

subjectively meaningful pattern (i.e., the q-sort), without any outside influence of the 

researcher.  It is important to note that not only the questions that needed to be created in 

the study were included in the sorting cards, but also all other questions that comprised 

validated constructs to be used in the study (e.g., LMX, POS, organizational commitment, 

stress, etc.) to ensure that the created questions were sufficiently distinct from existing 

measures.   

The subjects involved in the preliminary subjective sorting process were not given 

any structured categories to group the cards, nor was there a limit on the number of 
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categories that could be selected.  The first iteration of the sorting process allowed for 

subjects to identify questions that were found to be ambiguous or otherwise not conforming 

to a perceived grouping, allowing these questions to be reworded or eliminated as not 

providing any investigative value.  

Multiple iterations of the initial sorting process with separate individuals, so as to 

maintain impartial classification, resulted in further culling and reformulation of the 

questions to create a workable number of cards to be sorted.  Wording of the questions was 

also standardized to have similar language among the various constructs (i.e., all were 

written using passive, third person sentence construction).  Suggestions by subjects to 

include new questions or rewording of existing questions were subsequently set forth on 

additional card sets for sorting by new subjects in the Q-sorting process.  Following a 

multitude of iterations of this first unstructured stage of the Q-sorting methodology, the 

second stage was able to be conducted to allow for empirical evaluation of the newly-

established question set. 

The second round of Q-sorting involves providing the subjects with constructs 

grounded in the theory of the research model, and asks them to group the question cards in 

each construct category.  Subjects are also able to place cards subjectively determined to 

not fall in any category in a “not applicable” card pile.  The Q-sorting criteria table for the 

q-set are is forth in Table 2.  
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Table 2:  Second Round Q-Sorting Criteria 

  CATEGORIES   

  

Monitor-

ing:                  

Email 

Content 

Monitor-

ing:                      

Email 

Activity 

Monitor-

ing:               

Proce-

dural 

Justice 

Monitor-

ing:                 

Informa-

tional 

Justice   

Monitor-

ing:                        

Ethics 

Monitoring:            

External 

Justification  

Connected-

ness to 

Organiza-

tion 

Stress:                             

Work 

Environ-

ment 

Stress:                         

Email 

Overload 

Remarks        

Survey 

Question 

Email 

read by 

direct 

super-

visor. 

Usage of 

email 

monitor-

ed by 

direct 

super-

visor.  

Fairness 

of 

monitor-

ing 

proced-

ures used 

by direct 

super-

visor. 

Direct 

supervisor 

provides 

justification 

& allows  

partic-

ipation in 

developing 

monitoring 

procedures. 

Monitoring 

of email 

violates 

expect-

ations of 

privacy. 

Justification 

for monitor-

ing email 

that is not 

explicitly 

provided by 

direct super-

visor and/or 

organization. 

Using email 

is important 

to assist in 

performing 

employees' 

jobs.   

Emotional 

strain 

relating to 

overall 

working 

environ-

ment. 

Emotionally 

overwhelmed 

by workplace 

demands 

relating to 

the usage of 

email.    

(unclear, 

confusing, 

difficult to 

classify…) 

Regardless of 

email alerts, I 

have checked 

my email in 

the bathroom. 

                    

It is appropri-

ate for organi-

zations to 

monitor email 

in order to 

evaluate 

whether the 

emails may 

involve theft, 

fraud, or 

embezzlement.    
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 My direct 

supervisor 

keeps track of 

the amount of 

emails that I 

send. 

                    

I feel like I 

reply to emails 

and am not 

getting any-

thing else 

done. 

                    

My direct 

supervisor 

monitors my 

email to help 

me perform 

my job better. 

                    

My organiza-

tion does not 

need a formal 

policy 

regarding the 

appropriate use 

of email.    

                    

Everyone in 

my organiza-

tion is 

expected to 

respond to 

emails imme-

diately. 

                    

Overall, I feel 

that monitor-

ing email at 

work without 
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prior notice, is 

unethical. 

 My direct 

supervisor 

keeps track of 

how quickly I 

respond to 

emails. 

                    

My organiza-

tion has a well-

defined formal 

policy for 

appropriate 

email use (e.g., 

provided by 

Human 

Resources, in 

employee 

handbook, 

etc.). 

                    

With respect to 

monitoring my 

email, my 

direct super-

visor provides 

timely 

explanations. 

                    

My direct 

supervisor 

demonstrates a 

real interest in 

trying to be 

fair with 

his/her email 

monitoring 

practices. 
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My direct 

supervisor 

monitors my 

email to ensure 

I have enough 

resources to do 

my job. 

  

  

 

 

 

 

 

                

When I send 

emails at work, 

my direct 

supervisor 

evaluates how 

comprehensive 

they are. 

                    

My work 

causes me to 

feel over-

whelmed with 

all the things I 

have to do. 

                    

My direct 

supervisor has 

the expertise to 

understand 

how my use of 

email contrib-

utes to my 

work. 

                    

It is 

appropriate for 

organizations 

to monitor 

email in order 

to evaluate 

whether the 

emails may 
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result in legal 

liability. 

The amount of 

email I receive 

is overwhelm-

ing. 

                    

If I am away 

from my email 

too long, I get 

worried the in-

box is getting 

too big.   

                    

It is appropri-

ate for organi-

zations to 

monitor email 

in order to 

evaluate 

whether the 

emails may be 

considered in-

appropriate, 

hostile, or 

harassment. 

                    

 My direct 

supervisor 

takes my email 

monitoring 

concerns into 

account. 

                    

 My direct 

supervisor 

keeps track of 

when I send 

                    



 

 

 

5
6
 

emails (work-

day, evening, 

weekend). 

With respect to 

monitoring my 

email, my 

direct super-

visor provides 

thorough 

explanations. 

                    

Overall, I feel 

that monitor-

ing and/or 

recording of 

email is an 

unethical 

violation of 

privacy. 

                    

I couldn't do 

my job without 

email. 

                    

When I send 

emails at work, 

my direct 

supervisor 

evaluates 

whether they 

are worth the 

time to read in 

their entirety. 

                    

My direct 

supervisor 

monitors my 

email to help 

coordinate my 

job efforts with 
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other 

employees. 

I constantly 

check my 

email. 

                    

If something is 

truly 

important, the 

person sending 

an email will 

contact me 

directly (by 

phone or in 

person).  

                    

With respect to 

monitoring my 

email, my 

direct super-

visor provides 

reasonable 

explanations. 

                    

My work 

causes me to 

feel used up at 

the end of the 

workday. 

                    

Overall, I feel 

that even with 

prior notice, 

monitoring 

email at work 

is unethical.  
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When I send 

emails at work, 

my direct 

supervisor 

evaluates how 

detailed they 

are.  

                    

When I am not 

checking my 

email I often 

feel agitated. 

                    

I have made 

successful 

attempts to 

reduce my use 

of email.  

                    

My direct 

supervisor 

collects 

accurate infor-

mation from 

the emails that 

are monitored. 

                    

When I send 

emails at work, 

my direct 

supervisor 

evaluates their 

tone & style. 

                    

Regardless of 

email alerts, I 

have checked 

my email when 

driving my car. 

                    

I spend much 

of my day 

dealing with 
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unnecessary 

emails. 

My direct 

supervisor 

gives me an 

opportunity to 

voice my 

concerns with 

email monitor-

ing practices. 

                    

My direct 

supervisor 

ensures that 

email monitor-

ing practices 

are applied 

consistently. 

                    

With respect to 

monitoring my 

email, my 

direct super-

visor provides 

adequate 

justification. 

                    

My work 

causes me to 

feel burned out 

or stressed. 

                    

Overall, I feel 

that monitor-

ing email is 

necessary in 

the current 

business 

environment. 
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My work 

causes me to 

feel 

emotionally 

drained. 

                    

I anticipate 

that every new 

email will be 

important 

enough to read 

immediately. 

                    

Regardless of 

email alerts, I 

have checked 

my email 

while 

completing 

surveys 

(including this 

one). 

                    

I believe that I 

have the ability 

to deal with 

email 

effectively.  

                    

Everyone in 

my organiza-

tion is 

expected to 

respond to 

emails regard-

less of when 

the messages 

are sent. 
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 This second round of q-sorting is then analyzed to determine the factors that emerge 

for each person using q-analysis, yielding a set of factors that exhibit the participants’ 

subject set points of view.  Here, I used two separate methods to evaluate the validity and 

reliability of the survey questions to be included in the pilot survey.  The first method was 

the “hit ratio” (Moore & Benbast, 1991; Nahm et al., 2002), which indicates the percentage 

of how often a card was placed in the intended target construct associated with the research 

model.  This method is useful for two reasons.  First, a high percentage of hits indicates 

that the construct indeed captures the subjective determination of the participants that the 

questions fall into a similar category.  Secondly, if there are any questions that are not 

placed into the theoretical target category, but instead are grouped in another category, that 

would suggest that the questions are potentially representative of a different construct.   

The second method of validity and reliability testing for the q-sort was the 

calculation of Cohen’s Kappa coefficient of agreement (Cohen, 1960; Nahm et al., 2002).  

Cohen’s Kappa is the proportion of agreement among card sorters after chance is excluded.  

This calculation requires that the units are independent, the scales are independent, and the 

judges work independently.  Throughout this process, all of these conditions were met.  

Moreover, the inclusion of multiple constructs gave the card sorting participants notable 

leeway to select alternative categories so as to not arbitrarily force them to subjectively 

place cards into predetermined categories.  Using the notation set forth by Alsaghier et al. 

(2009: 302), Cohen’s Kappa is calculated by multiplying the total number of items sorted 

(Ni) by the total number of items agreed upon by the judges (Xii), and subtracting the sum 

of the items in each row (Xi+) and each column (X+i).  This difference is percent of 

agreement above which is due to chance.  The difference is then standardized by dividing 
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by the maximum possible agreement (N2 – Σi (Xi+ X+i)) (Alsaghier et al., 2009: 302).  

Accordingly,  

                                                        𝑘 =
N𝑖 ∗ X𝑖𝑖 – Σ𝑖 (X𝑖+  X+𝑖)

𝑁2 – Σ𝑖 (X𝑖+ X+𝑖)
                                               (1) 

Interpreting Cohen’s Kappa to determine the level of agreement beyond that of chance in 

terms of a minimum score has been addressed, with the general guideline that a value 

above 0.76 to be considered an excellent level of agreement (Landis & Koch, 1977; 

Nahm et al., 2002).   

 In my study, eighteen theoretical constructs were provided to four participants who 

had not been involved in prior sorting rounds so as to minimize bias.  These sorters were 

randomly selected and had sufficient experience with the subject matter to have an 

appropriate means to subjectively sort the items into piles.  Upon completion, the sorted 

piles were tabulated so the associated hit ratio and Cohen Kappa statistics could be 

calculated.  This analysis is set forth in Table 3. 
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Table 3:  Q-sort Analysis 

 

 
Actual Categories 

  

  Construct 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 Total % Hits 

T
h

eo
re

ti
ca

l 
C

o
n

st
ru

ct
s 

1 30 2                                 32 93.8% 

2   7                   1             8 87.5% 

3     22                         2     24 91.7% 

4       24                             24 100.0% 

5         25       2   1               28 89.3% 

6           19 2     1 2               24 79.2% 

7           3 21     1 3               28 75.0% 

8               15 1                   16 93.8% 

9               1 15                   16 93.8% 

10           2 2     25 3               32 78.1% 

11           1 1     1 25               28 89.3% 

12                       14 2           16 87.5% 

13                       2 14           16 87.5% 

14                           16         16 100.0% 

15                         1   27       28 96.4% 

16                               15 1   16 93.8% 

17                                 16   16 100.0% 

18     1                             7 8 87.5% 

  Total 30 9 23 24 25 25 26 16 18 28 34 17 17 16 27 17 17 7 376  

 
                   

  

Questions in     q-set: 8 2 6 6 7 6 7 4 4 8 7 4 4 4 7 4 4 2   
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Table 3:  Q-sort Analysis (Continued) 
 

Number of Sorters:  4 

 
CONSTRUCTS:   

 

1 connectedness     10 Monitoring Justice (external justification)  

2 responsiveness culture    11 Monitoring Justice (Ethics)   

3 Stress-email     12 POS       

4 Perceived Email Content Monitoring (PECM) 13 Trust (in Organization)       

5 Perceived Email Activity Monitoring (PEAM) 14 Satisfaction       

6 Monitoring Justice (Procedural)   15 OC         

7 Monitoring Justice (Informational)  16 Stress (Overall)         

8 LMX      17 Work/Life Balance (Overall)       

9 Trust (in Supervisor)    18 Work/Life Balance (Email)       

 

Overall Placements: 376 

Overall Hits: 337 

 

Overall Hit Ratio: 89.60% 
    

Kappa:  88.94% 
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   As indicated in the table, the overall hit ratio was 89.6%.  The constructs relating 

to monitoring justice, specifically those of procedural, informational, and ethical 

considerations, did have hit ratios at 79.2%, 75.0%, and 78.1% respectively, and there was 

not a separate category that had a large number of items placed.  Further, procedural and 

informational justice constructs are comparatively well-defined in the literature.  

Accordingly, these constructs were determined to be validly and reliably represented by 

this analysis for use in the pilot study.  The Cohen’s Kappa statistic, used to determine the 

overall validity of the construct formulation process, was calculated to be 88.94%.  As 

suggested by Landis & Koch (1977), this is an excellent degree of agreement beyond pure 

chance.  Combined with the comparatively high hit ratio and the multiple iterations 

involved in formulating and testing the questions, the survey instrument was determined to 

be sufficiently ready for survey testing. 

 

4.2 Constructs 

 

4.2.1 Perceived Email Content Monitoring (PECM)  

PECM was measured by questioning the extent to which employees perceive that 

the content of their email messages is monitored by someone in their organization (e.g., 

supervisor, human resources, risk management department, etc.).  The first component 

used six items to indicate the general levels of monitoring of electronic communications 

perceived by employees.  Sample items included “The content of all emails sent and 

received at work are monitored in my organization,” and “Someone in my organization 

reads my email regardless of who I send it to.”   
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4.2.2 Perceived Email Activity Monitoring (PEAM) 

Perceived Email Activity Monitoring (PEAM) identified as the extent to which 

employees perceive that their email usage and activities in the workplace are being 

monitored was measured using three items.  The three questions that were asked were: 

“The amount of emails that I send is monitored,” “How quickly I respond to emails is 

monitored,” and “When I send emails on a workday is monitored.”  

 

4.2.3 Leader-Member Exchange (LMX) 

The questionnaire used a well-established four-item measure for LMX that 

included questions such as “In general, my supervisor(s) understand my job problems and 

needs” (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995), and “In general, my supervisor(s) and I share a positive 

working relationship” (Masterson et al., 2000).   

 

4.2.4 Perceived Organizational Support (POS) 

The measure for POS included four questions validated by past research 

(Eisenberger et al., 2001; Masterson et al., 2000).  Sample questions included, “In general, 

everyone in my organization strongly considers my goals and values,” and “In general, 

everyone in my organization is willing to help me when I have a problem.”   

 

4.2.5 Monitoring Justice  

The construct of monitoring justice was formulated using the four components of 

procedural justice, informational justice, ethics, and external justification.  The monitoring 
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justice questions were formulated and validated as discussed above using the q-sorting 

process and grounded in existing literature. 

Procedural justice, identified as the perceived fairness of procedures used in 

evaluating the content or usage of employees’ email communications, was measured using 

a six-item scale that has been validated in existing justice literature adapted to encompass 

email monitoring (Alder, Ambrose, & Noel, 2006; Colquitt, 2001; Folger & Konovsky, 

1989; Leventhal et al., 1980; Niehoff & Moorman, 1993; Paschal et al., 2009).  Sample 

items included, “My email monitoring concerns are taken into account,” and “I have an 

opportunity to voice my concerns with how my emails are monitored.”   

Informational justice, which measured the perceived efforts to explain how the 

content or usage of email communications is used, also conformed to existing literature 

(Colquitt, 2001; Leventhal et al., 1980; Niehoff & Moorman, 1993; Stanton, 2000).  These 

items were further adapted to four questions that focused on PECM.  Sample items included 

“Explanations that I have been provided regarding email monitoring practices at my job 

are thorough,” and “Explanations that I have been provided regarding email monitoring 

practices at my job are reasonable.” 

Employee perception of the ethical implications of email content monitoring were 

measured using questions adapted to focus on privacy implications (Agarwal & Rodhain, 

2002; Arnesen & Weiss, 2007; Hodson et al., 1999: Kidwell & Sprague, 2009; Vaught et 

al., 2000).  Seven questions were set forth to measure participants’ perceived level of the 

ethical consequences of email monitoring.  Sample items included, “Monitoring of email 

is an unethical violation of privacy,” and “Monitoring email at work, without prior notice, 

is unethical.” 
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External justification for email monitoring was adapted from literature that 

addressed legitimate business related purposes for email monitoring.  Eight questions were 

presented, including questions such as “My email is monitored to help me perform my job 

better,” and “My email is monitored to ensure I have enough resources to do my job” 

(Arnesen & Weiss, 2007; Paschal et al., 2009).  Justification for monitoring based on legal 

risk mitigation was also measured (Friedman & Reed, 2007).  Sample items included, “My 

email is monitored to protect from theft, fraud, or embezzlement,” and “My email is 

monitored to avoid legal liability.” 

 

4.2.6 Connectedness Importance   

Data relating to the importance of connectedness, defined as the perception held by 

employees that using email is important to assist in performing their jobs, was collected 

and measured in two components.  First, general importance attributed to the use of email 

was adapted from literature that included “importance” in the research analysis (Barley et 

al., 2011; Fender, 2010; Hair, Renaud, & Ramsay, 2007; Ramsay & Renaud, 2011; Tyler 

& Tang, 2003).  Eight questions were constructed for the survey.  Sample items included 

“I absolutely couldn’t do my job without email,” and “I anticipate that every new email 

will be important enough to read immediately.”  The second set of questions asked for 

specific instances where employees used email.  A sample question was “Regardless of 

email alerts, I have checked my work-related email in the bathroom.” 
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4.2.7 Satisfaction  

Job satisfaction was measured using a four-item scale well-represented in justice 

and monitoring literature (Chalykoff & Kochan, 1989; Nagy, 2002; O'Reilly & Caldwell, 

1981).  Sample items included “Overall, I am satisfied with my job,” and “I am generally 

satisfied with the kind of work I do in this job.” 

 

4.2.8 Organizational Commitment (OC)  

A seven-item scale for organizational commitment was developed by Meyer and 

Allen (1984) and was subsequently utilized in monitoring research (Alder et al., 2006; 

Eisenberger et al., 2001; Wayne et al., 2002).  Sample questions included, “I am proud to 

tell others that I am part of this organization,” and “I feel a sense of ‘ownership’ for this 

organization rather than just being an employee.” 

 

4.2.9 Stress 

The altitudinal outcome of stress was comprised of two separate components.  The 

first group of four questions measured the emotional or psychological strain experienced 

by employee relating to work-related tasks and working environment in general (Anderson 

et al., 2002; Edwards, 1996; Maslach & Jackson, 1981).  One sample item was “My work 

causes me to feel emotionally drained.”   

The second portion of the measurement of stress utilized questions that were 

focused on email overload in the workplace (Barley et al., 2011; Hair et al., 2007).  Six 

items measured employees’ perception of being emotionally overwhelmed by the demands 

placed on them at the workplace relating to the usage of email.  Sample items included 
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“The amount of email I receive is overwhelming, and “I feel like I reply to emails and am 

not getting anything else done.” 

 

4.2.10 Work/Life Conflict 

The work/life conflict attitudinal outcome was also separated into both general and 

email-specific components.  General measures of conflict were obtained from established 

research (Anderson et al., 2002; Moore, 2000).  Four questions were included, with sample 

questions as “The demands of my work interfere with my personal/family life,” and “The 

demands of my work drain me of the energy to do things with my personal/family life.”  

Conflict relating specifically to email usage was adapted from Turel et al. (2011).  The two 

questions that were used in the survey were, “Using email has sometimes interfered with 

my personal/family activities,” and “Arguments have sometimes arisen with my friends 

&/or family because of the time I spend on email.” 

 

4.2.11 Controls 

An initial screen-out question was included in the survey to ensure that only those 

respondents who use email to a reasonable extent were included in the survey.  An arbitrary 

cutoff level of five work-related emails sent or received on a typical workday was selected.  

The question used to screen-out those who did not extensively use emails was, “On a 

typical workday, I SEND and/or RECEIVE at least five (5) work-related emails,” with the 

scale ranging from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree”.  Those who did not answer with 

a score of at least a middle or “neutral” score, or higher, were excluded from the survey 

response pool.    
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Responsiveness culture, defined as the extent to which employees are expected to 

respond to emails based on organizational norms, was also included as a control.  This 

control was included based on interview responses and suggestions from individuals who 

participated in the q-sorting process who indicated that this cultural influence impacted 

their behavior.  The two questions included in the survey were, “Everyone in my 

organization is expected to respond to work-related emails immediately” and “Everyone in 

my organization is expected to respond to work-related emails regardless of when the 

messages are sent.” 

Demographic controls included the respondents’ firm size (logged), work 

experience (overall, with their employer, and in their current position), age, gender, 

primary industry (by North American Industry Classification), and job role.  

 

5. DATA ANALYSIS & RESULTS 

 

5.1 Pilot Study 

Having compiled the suitable q-set of questions with a sufficient Kappa score, a 

pilot study was developed to further determine the validity of the survey questions and 

reduce the length of the eventual survey to be used.  The purpose of the pilot study is to 

clarify questions, determine where there is ambiguity, and ultimately reduce the final 

number of questions for the full study so that it will not be too cumbersome for a large 

group of respondents (de Vaus, 2014).  A discussion of the administration of the pilot study 

as well as an analysis of the findings, are set forth in Appendix 1.  The survey questions 

for the constructs used for the pilot study and adjusted for the full study, the existing and 
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adapted measures, and the supporting literature used to develop these constructs are set 

forth in Appendix 2.  Appendix 3 is a copy of the paper survey used for the acquiring the 

pilot study data. 

 

5.2 Full Study; H1-H4 

In order to acquire a broad sampling of respondents to the survey and investigate 

the results, an online gathering of data methodology was used.  Online surveys have the 

benefit of accessing a larger sampling pool than one constrained by convenience or 

geographic location, and can require respondents to answer all relevant questions in a 

prescribed order, obviating the need to omit incomplete survey responses.  So long as the 

respondents are comfortable with the technology required to take the survey, online 

methodology can be highly effective (Evans & Mathur, 2005; Fender, 2010).  To make the 

online survey more manageable, the survey questions were pared down as much as 

possible, while still retaining the validated constructs set forth in the pilot study.  The final 

survey still remained a sizable 77-question instrument.  The only notable exception to 

maintaining the same number of questions for each construct was the construct of 

satisfaction as a dependent variable, which was reduced to a single-item measure (“In 

general, I am satisfied at my work.”), which was considered to be appropriate based on 

Wanous, Reichers, & Hudy (1997).  Further, the Likert scale was reduced from 1-7 to 1-5 

in order to more easily facilitate administration of the online survey platform. 

For the full study, Surveymonkey.com was used as the program to distribute the 

final survey, as well as obtain the appropriate panel to which the instrument was to be 

administered.  Anonymity was maintained, and a broad set of participants was able to be 
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engaged allowing for greater variance (Buchanan & Hvizdak, 2009).  These two 

components were of particular importance since the research questions involve monitoring 

of electronic communications and have a wide-ranging context that would potentially be 

constrained if restricted to a single organization or region.  Surveymonkey.com was 

retained to administer the survey to the potential respondents who fit two basic criteria (i.e., 

older than age 18 and familiar with the use of email), with the minimum requirement of 

obtaining 400 fully completed surveys.  The survey was to be openly offered to potential 

respondents for two weeks, or until the number of responses was achieved.  In less than 24 

hours, 924 responses were logged, prompting Surveymonkey.com to close the survey.  

According to the company representative, this was an immensely successful response rate, 

particularly in light of the length of the final survey that could take well in excess of fifteen 

minutes to complete.  

After cleaning the data to delete responses that were incomplete or were removed 

based on screen-out questions (e.g., the respondent did not send or receive at least five 

work-related emails per day), 581 completed surveys were able to be used for the full 

analysis.  The Surveymonkey.com survey, including subjective responses from the 

respondents for the final open-ended question, is included as Appendix 4.  Summary 

statistics for the full survey are set forth in Table 4, and the correlation matrix is set forth 

in Table 5.   

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

74 

 

Table 4: Summary Statistics  (Full Study) 

 
    N Mean S.D. Min. Max. 

1 
Perceived Email Content 

Monitoring (PECM) 
581 4.037 0.856 1 5 

2 
Perceived Email Activity 

Monitoring (PEAM) 
581 2.916 1.118 1 5 

3 Leader-Member Exchange (LMX) 581 3.960 0.848 1 5 

4 
Perceived Organizational Support 

(POS) 
581 3.765 0.868 1 5 

5 Monitoring Justicea 581 3.766 0.667 1 5 

6 Monitoring Justice (procedural) 581 3.547 0.748 1 5 

7 Monitoring Justice (informational) 581 3.790 0.887 1 5 

8 Monitoring Justice (externalities) 581 3.961 0.776 1 5 

9 
Monitoring Justice (ethical 

considerations) 
581 3.593 0.888 1 5 

10 Connectedness 581 4.098 0.641 1 5 

11 Satisfaction 581 3.945 0.969 1 5 

12 Organizational Commitment (OC) 581 3.830 0.912 1 5 

13 Stress 581 2.990 0.852 1 5 

14 Work/Life Conflict  581 2.615 0.986 1 5 

15 Responsiveness Culture (control) 581 3.443 0.936 1 5 

16 Hrs. worked [week] (control) 581 39.475 10.506 5 60 

17 Tenure (years) (control) 581 10.275 7.527 1 25 

18 Years in current position (control) 581 7.675 6.482 1 25 

19 Employees (control) 581 505.702 287.823 5 750 

20 Age (control) 578 42.997 11.179 22 60 

21 Gender (control) 577 0.322 0.468 
391 

Female 
186 

Male 

 

  aMonitoring Justice:  procedural, informational, and externalities combined



 

 

 

 

 

7
5
 

Table 5: Correlation  (Full Study) 

  Variable: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1 PECM 1.00                   

2 PEAM 0.26* 1.00                 

3 LMX 0.18* 0.21* 1.00               

4 POS 0.10* 0.31* 0.60* 1.00             

5 MJa 0.39* 0.45* 0.48* 0.51* 1.00           

6 MJ (procedural) 0.20* 0.42* 0.42* 0.52* 0.81* 1.00         

7 MJ (informational) 0.28* 0.31* 0.44* 0.44* 0.88* 0.60* 1.00       

8 MJ (externalities) 0.50* 0.39* 0.33* 0.32* 0.79* 0.43* 0.55* 1.00     

9 MJ (ethical) 0.10* -0.32* 0.18* 0.05* 0.12* -0.07* 0.14* 0.23* 1.00   

10 Connectedness 0.13* 0.22* 0.18* 0.25* 0.27* 0.27* 0.21* 0.19* 0.05* 1.00 

11 Satisfaction 0.04* 0.23* 0.56* 0.60* 0.46* 0.43* 0.41* 0.29* 0.08* 0.18* 

12 OC 0.06* 0.23* 0.51* 0.68* 0.47* 0.47* 0.42* 0.27* 0.10* 0.25* 

13 Stress 0.11* 0.31* -0.10* -0.02 0.09* 0.11* 0.03* 0.10* -0.41* 0.09* 

14 Work/Life Conflict 0.14* 0.34* -0.08* -0.02 0.16* 0.19* 0.08* 0.14* -0.39* 0.10* 

15 Responsiveness 0.16* 0.55* 0.17* 0.22* 0.29* 0.28* 0.21* 0.25* -0.20* 0.23* 

16 Hrs. worked [week] 0.00 -0.09* -0.07* 0.00 -0.09* -0.12* -0.08* -0.02 0.10* 0.00 

17 Tenure (years) 0.05* 0.04* -0.01 -0.02 0.07* 0.02 0.10* 0.06* -0.01 0.04* 

18 Yrs. (current pos.) 0.01 0.09* 0.01 -0.02 0.07* 0.07* 0.07* 0.02 -0.05* -0.03* 

19 Employees [log] 0.05* -0.10* 0.03 -0.08* 0.00 -0.11* 0.03 0.08* 0.09* -0.03* 

20 Age 0.02 -0.13* -0.01 -0.07* -0.04* -0.12* 0.01 -0.02 0.20* -0.09* 

21 Gender 0.00 0.18* 0.02 0.09* 0.20* 0.22* 0.15* 0.13* -0.18* 0.03* 

           Notes: *p<0.05; aMonitoring Justice:  procedural, informational, and externalities combined 
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Table 5: Correlation  (Full Study) (continued) 

  Variable: 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 

11 Satisfaction 1.00                   

12 OC 0.78* 1.00                 

13 Stress -0.16* -0.07* 1.00               

14 Work/Life Conflict -0.16* -0.07* 0.75* 1.00             

15 Responsiveness 0.19* 0.20* 0.25* 0.28* 1.00           

16 Hrs. worked [week] -0.02 0.02 0.13* 0.11* -0.01 1.00         

17 Tenure (years) 0.03* 0.03* 0.14* 0.07* 0.06* 0.10* 1.00       

18 Yrs. (current pos.) 0.00 0.03* 0.13* 0.10* 0.06* 0.02 0.63* 1.00     

19 Employees [log] 0.02 -0.06* -0.05* -0.09* -0.14* 0.06* 0.08* -0.02 1.00   

20 Age -0.02 -0.02 -0.17* -0.20* -0.10* 0.01 0.39* 0.33* 0.07* 1.00 

21 Gender 0.07* 0.03* 0.11* 0.17* 0.14* -0.04* 0.06* 0.08* -0.07* 0.01 

  Notes: *p<0.05 
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Next, the data were evaluated to determine the statistical validity of the constructs 

originally developed for the survey using the q-sorting method.  While the Cohen’s Kappa 

score resulting from this q-sorting methodology suggested that the questions set forth in 

the survey were appropriate, two methods were employed to evaluate whether the questions 

were likely to be effective in measuring the variables of interest in the full study.  The 

constructs of Perceived Email Content Monitoring (PECM) and Perceived Email Activity 

Monitoring (PEAM), as well as the components of Monitoring Justice, comprised of 

procedural, informational, ethical, and external considerations, as were evaluated using q-

sorting, and were subjected to exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and the calculation of the 

Cronbach’s Alpha statistic for each construct.  I will discuss each of these analyses in turn.   

 

5.2.1 Exploratory Factor Analysis and Results (Full Study; H1-H4) 

In order to replicate the procedure used for the pilot study using the broader data 

set for the full study, the full research model was parsed to a conceptual research model to 

separately investigate hypotheses 1-4.  This reduced model, set forth in Figure 2, allowed 

for the determination of factors that would emerge from the data for consistent testing of 

the PECM relationship on job outcome dependent variables.   
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Figure 2:  Conceptual Research Model for Hypotheses 1-4 

 

A full examination of exploratory factor analysis (EFA) on all relevant constructs in the 

entire research model was also conducted, and will be discussed when addressing 

hypotheses H5-H8 below. 

Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) is used to determine the validity of a construct 

that has a scale without an established measure.  It allows each item, i.e., survey question, 

to freely load on each measure without restriction.  Eigenvalues greater than 1.0 are 

considered significant, and suggest that the items are properly reflecting the construct, with 

factor loadings with an absolute value of at least 0.30 considered acceptable (Hair, 

Anderson, Tatham, & Black 2009: 116).   

In conducting the EFA on the full study data for those constructs to be investigated 

for hypotheses 1-4, a preliminary finding using principal factor analysis with varimax 

orthogonal rotation was that only 4 factors emerged at the traditional cutoff with 
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Eigenvalues greater than 1.0, with a fifth factor (PECM) close to this cutoff at 0.93, as 

shown in Table 6a and Table 6b.   

 

Table 6a: Exploratory Factor Analysis (Full Study) – H1-H4 

 

Variable 
MJ: Informa-

tional 
POS LMX 

MJ: 

Ethical 

mj_inf1 0.702 0.157 0.173 0.040 

mj_inf2 0.833 0.158 0.154 -0.034 

mj_inf3 0.774 0.178 0.168 0.131 

mj_inf4 0.797 0.221 0.190 -0.050 

pos1 0.237 0.727 0.289 -0.077 

pos2 0.191 0.778 0.267 0.009 

pos3 0.178 0.796 0.290 0.050 

pos4 0.155 0.788 0.265 -0.064 

lmx1 0.251 0.300 0.721 0.038 

lmx2 0.159 0.298 0.770 0.086 

lmx3 0.173 0.252 0.809 0.082 

lmx4 0.148 0.301 0.748 0.041 

mj_ethic1 0.073 0.009 0.072 0.864 

mj_ethic2 -0.018 -0.036 0.060 0.867 

mj_ethic3 0.035 -0.007 0.042 0.861 

mj_ethic4 0.250 0.127 0.138 0.360 

 

          Note:  Bold values are factor loadings on constructs.   
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Table 6a: Exploratory Factor Analysis (Full Study) – H1-H4 (continued) 

 

Variable PECM 
MJ: 

External 

MJ: 

Procedural 

pecm1 0.715 0.262 0.003 

pecm2 0.725 0.096 0.024 

pecm3 0.688 0.093 0.009 

pecm4 0.771 0.17 0.056 

mj_ext1 0.328 0.592 0.045 

mj_ext2 0.241 0.691 0.056 

mj_ext3 0.335 0.621 0.025 

mj_ext4 0.206 0.43 0.307 

mj_proc1 0.162 0.098 0.411 

mj_proc2 -0.093 0.091 0.362 

mj_proc3 0.162 0.205 0.299 

mj_proc4 0.031 0.048 0.54 

 

             Note:  Bold values are factor loadings on constructs.   

 

Table 6b:  Exploratory Factor Analysis (Full Study) (continued) – H1-H4 

 

Variable Factor Eigenvalue Variance %  Cumulative % 

MJ Informational 1 8.55 50.78% 50.78% 

POS 2 2.97 17.63% 68.41% 

LMX 3 2.64 15.67% 84.08% 

MJ Ethical 4 1.61 9.56% 93.64% 

PECM 5 0.93 5.52% 99.16% 

MJ External 6 0.65 3.87% 103.03% 

MJ Procedural 7 0.49 2.94% 105.97% 

 

 

Table 6c:  Varimax Orthogonal Rotation Matrix Variance 

 

Variable Factor Variance Proportion % Cumulative % 

MJ Informational 1 3.81 22.63% 22.63% 

POS 2 3.21 19.07% 41.70% 

LMX 3 2.97 17.62% 59.31% 

MJ Ethical 4 2.72 16.18% 75.50% 

PECM 5 2.59 15.39% 90.89% 

MJ External 6 1.68 9.97% 100.86% 

MJ Procedural 7 0.86 5.11% 105.97% 
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The varimax orthogonal rotation matrix, shown in Table 6c, further shows that 

cumulative variance is less than 100% with the inclusion of PECM as a factor, but is in 

excess of 100% with more than five factors retained.  Hair et al. (2009) suggested that scree 

plots are another means to determine the appropriate number of factors to retain, 

particularly when supported by theory.  Scree plots, with parallel analysis, graphically 

represent each factor as it compares to others that may emerge.  The inflection point at 

which the plotted line flattens above the parallel determines the demarcation between 

significant and non-significant factors.  The graphic analysis is particularly instructive 

when multiple constructs are being investigated, and Eigenvalues may have a value of less 

than 1.0, yet still can account for significant variance (Hair et al., 2009: 109).  The scree 

plot with associated parallel analysis for the full study, hypotheses 1-4, is set forth in Figure 

3.  The inflection point indicates that PECM as a fifth factor from the theoretical model 

should appropriately be retained in that it is above the parallel analysis line. 
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Figure 3: Exploratory Factor Analysis (Full Study) – H1-H4; Scree Plot of 

Eigenvalues and Parallel Analysis 

 

5.2.2 Reliability and Validity (Full Study; H1-H4) 

Internal consistency was evaluated to ensure that each item was properly related to 

the construct.  Chronbach’s Alpha was calculated to find each construct’s coefficient of 

reliability.  Reliability is generally considered sufficient where the coefficient value is 

greater than 0.7 (Fornell & Larcker, 1981).  Additionally, validity was further measured in 

terms of composite reliability, which has been found to be a more robust test, and again 

has a generally accepted cutoff above 0.7 (Peterson & Kim, 2013).   

Internal validity met acceptable standards in that all five of the constructs, including 

PECM, achieved a Cronbach’s Alpha and composite reliability greater than 0.7, as 

indicated in Table 7.   
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Table 7:  Reliability and Validity (Full Study) – H1-H4 

    α CR 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 
MJ 

Informational 
0.904 0.896 0.778       

2 POS 0.798 0.897 0.193 0.773      

3 LMX 0.912 0.891 0.187 0.289 0.762     

4 MJ Ethical 0.810 0.865 0.132 0.066 0.086 0.769    

5 PECM 0.844 0.835 0.126 0.025 0.068 0.089 0.725   

6 MJ External 0.823 0.767 0.290 0.128 0.116 0.138 0.283 0.591  

7 MJ Procedural 0.712 0.550 0.330 0.261 0.168 0.249 0.125 0.125 0.413 

 Notes: Composite Reliability (CR) = (Σλi)2/[(Σλi)2+Σ(error variances)] where λi is component 

loading.  

Bold values along the diagonal are square root of the AVE (Average Variance Extracted). 

 

 

Determining the validity of the constructs was then undertaken.  In particular, 

discriminant validity, where the constructs should be distinct and not correlate too highly, 

was measured (Bagozzi, Yi, & Phillips, 1991).  Discriminant validity is ascertained using 

Average Variance Extracted (AVE) analysis.  Where the square root of each latent 

construct AVE is larger than any correlation of any pair of any individual construct, then 

discriminant validity is established (Gefen & Straub, 2005).  Validity is also demonstrated 

for the five constructs with eigenvalues > 0.9, in that all AVE values are greater than an 

inter-item correlation, again as shown in Table 7.   

Overall, the informational portion of justice emerged as the most dominant factor, 

with an eigenvalue of 8.55.  Both of the constructs of procedural and external justice did 

not emerge as factors and had poor convergent validity. 

.  
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5.2.3 Hypothesis Testing (Full Study; H1-H4) 

Despite it achieving an eigenvalue of 1.6, ethics of monitoring was excluded from 

the model to focus on the effects of the informational component of monitoring justice, 

without potentially confounding results of a formative construct of monitoring justice.  

Moreover, intuition suggests that respondents may determine any monitoring is unethical 

irrespective of other variables and considerations in the organization.  Some of the 

subjective comments from the respondents for the last question of the survey, shown in 

Appendix 4, suggest support for this interpretation.  As such, ethical considerations would 

potentially override all other observations.  It should be noted that all models were run 

including monitoring ethics as a control with similar results as those set forth in this 

dissertation, but without any increased explanatory power and some reduction of statistical 

significance.  The effects of ethical considerations in a more comprehensive model are left 

as an opportunity for future research.  Accordingly, to focus on the moderating effect of 

informational justice as the most robust component of monitoring justice, the model was 

simplified to include only this construct.       

Table 8, set forth below, presents the regression results for the data.  These results 

were the same utilizing both hierarchical and seemingly unrelated regression techniques.  

For the odd-numbered models relating to each dependent variable, informational 

monitoring justice was included as a control, to allow for analysis of both the direct effects 

of the independent variable (PECM) as well as the mediating variables (LMX and POS).  

The even-numbered models for each dependent variable included the direct effect of 

PECM as well as the interactive effects of PECM and informational monitoring justice.  In 

that these data were found to not be normally distributed, traditional methods of testing for 
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mediation and moderation were not used (e.g., Baron & Kenny, 1986).  Instead, 

bootstrapping analysis was utilized to test the mediated relationships relating to hypotheses 

one and two, and the moderated mediated relationships for hypotheses three and four.  

These techniques are discussed in greater detail below.   
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Table 8:  Regression Results (Full Study) – H1-H4 

  Satisfaction OC Stress Work/Life Conflict LMX POS 

 Variables (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) 

PECM -0.091* -0.302+ -0.054 -0.215 0.124** -0.090 0.171*** 0.132 0.072+ 0.047 -0.006 -0.453** 

LMX 0.310*** 0.315*** 0.151** 0.154*** -0.137** -0.132** -0.141* -0.140*     

POS 0.431*** 0.422*** 0.573*** 0.566*** -0.004 -0.013 -0.053 -0.055     

MJa  0.140* -0.091 0.132** -0.045 0.012 -0.222 0.091 0.049 0.404*** 0.376* 0.472*** -0.024 

PECM*MJ  0.057  0.043  0.057  0.010  0.007  0.120** 

Controls             

Hrs [week] -0.001 -0.001 0.002 0.002 0.009** 0.009** 0.009* 0.009* -0.003 -0.003 0.002 0.003 

Tenure 0.005 0.005 0.003 0.004 0.016** 0.016** 0.012 0.012+ -0.010+ -0.010 -0.006 -0.006 

Position -0.005 -0.005 0.001 0.001 0.014* 0.014* 0.017* 0.017* 0.005 0.005 -0.001 -0.002 

Empl. [log] 0.034 0.033 -0.026 -0.027 -0.018 -0.019 -0.062+ -0.062+ 0.011 0.011 -0.053+ -0.054+ 

Age  0.001 0.001 0.000 0.000 -0.017*** -0.017*** -0.021*** -0.021*** 0.000 0.000 -0.004 -0.003 

Gender  -0.023 -0.021 -0.101 -0.100 0.095 0.097 0.241* 0.242** -0.140+ -0.140+ 0.055 0.056 

Controlsb Included Included Included Included Included Included Included Included Included Included Included Included 

Constant 1.092* 1.731 1.368*** 2.040* 2.449*** 3.144** 2.498*** 1.967 2.157*** 1.964+ 2.458*** 4.571*** 

R2 0.471 0.473 0.526 0.528 0.200 0.203 0.241 0.241 0.230 0.230 0.248 0.259 

Adj. R2 0.437 0.438 0.496 0.496 0.148 0.149 0.192 0.191 0.183 0.182 0.203 0.213 

Change R2  0.002  0.002  0.003  0.000  0.000  0.011** 

F 13.75*** 13.45*** 17.17*** 16.75*** 3.87*** 3.81*** 4.92*** 4.77*** 4.92*** 4.77*** 5.44*** 5.59*** 

 

Notes: N=577; +p<0.10; *p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001; aInformational Monitoring Justice; bDummy variables: Business type, Job role, Education level.  



 

 
 

87 

 

5.2.3.1  Hypothesis 1 (Full Study) 

The regression analysis for hypotheses followed the multiple mediated regression 

using bootstrapping technique set forth in Hayes (2013), Hayes (2015), and Preacher and 

Hayes (2008), which is indicated where the data are not normally distributed.  This allowed 

for the indirect effects of one social exchange mediator to be investigated at the same time 

as the indirect effects of the other mediator in the overall research model.  The statistical 

model for hypotheses 1 & 2 are set forth in Figure 4. 

 

 
 

Figure 4:  Statistical Model for Hypotheses 1-2 

 

The results of the multiple mediated regressions using bootstrapping are shown in 

Table 8a.  Where the 95% percentile confidence interval does not include zero, this 

suggests that the findings are significant at p < 0.05 (Preacher & Hayes, 2008).   
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Table 8a:  Multiple Mediation Using Bootstrapping (Full Study) – H1-H2 

  

  Dependent  

Variable 
Coefficient Bias 

Bootstrap 

Std. Error 

Percentile                        

95% Confidence 

Interval 

H1a LMX Satisfaction 0.022 -0.002 0.019 0.003 0.041 

H1b LMX OC 0.011 0.015 0.015 0.015 0.036 

H1c LMX Stress -0.010 -0.007 0.015 -0.027 -0.006 

H1d LMX Work/Life Conflict -0.010 0.006 0.002 -0.006 -0.003 

H2a POS Satisfaction -0.002 0.015 -0.170 0.866 -0.031 

H2b POS OC -0.003 0.024 0.003 0.019 0.023 

H2c POS Stress 0.000 0.000 0.001 -0.001 0.000 

H2d POS Work/Life Conflict 0.000 0.001 0.004 -0.002 0.004 

Bold values indicate significance at *p<0.05.  5,000 bootstrap samples.  
 

The first hypothesis which suggests that leader-member exchange (LMX) mediates 

the relationship between the perceived email content monitoring (PECM) and the 

employees’ resulting job satisfaction (H1a) was significant (β = 0.022, p < 0.05), 

suggesting that there was partial mediation.  Interestingly, while the direct effect was in the 

hypothesized direction in that satisfaction was decreased as a result of PECM (Table 8, 

model 1: β = -0.091, p < 0.05), the mediated relationship is in the opposite direction as that 

which was hypothesized.  That is, a decrease (i.e., negative indirect effect) in satisfaction 

due to PECM through LMX was anticipated, but instead an increase (i.e., positive indirect 

effect) in satisfaction was found.  Accordingly, hypothesis H1a is not supported.   

The relationship where LMX mediates PECM and organizational commitment 

(H1b) was also significant (β = 0.011, p < 0.05), again suggesting partial mediation.  

Despite the direct effect of PECM on organizational commitment not being statistically 

significant (Table 8, model 3), there was a positive indirect effect on PECM through LMX, 
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which was opposite of the hypothesized effect.  As such, this hypothesis is not supported 

as well.   

LMX was found to mediate the relationship of PECM on stress (H1c) (β = -0.010, 

p < 0.05) and work/life conflict (H1d) (β = -0.010, p < 0.05).  As with the previous two 

hypotheses, the direct effect of PECM on stress was positive (Table 8, model 5: β = 0.124, 

p < 0.01), but the expected impact of the indirect effect through LMX was negative rather 

than being positive.  Similarly, PECM shows an increasing direct effect on work/life 

conflict (Table 8, model 7: β = 0.171, p < 0.001), but the indirect effect was negative and 

therefore opposite that which was hypothesized.  Accordingly, both hypotheses H1c and 

H1d do not receive support. 

 

5.2.3.2  Hypothesis 2 (Full Study) 

The full study did find support for hypothesis H2b, which suggested that perceived 

organizational support (POS) mediates the relationship between email monitoring and 

employees’ organizational commitment (β = -0.003, p < 0.05).  Not only is there a negative, 

albeit non-significant, direct relationship of PECM on organizational commitment as noted 

above, but also the indirect effect of POS on this job outcome is negative.  The direct 

relationship or a total indirect effect is not required to be significant in order for a 

significant indirect effect of one mediator to hold (MacKinnon, Krull, & Lockwood, 2000).  

It should be noted that as per Hayes and Rockwood (2016: 7), no distinction is required to 

differentiate between complete and partial mediation and that these “concepts have little 

value and should be abandoned.”  Accordingly, hypothesis H2b is supported.   
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Hypothesis H2b, relating to the effect of POS on organizational commitment is the 

only hypothesized relationship to receive support, whereby it not only showed a significant 

mediating effect, but also was in the hypothesized direction.  There was no support found 

relating to the mediating effect of POS on PECM as it relates to satisfaction, (H2a), stress 

(H2c), and work/life conflict (H2d).  These results are shown in Table 8a respectively. 

   

5.2.3.3  Hypothesis 3 (Full Study) 

Hypothesis 3 introduces the informational portion of the monitoring justice 

construct as a mediator on the proposed mediated relationship.  These hypotheses suggest 

that monitoring justice will moderate the strength of the mediated relationships between 

perceived email content monitoring (PECM) and job satisfaction (H3a), organizational 

commitment (H3b), Stress (H3c), and Work/Life conflict (H3d), via LMX, such that the 

mediated relationship will be weaker under high monitoring justice than under low 

monitoring justice. 

Testing the hypotheses for moderated mediation employed a bootstrapping 

technique using seemingly unrelated regression to determine the effect following the 

techniques of Edwards and Lambert (2007), Hayes (2013), and Preacher, Rucker, and 

Hayes (2007).  This method provides the ability to evaluate the influence of the 

monitoring justice mediator at differing levels of intensity, while further allowing each 

mediator to covary in a manner similar to the multiple mediated regression utilized for 

hypotheses 1 and 2.  The PECM moderator was investigated at the median level, as well 

as +/- one standard deviation.  The results of the hierarchical regression are shown on 

Table 8, models 2, 4, 6, and 8, and the moderated mediation results are shown on Table 9.   
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Under this analysis, the hypotheses were not supported at any level of monitoring 

justice.  It should be noted that including alternative regression attempts that included all 

facets of the monitoring justice construct, as well as including ethics as a control, yielded 

similar findings.   
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Table 9:  Hypothesis 3 & Hypothesis 4  (Full Study)                                      

Moderated Mediation Analysis of Monitoring Justice on Job Outcomes        

Moderator = Monitoring Justice:  Informational 

 

  Dependent Variable Mediator Range Coefficient 95% Confidence 
 Satisfaction LMX Mean - 1 S.D. 0.020 -0.026 0.065 

H3a: Satisfaction LMX Mean 0.019 -0.008 0.047 
 Satisfaction LMX Mean + 1 S.D. 0.019 -0.017 0.055 
 Org. Commitment LMX Mean - 1 S.D. 0.009 -0.013 0.031 

H3b: Org. Commitment LMX Mean 0.009 -0.005 0.023 
 Org. Commitment LMX Mean + 1 S.D. 0.009 -0.010 0.027 
 Stress LMX Mean - 1 S.D. -0.008 -0.028 0.013 

H3c: Stress LMX Mean -0.008 -0.021 0.005 
 Stress LMX Mean + 1 S.D. -0.008 -0.024 0.009 
 Work/Life Conflict LMX Mean - 1 S.D. -0.009 -0.031 0.013 

H3d: Work/Life Conflict LMX Mean -0.009 -0.023 0.006 
 Work/Life Conflict LMX Mean + 1 S.D. -0.008 -0.027 0.010 

 Satisfaction POS Mean - 1 S.D. -0.042 -0.094 0.010 

H4a: Satisfaction POS Mean -0.005 -0.042 0.033 
 Satisfaction POS Mean + 1 S.D. 0.033 -0.022 0.088 
 Org. Commitment POS Mean - 1 S.D. -0.057 -0.127 0.012 

H4b: Org. Commitment POS Mean -0.006 -0.057 0.045 
 Org. Commitment POS Mean + 1 S.D. 0.045 -0.030 0.120 
 Stress POS Mean - 1 S.D. 0.000 -0.012 0.012 

H4c: Stress POS Mean 0.000 -0.005 0.005 
 Stress POS Mean + 1 S.D. 0.000 -0.010 0.010 
 Work/Life Conflict POS Mean - 1 S.D. 0.003 -0.010 0.016 

H4d: Work/Life Conflict POS Mean 0.000 -0.005 0.006 
 Work/Life Conflict POS Mean + 1 S.D. -0.002 -0.014 0.010 

 
Bold values indicate significance at *p < 0.05.  5,000 bootstrap samples.  N=577.  

 

H3a: R2 = 0.473; χ2 = 517.44; p = 0.000 

H3b: R2 = 0.528; χ2 = 22173.02; p = 0.000 

H3c: R2 = 0.203; χ2 = 9054.35; p = 0.000 

H3d: R2 = 0.241; χ2 = 5516.93; p = 0.000 

H4a: R2 = 0.473; χ2 = 18638.35; p = 0.000 

H4b: R2 = 0.528; χ2 = 22173.02; p = 0.000 

H4c: R2 = 0.203; χ2 = 9054.35; p = 0.000 

H4d: R2 = 0.241; χ2 = 5516.93; p = 0.000 
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5.2.3.4  Hypothesis 4 (Full Study) 

Hypothesis 4 suggests that monitoring justice will moderate the strength of the 

mediated relationships between email content monitoring (PECM) and job satisfaction 

(H4a), organizational commitment (H4b), Stress (H4c), and Work/Life conflict (H4d) via 

perceived organizational support (POS), such that the mediated relationship will be weaker 

under high monitoring justice than under low monitoring justice.  At all levels of 

monitoring justice, all hypotheses failed to receive support.  As with hypothesis 3, 

attempting differing regressions including the full monitoring justice, or including 

monitoring ethics as a control, did not alter this result.    

The present model does not capture the mechanisms through which moderated 

mediation of the negative implications of PECM occurs, if at all.  Accordingly, alternate 

models of analysis are appropriate to determine if indeed monitoring justice has a 

moderating effect through the social exchange mediation of LMX and/or POS on the 

associated job outcomes. 

 

5.3 Full Study; H5-H8 

The full research model was reduced to a conceptual model, set forth in Figure 5, 

in order to more closely investigate the influence of constructs not yet examined in this 

dissertation.  These constructs include perceived email activity monitoring (PEAM), the 

moderator of connectedness, and the added control of organizational responsiveness 

culture.   
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Figure 5:  Conceptual Research Model for Hypotheses 5-8 

 

In order to remain consistent with the previous analysis, perceived email content 

monitoring (PECM) and monitoring justice, comprised of procedural, informational, and 

external considerations, as well as monitoring ethics, were considered as controls in the 

model for exploratory factor analysis.  Attempts to include all portions of the model with 

multiple mediators, rather than controls, were attempted.  However, due to the complexity 

of the overall model, maintaining PECM and the components of monitoring justice as 

controls was appropriate so as to focus on the effects of the perceived monitoring of email 

activity and the respondents’ attributed importance of connectedness.  Engaging in a model 

that attempts to include all constructs in an integrated analysis is left for future research 

opportunities.   
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5.3.1 Exploratory Factor Analysis and Results (Full Study; H5-H8) 

In conducting EFA with this condensed model, theory suggested that ten factors 

would emerge.  In Table 10a, preliminary findings show that items were loading on 

anticipated factors, as shown in bold. 
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Table 10a: Exploratory Factor Analysis (Full Study) – H5-H8 

  MJ: Informational PEAM POS LMX MJ: Ethical 

mj_inf1 0.707 0.112 0.144 0.174 0.046 

mj_inf2 0.831 0.129 0.146 0.152 -0.021 

mj_inf3 0.774 0.094 0.168 0.166 0.137 

mj_inf4 0.793 0.197 0.204 0.184 -0.022 

peam1 0.104 0.673 0.072 0.092 -0.249 

peam2 0.113 0.892 0.127 0.065 -0.166 

peam3 0.137 0.900 0.141 0.048 -0.190 

peam4 0.105 0.785 0.079 0.070 -0.147 

pos1 0.230 0.201 0.707 0.290 -0.038 

pos2 0.187 0.161 0.765 0.270 0.033 

pos3 0.179 0.107 0.786 0.293 0.055 

pos4 0.158 0.099 0.788 0.267 -0.061 

lmx1 0.251 0.103 0.286 0.720 0.051 

lmx2 0.166 0.048 0.294 0.770 0.087 

lmx3 0.176 0.043 0.241 0.813 0.076 

lmx4 0.145 0.103 0.283 0.754 0.050 

mj_ethic1 0.090 -0.215 0.022 0.083 0.837 

mj_ethic2 -0.001 -0.225 -0.023 0.070 0.838 

mj_ethic3 0.055 -0.231 0.008 0.050 0.826 

mj_ethic4 0.253 0.072 0.108 0.141 0.307 

 

   Note:  Bold values are factor loadings on constructs.
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Table 10a: Exploratory Factor Analysis (Full Study) – H5-H8 (continued) 

 

Variable PECM 
MJ: 

External 

Connect-

edness 

Resp. 

Culture 

MJ: 

Procedural 

pecm1 0.71 0.198 0.029 0.025 -0.012 

pecm2 0.728 0.101 0.102 0.05 -0.001 

pecm3 0.684 0.061 0.008 0.023 0.003 

pecm4 0.77 0.124 -0.051 -0.018 0.063 

mj_ext1 0.323 0.547 0.007 0.03 0.031 

mj_ext2 0.235 0.646 0.046 0.021 0.031 

mj_ext3 0.337 0.598 0.015 0.052 0.012 

mj_ext4 0.199 0.434 0.071 0.057 0.271 

connect1 0.049 0.052 0.593 -0.026 0 

connect2 0.021 0.025 0.634 0.08 0.045 

connect3 0.082 -0.023 0.357 0.157 0.097 

resp_cult1 0.072 0.082 0.082 0.603 0.014 

resp_cult2 0.019 0.014 0.014 0.556 0.026 

mj_proc1 0.148 0.031 0.017 0.045 0.405 

mj_proc2 -0.109 0.028 0.029 0.04 0.358 

mj_proc3 0.155 0.184 0.09 0.038 0.278 

mj_proc4 0.031 0.054 0.111 -0.031 0.553 
  

          Note:  Bold values are factor loadings on constructs. 

 
However, at the traditionally accepted Eigenvalue cutoff value of 1.0, shown in Table 10b, 

six factors were initially emerging as those that should be retained.   

 

Table 10b:  Exploratory Factor Analysis (Full Study) (continued) – H5-H8 

 

Variable Factor Eigenvalue Variance %  Cumulative % 

MJ_Informational 1 9.84 44.46% 44.46% 

PEAM 2 4.25 19.22% 63.68% 

POS 3 2.94 13.28% 76.97% 

LMX 4 1.65 7.47% 84.44% 

MJ_Ethical 5 1.25 5.67% 90.11% 

PECM 6 1.01 4.55% 94.66% 

MJ_External 7 0.87 3.95% 98.61% 

Connectedness 8 0.60 2.73% 101.34% 

Resp. Culture 9 0.51 2.31% 103.65% 

MJ_Procedural 10 0.46 2.06% 105.71% 
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Table 10c:  Varimax Orthogonal Rotation Matrix Variance: 

 

Variable Factor Variance Proportion % Cumulative % 

MJ_Informational 1 3.93 17.75% 17.75% 

PEAM 2 3.92 17.70% 35.45% 

POS 3 3.16 14.26% 49.71% 

LMX 4 3.03 13.69% 63.40% 

MJ_Ethical 5 2.73 12.32% 75.73% 

PECM 6 2.62 11.83% 87.55% 

MJ_External 7 1.42 6.44% 93.99% 

Connectedness 8 1.01 4.56% 98.55% 

Resp. Culture 9 0.81 3.67% 102.21% 

MJ_Procedural 10 0.77 3.49% 105.71% 

 

The varimax orthogonal rotation matrix variance shown in Table 10c suggests that 

three additional factors could reasonably be retained, in that the cumulative variance 

explained remained, at least in part, under 100%.  Following the screen plot and parallel 

analysis method discussed above (Hair et al., 2009) as shown in Figure 6, all 10 factors are 

above the portion of the graph where it flattens above the inflection point.  This lends 

support to the retention of the nine factors of interest that contribute to the variance of the 

research model, particularly since this is in conformance with theory.  Accordingly, the 

procedural portion of monitoring justice was excluded, with the remaining factors retained 

for further analysis. 
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Figure 6: Exploratory Factor Analysis (Full Study) – H5-H8; Scree Plot of 

Eigenvalues and Parallel Analysis 

 

5.3.2 Reliability and Validity (Full Study; H5-H8) 

As shown in Table 11, all constructs demonstrated reliability with Chronbach’s 

Alpha and Composite Reliability values greater than 0.7, with one exception.   
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Table 11:  Reliability and Validity (Full Study) – H5-H8 

  α CR 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

1 MJ Informational 0.904 0.897 0.777         

2 PEAM 0.924 0.920 0.115 0.818        

3 POS 0.798 0.896 0.190 0.148 0.762       

4 LMX 0.912 0.893 0.189 0.080 0.277 0.765      

5 MJ Ethical 0.810 0.857 0.137 0.197 0.057 0.092 0.738     

6 PECM 0.844 0.837 0.123 0.147 0.022 0.066 0.072 0.724    

7 MJ External 0.823 0.752 0.276 0.221 0.110 0.114 0.163 0.279 0.561   

8 Connectedness 0.593 0.530 0.131 0.305 0.127 0.091 0.126 0.070 0.059 0.544  

9 Responsiveness Culture 0.752 0.597 0.328 0.487 0.254 0.135 0.295 0.140 0.066 0.063 0.581 

 

Notes: Composite Reliability (CR) = (Σλi)2/[(Σλi)2+Σ(error variances)] where λi is component loading.  

Bold values along the diagonal are square root of the AVE (Average Variance Extracted). 
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The construct of connectedness value initially was 0.593 for Chronbach’s Alpha 

and 0.530 for composite reliability.  This in and of itself is not dispositive with respect to 

internal consistency.  When supported by factor analysis, lower alpha and composite 

reliability values are acceptable when supported by theory (Lance, Butts, & Michels, 

2006).  Moreover, validity was demonstrated for all constructs with AVE values greater 

than those of internal correlation of paired constructs.  Further, an alpha value greater than 

0.6 is considered questionable, but still may be reasonably included in an analysis (Gliem 

& Gliem, 2003; George & Mallery, 2016: 240).  To achieve this threshold, one measure of 

the connectedness construct was excluded, resulting in the Cronbach’s Alpha increasing to 

0.639.  Furthermore, the exploratory nature of this portion of the dissertation in terms of 

theory formation supports the inclusion of the connectedness construct, particularly with 

the increased alpha value.  Accordingly, this construct of connectedness importance was 

retained and determined to be sufficiently reliable in order to proceed with investigation of 

the hypothesized relationships. 

 

5.3.3 Hypothesis Testing (Full Study; H5-H8) 

The multiple mediated regression and moderated mediation using seemingly 

unrelated regression bootstrapping technique (Hayes, 2013; Hayes, 2015; Preacher & 

Hayes, 2008) was used to test hypotheses 5-8.  In order to simplify the model and focus on 

the constructs of interest, the control variables of PECM and all components of monitoring 

justice were not included in the analysis.   

The regression results for hypotheses 5 through 8 are set forth below in Table 12.  

As with hypotheses 1-4, the results were the same when utilizing both hierarchical and 
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seemingly unrelated regression techniques.  For the odd-numbered models relating to each 

dependent variable, perceived importance of connectedness and responsiveness culture 

were included as controls.  This allowed for analysis of the direct effects of the independent 

variable (PEAM) as well as the mediating variables (LMX and POS).  The even-numbered 

models for each dependent variable included the interactive effects of PEAM and 

connectedness.  The moderated mediation analysis for hypotheses 7 and 8 will be discussed 

in greater detail, below.   
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Table 12:  Regression Results (Full Study) – H5-H8 

  Satisfaction OC  Stress  Work/Life Conflict  LMX  POS  

 Variables (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) 

PEAM -0.012 0.343+ -0.010 0.110 0.196*** 0.032 0.218*** 0.041 0.096* -0.582* 0.197*** -0.202 

LMX 0.324*** 0.332*** 0.166** 0.169*** -0.124* -0.128** -0.106* -0.110*     

POS 0.470*** 0.470*** 0.605*** 0.605*** -0.084 -0.084+ -0.123* -0.123*     

Connect-

edness 
-0.016 0.205 0.043 0.118 0.0803+ -0.022 0.069 -0.042 0.159** -0.265+ 0.188*** -0.061 

PEAM* 

Connect 
 -0.0790+  -0.027  0.036  0.039  0.151**  0.086+ 

Controls             

Responsive  

Culture 
0.045 0.040 0.039 0.037 0.077+ 0.080+ 0.128** 0.131** 0.088+ 0.097* 0.070 0.075+ 

Hrs [week] -0.002 -0.002 0.001 0.001 0.010** 0.010** 0.011** 0.011** -0.005 -0.005 0.001 0.001 

Tenure 0.006 0.005 0.004 0.004 0.015* 0.015* 0.011 0.011+ -0.007 -0.006 -0.004 -0.004 

Position -0.004 -0.004 0.002 0.002 0.011 0.010 0.012 0.012+ 0.005 0.005 -0.002 -0.002 

Empl. [log] 0.042 0.046 -0.017 -0.015 -0.002 -0.003 -0.035 -0.037 0.054 0.046 -0.007 -0.011 

Age  0.001 0.001 0.000 0.000 -0.014*** -0.014*** -0.017*** -0.017*** 0.003 0.003 0.000 0.000 

Gender  -0.008 -0.006 -0.082 -0.081 0.044 0.044 0.187* 0.186* -0.102 -0.103 0.085 0.085 

Controlsa Included Included Included Included Included Included Included Included Included Included Included Included 

Constant 0.984* -0.036 1.173** 0.828 1.668*** 2.137+ 1.732** 2.241+ 2.402*** 4.304*** 2.254*** 3.373** 

R2 0.459 0.463 0.518 0.518 0.261 0.262 0.296 0.297 0.113 0.128 0.156 0.161 

Adj. R2 0.423 0.426 0.486 0.485 0.212 0.212 0.249 0.249 0.058 0.072 0.103 0.106 

Change R2  0.004+  0.000  0.001  0.001  0.015**  0.005+ 

F 12.75*** 12.54*** 16.11*** 15.67*** 5.31*** 5.18*** 6.31*** 6.15*** 2.04** 2.28*** 2.94*** 2.96*** 

Notes: N=577; +p<0.10; *p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001; aDummy variables: Business type, Job role, Education level.  
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5.3.3.1  Hypothesis 5 (Full Study) 

The statistical model used for testing hypotheses 5 and 6 is set forth in Figure 7.  

 

 

    

Figure 7:  Statistical Model for Hypotheses 5-6 

 

The results of the multiple mediated regressions using bootstrapping are shown in Table 

12a.  
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Table 12a:  Multiple Mediation Using Bootstrapping (Full Study) – H5-H6   

  Dependent  

Variable 
Coefficient Bias 

Bootstrap 

Std. Error 

Percentile                        

95% Confidence Interval 

H5a LMX Satisfaction 0.041 -0.001 0.015 0.014 0.073 

H5b LMX OC 0.021 0.000 0.010 0.004 0.043 

H5c LMX Stress -0.015 0.000 0.008 -0.033 -0.003 

H5d LMX Work/Life Conflict -0.014 0.000 0.008 -0.030 -0.001 

H6a POS Satisfaction 0.092 0.001 0.022 0.051 0.137 

H6b POS OC 0.123 0.001 0.028 0.072 0.182 

H6c POS Stress -0.014 0.000 0.011 -0.036 0.006 

H6d POS Work/Life Conflict -0.021 0.000 0.012 -0.047 0.001 
 

Bold values indicate significance at *p<0.05.  5,000 bootstrap samples. 
 

Hypothesis 5 states that LMX mediates the relationship between perceived email 

activity monitoring (PEAM) and employees’ job satisfaction (H5a), organizational 

commitment (H5b), stress (H5c), and work/life conflict (H5d).  As shown in Table 12a, 

all four hypotheses are significant, suggesting that there is a mediating effect.  The direct 

effect of PEAM on satisfaction (Table 12, model 1) and organizational commitment 

(Table 12, model 3) are negative as theorized, but are not significant.  However, the 

indirect effect of LMX on satisfaction (H5a: β = 0.041, p < 0.05) is significant and 

positive, which is contrary to the expected hypothesized relationship.  Accordingly, H5a 

is not supported.  Similarly, organizational commitment (H5b: β = 0.021, p < 0.05) 

suggests a positive indirect effect which is opposite of the negative effect that was 

hypothesized.  As such, H5b is not supported as well.   

There is a positive direct effect of PEAM on stress (Table 12, model 5: β = 0.196, 

p < 0.001) was as expected, but the indirect effect of the PEAM through the mediator of 

LMX on stress (Table 12a, H5c: β = -0.015, p < 0.05) was positive rather than negative as 

was hypothesized.  Accordingly, H5c does not receive support.  The direct effect of 
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PEAM was shown to increase work/life conflict (Table 12, model 7: β = 0.218, p < 

0.001), which was also expected.  Conversely, the indirect effect was the opposite of the 

hypothesized relationship, in that there was a negative direction of PEAM through LMX 

on this job outcome of work/life conflict (Table 12a, H5d: β = -0.014, p < 0.05).  As with 

the other hypotheses relating to PEAM and the mediating effect of LMX, this hypothesis 

is not supported because even though mediation is shown, the direction is opposite to that 

which was hypothesized.   

 

 

5.3.3.2  Hypothesis 6 (Full Study) 

Hypothesis 6 also investigates the mediation relationship via social exchange, 

suggesting that POS mediates the relationship between perceived email activity 

monitoring (PEAM) and employees’ job satisfaction (H6a) and organizational 

commitment (H6b), stress (H6c), and work/life conflict (H6d).  As shown in Table 12a, 

there is support of a mediated relationship for H6a relating to satisfaction (β = 0.092, p < 

0.05).  However, as was the case with the LMX mediator for hypothesis H5a, the indirect 

effect is positive rather than the negative effect of PEAM through LMX on satisfaction 

that was hypothesized.  Accordingly, hypothesis H6a is not supported.  For hypothesis 

H6b relating to organizational commitment, the indirect effect is also positive (β = 0.123, 

p < 0.05), which does not conform to the hypothesized negative relationship.  Therefore, 

hypothesis H6b does also not receive support.      

PEAM has a strong and direct influence on stress (Table 12, model 5: β = 0.196, p 

< 0.001) and work/life conflict (Table 12, model 7: β = 0.218, p < 0.001).  However, as 

indicated in Table 12a, hypotheses H6c and H6d are not significant and therefore are not 



 

 

 

107 

 

supported.  The lack of statistical significance suggests that perceived email activity 

monitoring (PEAM) is not mediated by the social exchange mechanism of POS on stress 

or work/life conflict under the present research model.   

   

5.3.3.3  Hypothesis 7 (Full Study) 

The moderated mediation with the bootstrapping technique (Edwards & Lambert, 

2007; Hayes, 2013; Preacher et al. 2007) was used for hypotheses 7 and 8 in the similar 

manner as hypotheses 3 and 4 of this dissertation.  It is important to note that the analysis 

of the conditional indirect effect of the moderator is not dependent on the mediator.  

According to Hayes (2017: 17), “neither a statistically significant relationship between the 

mediator and outcome nor a significant interaction is required to test moderated 

mediation.”  The reasoning is that the mediating effect may not be demonstrated at all 

levels of the phenomenon, and may be further confounded by potential suppressive effects 

with multiple mediators (Hayes, 2015).  The focus is to determine the strength of the 

moderator on the indirect effect at varying levels. 

Hypothesis 7 suggests that employees’ perceived importance of connectedness will 

moderate the strength of the mediated relationship between perceived email activity 

monitoring (PEAM) and employees’ job satisfaction (H7a), organizational commitment 

(H7b), stress (H7c), and work/life conflict (H7d) outcomes via LMX, such that the 

mediated relationship will be stronger under high levels of perceived importance than 

under low levels of perceived importance.  Table 13, set forth below, indicates the results 

of these hypotheses at the mean and +/- one standard deviation.  As with the other 

bootstrapping methodologies used in this thesis, statistical significance is found at p < 0.05 
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where the 95% percentile confidence interval does not include zero (Preacher & Hayes, 

2008).   

 

Table 13:  Hypothesis 7 & Hypothesis 8  (Full Study)                                      

Moderated Mediation Analysis of Connectedness on Job Outcomes   

 

  Dependent Variable Mediator Range Coefficient 95% Confidence 
 Satisfaction LMX Mean - 1 S.D. -0.009 -0.046 0.028 

H7a: Satisfaction LMX Mean 0.030 0.004 0.064 

  Satisfaction LMX Mean + 1 S.D. 0.069 0.034 0.120 

  Org. Commitment LMX Mean - 1 S.D. -0.005 -0.027 0.014 

H7b: Org. Commitment LMX Mean 0.015 0.002 0.038 

  Org. Commitment LMX Mean + 1 S.D. 0.034 0.012 0.072 

  Stress LMX Mean - 1 S.D. 0.003 -0.011 0.022 

H7c: Stress LMX Mean -0.011 -0.029 -0.002 

  Stress LMX Mean + 1 S.D. -0.026 -0.053 -0.009 

  Work/Life Conflict LMX Mean - 1 S.D. 0.003 -0.009 0.021 

H7d: Work/Life Conflict LMX Mean -0.010 -0.028 -0.001 

  Work/Life Conflict LMX Mean + 1 S.D. -0.024 -0.052 -0.006 

  Satisfaction POS Mean - 1 S.D. 0.054 -0.006 0.120 

H8a: Satisfaction POS Mean 0.083 0.043 0.133 

  Satisfaction POS Mean + 1 S.D. 0.112 0.069 0.171 

  Org. Commitment POS Mean - 1 S.D. 0.072 -0.006 0.162 

H8b: Org. Commitment POS Mean 0.110 0.058 0.171 

  Org. Commitment POS Mean + 1 S.D. 0.148 0.089 0.216 

  Stress POS Mean - 1 S.D. -0.009 -0.034 0.002 

H8c: Stress POS Mean -0.014 -0.037 0.003 

  Stress POS Mean + 1 S.D. -0.019 -0.046 0.004 

  Work/Life Conflict POS Mean - 1 S.D. -0.013 -0.047 0.000 

H8d: Work/Life Conflict POS Mean -0.020 -0.048 -0.003 
 Work/Life Conflict POS Mean + 1 S.D. -0.027 -0.058 -0.002 

   

Bold values indicate significance at *p<0.05.  5,000 bootstrap samples.  N=577. 

 

H7a: R2 = 0.463; χ2 = 18272.36; p = 0.000 

H7b: R2 = 0.518; χ2 = 21732.36; p = 0.000 

H7c: R2 = 0.262; χ2 = 9832.37; p = 0.000 

H7d: R2 = 0.297; χ2 = 5997.88; p = 0.000 

H8a: R2 = 0.463; χ2 = 496.59; p = 0.000 

H8b: R2 = 0.518; χ2 = 21732.36; p = 0.000 

H8c: R2 = 0.262; χ2 = 9832.37; p = 0.000 

H8d: R2 = 0.297; χ2 = 5997.88; p = 0.000 
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As indicated in Table 13, the coefficients for hypothesis H7a (satisfaction) are both 

positive and significant at the mean level of connectedness importance (β = 0.030, p < 0.05) 

and the mean +1 standard deviation (β = 0.069, p < 0.05).  Accordingly, hypothesis H7a is 

partially supported, in that the conditional indirect effect is stronger at higher levels of 

employees’ perceived connectedness importance and significance was not found at the 

lower levels of perceived connectedness importance, while the mediated relationship is in 

the opposite direction from that of the research model.  Similar to hypothesis H7a, the 

coefficients for hypothesis H7b (organizational commitment) are positive and significant 

at the mean level of the perceived importance of connectedness as a moderator (β = 0.015, 

p < 0.05) and the mean +1 standard deviation (β = 0.034, p < 0.05), with no significance 

found at mean -1 standard deviation.  Accordingly, this hypothesis is partially supported 

because the conditional indirect effect is stronger at higher levels of perceived 

connectedness importance, again with the mediated effect in the opposite direction than 

that which was hypothesized.           

H7c (stress) is negative and significant at the mean (β = -0.011, p < 0.05) and mean 

+1 standard deviation levels (β = -0.026, p < 0.05), as is H7d (work/life conflict) at the 

mean (β = -0.010, p < 0.05) and mean +1 standard deviation levels (β = -0.024, p < 0.05).  

Accordingly, both hypotheses H7c and H7d are partially supported, because the conditional 

indirect effect is stronger (i.e., while negative, have a greater absolute value) at higher 

levels of perceived connectedness importance than at lower levels.  These hypotheses are 

only partially supported in that the mediation effect was in the opposite direction as that 

which was expected.  The findings for hypothesis 7 are graphically represented in Figure 

8.   
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Figure 8:  Moderated Mediation Analysis; Hypothesis 7  (Full Study)         

Moderator = Connectedness 

 

5.3.3.4  Hypothesis 8 (Full Study) 

Hypothesis 8 used the construct of perceived organizational support (POS) as a 

mediator.  The four hypotheses suggest that employees’ perceived importance of 

connectedness will moderate the strength of the mediated relationship between perceived 

email activity monitoring (PEAM) and employees’ job satisfaction (H8a), organizational 

commitment (H8b), Stress (H8c), and Work/Life conflict (H8d), outcomes via POS, such 
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that the mediated relationship will be stronger under high levels of perceived importance 

than under low levels of perceived importance of connectedness.  

Table 13 indicates that for H8a (satisfaction), there is significance where perceived 

importance of connectedness is at the mean (β = 0.083, p < 0.05) and the mean +1 standard 

deviation (β = 0.112, p < 0.05).  For H8b (organizational commitment), there also is 

significance at the mean (β = 0.110, p < 0.05) and mean +1 standard deviation levels of 

connectedness (β = 0.148, p < 0.05).  As with hypotheses 7a and 7b, the positive 

coefficients that increase at higher levels and are not significant at lower levels, suggest 

that the conditional indirect effect is stronger at higher levels as hypothesized,  Therefore, 

these two hypotheses are partially supported, in that the mediated relationship was in the 

opposite direction as was expected in the research model.  As shown in Table 13, H8c 

(stress) does not receive support at any level of the perceived importance of connectedness 

moderating construct.   

H8d (work/life conflict) results in negative and significant coefficients at the mean 

(β = -0.020, p < 0.05) and the mean +1 standard deviation levels of connectedness 

importance (β = -0.027, p < 0.05).  The mediating effect of POS decreases as the 

moderating effect of connectedness importance increases.  This suggests that conditional 

indirect effect is stronger at higher levels of perceived connectedness importance, 

indicating partial support to this hypothesis, again with the mediated effect in the direction 

opposite of that which was expected.  These relationships are graphically represented in 

Figure 9.   
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Figure 9:  Moderated Mediation Analysis; Hypothesis 8  (Full Study)           

Moderator = Connectedness 

 

5.4 Post-Hoc Analysis (Full Study) 

The lack of statistical significance for Hypotheses H3a-H3d and H4a-H4d at any 

level of the moderator, as well as there being no significance found for Hypothesis H8c, 

suggests that the present research model may need to be revised.  Accordingly, the research 

model can be reconfigured to determine whether social exchange (i.e., LMX and/or POS), 

along with the conditional indirect effect of the moderator, are the most appropriate means 
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to evaluate the mechanisms through which the independent variables influence job 

outcomes.   

In order to investigate whether the data suggest an alternative, but related, 

theoretical model for the mediated relationship of social exchange (i.e., LMX and POS) as 

well as the moderating influence of monitoring justice (H3 and H4) and connectedness (H7 

and H8) on job outcomes, an alternative research model was used.  For hypotheses H3 and 

H4, the moderator was introduced after the mediation effect occurred between PECM and 

job outcome dependent variables.  This updated model is shown in Figure 10.   

 

 
 

Figure 10:  Post-Hoc Analysis; Revised Research Model for Hypotheses 3 and 4 

 

The rationale for the revised model as a post-hoc analysis is that the moderating 

influence is also likely to occur after mediation (Hayes, 2013: 353, 450).  From a theoretical 

perspective, monitoring justice may be more appropriately introduced as a moderator after 

there has been social exchange in an organization.  That is, only when there has been 
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sufficient interaction among employees and their supervisors will there be any influence of 

the application of monitoring justice practices within an organization.  Similarly, 

employees may not have any perception of connectedness, as a potential moderator, until 

after there is sufficient social exchange among coworkers and their supervisors. 

 

5.4.1 Post-Hoc Regression Results (Full Study) 

The regression results for the revised model for the data using hierarchical 

regression are shown in Table 14.   

 

  



 

 

 

 

 

1
1
5 

Table 14:  Regression Results – H1-H4 (Full Study; Post-Hoc Analysis):  Moderation AFTER Mediation 

 
 Satisfaction OC Stress Work/Life Conflict LMX POS 

Variables (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) 

PECM -0.091* -0.095* -0.054 -0.052 0.124** 0.124** 0.171*** 0.167*** 0.072+ -0.021+ -0.006 -0.042*** 

LMX 0.310*** 0.624*** 0.151** 0.051 -0.137** -0.176 -0.141* -0.280     

POS 0.431*** 0.149 0.573*** 0.673*** -0.004 0.029 -0.053 -0.038     

MJa  0.140* 0.197 0.132** 0.124 0.012 0.003 0.091 -0.040 0.404*** -0.907*** 0.472*** -0.828*** 

LMX*MJ  -0.092+  0.029  0.012  0.040  0.263***  -0.009* 

POS*MJ  0.081+  -0.029  -0.010  -0.006  -0.017***  0.250*** 

Controls             

Hrs [week] -0.001 0.000 0.002 0.002 0.009** 0.009** 0.009* 0.009* -0.003 -0.002 0.002 0.000 

Tenure 0.005 0.004 0.003 0.004 0.016** 0.016** 0.012 0.012+ -0.010+ -0.002 -0.006 -0.003 

Position -0.005 -0.005 0.001 0.001 0.014* 0.014* 0.017* 0.017* 0.005 0.000 -0.001 -0.001 

Empl. log] 0.034 0.036 -0.026 -0.026 -0.018 -0.018 -0.062+ -0.062+ 0.011 0.001 -0.053+ 0.004 

Age 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.000 -0.017*** -0.017*** -0.021*** -0.020*** 0.000 0.001 -0.004 0.001 

Gender -0.023 -0.011 -0.101 -0.105 0.095 0.094 0.241* 0.234** -0.140+ -0.061** 0.055 -0.012 

Controlsb Included Included Included Included Included Included Included Included Included Included Included Included 

Constant 1.092* 0.893 1.368*** 1.395 2.449*** 2.482* 2.498*** 2.985* 2.157*** 3.713*** 2.458*** 3.493*** 

R2 0.471 0.475 0.526 0.527 0.200 0.200 0.241 0.242 0.230 0.931 0.248 0.936 

Adj. R2 0.437 0.439 0.496 0.494 0.148 0.145 0.192 0.190 0.183 0.927 0.203 0.931 

Change R2  0.004  0.001  0.000  0.001  0.701***  0.688*** 

F 13.75*** 13.17*** 17.17*** 16.22*** 3.87*** 3.65*** 4.92*** 4.66*** 4.92*** 209.92*** 5.44*** 224.78*** 
 

Notes: N=577; +p<0.10; *p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001; aInformational Monitoring Justice; bDummy variables: Business type, Job role, Education level. 
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As indicated in Table 15, below, the coefficients for hypothesis H3a (satisfaction) 

are significant at all levels of monitoring justice (Mean -1 S.D: β = 0.064, p < 0.05; Mean: 

β = 0.052, p < 0.05; Mean +1 S.D: β = 0.039, p < 0.05).  Further, the conditional indirect 

effect is weaker (i.e., has a lower absolute value) at higher levels of monitoring justice than 

at lower levels of monitoring justice.  Therefore, using the revised model, despite the 

mediated relationship not being found to be statistically significant, this hypothesis 

receives partial support.   

The coefficients for Hypothesis H3b (organizational commitment) are significant 

where the levels of monitoring justice are at the mean (β = 0.032, p < 0.05) and at mean +1 

standard deviation (β = 0.049, p < 0.05), with significance not found at the mean -1 standard 

deviation level.  This result suggests that the conditional indirect effect is stronger at higher 

levels of monitoring justice than at lower levels, which is contrary to the hypothesized 

direction.  Accordingly, while this model is more effective is deriving statistically 

significant findings than the original model, hypothesis H3b is not supported.    

As with hypothesis H3b, the coefficients for hypothesis H3c (stress) are significant 

at all levels of monitoring justice (Mean -1 S.D: β = -0.025, p < 0.05; Mean: β = -0.030, p 

< 0.05; Mean +1 S.D: β = -0.034, p < 0.05), denoting that this model is more effective than 

the original model in finding significant relationships among the conditional indirect 

effects.  In further similarity to hypothesis H3b, this hypothesis is not supported in that the 

conditional indirect effect is stronger at higher levels, rather than weaker levels of 

monitoring justice.     

Hypothesis H3d (work/life conflict) denotes coefficients that are significant at the 

mean -1 standard deviation level (β = -0.033, p < 0.05) and the mean (β = -0.029, p < 0.05), 
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with no significant result at the mean +1 standard deviation level.  These results suggest 

that, as hypothesized, the conditional indirect effect is weaker (and indeed becomes 

statistically insignificant) at higher levels of monitoring justice than lower levels.  

Accordingly, under the revised model, even though the mediated relationship was not 

found to be significant, this hypothesis relating to the conditional indirect effect receives 

partial support. 

With POS as the mediator, the coefficients for H4a (satisfaction) are significant at 

all levels of monitoring justice (Mean -1 S.D: β = 0.042, p < 0.05; Mean: β = 0.044, p < 

0.05; Mean +1 S.D: β = 0.046, p < 0.05).  While significance is found in the revised model, 

the hypothesis is not supported because the conditional indirect effect is stronger at higher 

levels of monitoring justice, rather than weaker as the magnitude of this moderator 

increases. 

Hypothesis 4b (organizational commitment) shows significance at all reported 

levels as well, at mean -1 standard deviation (β = 0.064, p < 0.05), at the mean (β = 0.057, 

p < 0.05), and at mean +1 standard deviation (β = 0.050, p < 0.05).  These results suggest 

that the conditional indirect effect is weaker at higher levels of monitoring justice, as was 

hypothesized.  Further, the mediated relationship of POS was found to be significant, so 

the revised model provides full support for this hypothesis.   

No significant results at the 95% confidence level were found for hypotheses H4c 

or H4d.  Graphic representations of these post-hoc findings based on the revised model are 

set forth in Figures 11 and 12.   
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Table 15:  Hypothesis 3 & Hypothesis 4  (Full Study; Post-Hoc Analysis); 

Moderated Mediation Analysis of Monitoring Justice on Job Outcomes:     

Moderator = Monitoring Justice:  Informational;                                             

Moderation AFTER Mediation 

 
 Dependent Variable Mediator Range Coefficient 95% Confidence 
 Satisfaction LMX Mean - 1 S.D. 0.064 0.034 0.112 

H3a: Satisfaction LMX Mean 0.052 0.026 0.090 
 Satisfaction LMX Mean + 1 S.D. 0.039 0.009 0.085 
 Org. Commitment LMX Mean - 1 S.D. 0.015 -0.006 0.044 

H3b: Org. Commitment LMX Mean 0.032 0.010 0.065 

 Org. Commitment LMX Mean + 1 S.D. 0.049 0.013 0.103 
 Stress LMX Mean - 1 S.D. -0.025 -0.057 -0.005 

H3c: Stress LMX Mean -0.030 -0.061 -0.010 
 Stress LMX Mean + 1 S.D. -0.034 -0.081 -0.005 
 Work/Life Conflict LMX Mean - 1 S.D. -0.033 -0.070 -0.010 

H3d: Work/Life Conflict LMX Mean -0.029 -0.066 -0.008 
 Work/Life Conflict LMX Mean + 1 S.D. -0.025 -0.078 0.007 
 Satisfaction POS Mean - 1 S.D. 0.042 0.009 0.093 

H4a: Satisfaction POS Mean 0.044 0.009 0.092 
 Satisfaction POS Mean + 1 S.D. 0.046 0.009 0.105 
 Org. Commitment POS Mean - 1 S.D. 0.064 0.015 0.124 

H4b: Org. Commitment POS Mean 0.057 0.013 0.113 
 Org. Commitment POS Mean + 1 S.D. 0.050 0.011 0.110 
 Stress POS Mean - 1 S.D. -0.007 -0.031 0.004 

H4c: Stress POS Mean 0.000 -0.015 0.013 
 Stress POS Mean + 1 S.D. 0.007 -0.010 0.033 
 Work/Life Conflict POS Mean - 1 S.D. -0.012 -0.041 0.001 

H4d: Work/Life Conflict POS Mean -0.008 -0.031 0.003 
 Work/Life Conflict POS Mean + 1 S.D. -0.004 -0.033 0.016 

 

Bold values indicate significance at *p<0.05.  5,000 bootstrap samples.  N=577. 

 

H3a: R2 = 0.475; χ2 = 18709.84; p = 0.000 

H3b: R2 = 0.535; χ2 = 662.66; p = 0.000 

H3c: R2 = 0.206; χ2 = 9099.21; p = 0.000 

H3d: R2 = 0.255; χ2 = 5631.46; p = 0.000 

H4a: R2 = 0.474; χ2 = 18674.66; p = 0.000 

H4b: R2 = 0.535; χ2 = 662.66; p = 0.000 

H4c: R2 = 0.206; χ2 = 150.02; p = 0.000 

H4d: R2 = 0.255; χ2 = 197.86; p = 0.000    
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Figure 11:  Moderated Mediation Analysis; Hypothesis 3                                                 

(Full Study; Post-Hoc Analysis);                                                                               

Moderator = Monitoring Justice:  Informational;                                          

Moderation AFTER Mediation 

 

 



 

 
 

120 

 

 

Figure 12:  Moderated Mediation Analysis; Hypothesis 4                                              

(Full Study; Post-Hoc Analysis);                                                                                 

Moderator = Monitoring Justice:  Informational;                                          

Moderation AFTER Mediation 

 

For hypotheses H7 and H8, connectedness as a moderator is similarly introduced 

after the mediation effect of PEAM and job outcomes.  This updated model is shown in 

Figure 13.   
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Figure 13:  Post-Hoc Analysis; Revised Research Model for Hypotheses 7 and 8 

 

Table 16 sets forth the regression results for the data using the updated post hoc analysis, 

below.   
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Table 16:  Regression Results – H5-H8 (Full Study; Post-Hoc Analysis):  Moderation AFTER Mediation 

 

  S  OC   Stress   W  LMX   POS   

 Variables (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) 

PEAM -0.012 -0.015 -0.010 -0.020 0.196*** 0.189*** 0.218*** 0.212*** 0.0959* -0.011+ 0.197*** -0.010 

LMX 0.324*** 0.381 0.166** 0.461* -0.124* -0.112 -0.106* -0.395     

POS 0.470*** 0.251 0.605*** -0.203 -0.084 -0.508* -0.123* -0.280     

Connect-

edness 
-0.016 -0.149 0.043 -0.378+ 0.0803+ -0.263 0.069 -0.312 0.159** -0.842*** 0.188*** -0.810*** 

LMX* 

Connect 
 -0.016  -0.078  -0.008  0.065  0.225***  -0.008*** 

POS* 

Connect 
 0.053  0.196***  0.102+  0.036  -0.004*  0.231*** 

Controls             

Responsive 

Culture 
0.045 0.047 0.039 0.046 0.077+ 0.082* 0.128** 0.132** 0.088+ 0.008 0.070 0.012 

Hrs [week] -0.002 -0.002 0.001 0.001 0.010** 0.010** 0.011** 0.011** -0.005 0.000 0.001 -0.001 

Tenure 0.006 0.006 0.004 0.004 0.015* 0.014* 0.011 0.011 -0.007 -0.002* -0.004 0.000 

Position -0.004 -0.005 0.002 0.000 0.011 0.009 0.012 0.012 0.005 0.000 -0.002 -0.002+ 

Empl. [log] 0.042 0.041 -0.017 -0.018 -0.002 -0.002 -0.035 -0.035 0.054 0.001 -0.007 -0.003 

Age  0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 -0.014*** -0.014*** -0.017*** -0.017*** 0.003 0.000 0.000 0.001 

Gender  -0.008 -0.003 -0.082 -0.065 0.044 0.051 0.187* 0.185* -0.102 -0.019 0.085 0.019 

Controlsa Included Included Included Included Included Included Included Included Included Included Included Included 

Constant 0.984* 1.563 1.173** 2.992* 1.668*** 3.176* 1.732** 3.434* 2.402*** 3.864*** 2.254*** 3.636*** 

R2 0.459 0.460 0.518 0.533 0.261 0.266 0.296 0.298 0.113 0.979 0.156 0.974 

Adj. R2 0.423 0.422 0.486 0.500 0.212 0.214 0.249 0.249 0.058 0.977 0.103 0.973 

Change R2  0.001  0.015***  0.005  0.002  0.866***  0.818*** 

F 12.75*** 12.08*** 16.11*** 16.13*** 5.31*** 5.14*** 6.31*** 6.02*** 2.04** 695.42*** 2.94*** 570.76*** 

Notes: N=577; +p<0.10; *p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001; aDummy variables: Business type, Job role, Education level.
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Table 17 sets forth the results of the moderated mediation analysis using 

bootstrapping, with the moderating construct of perceived importance of connectedness 

introduced after the mediating effects of the social exchange mechanisms of LMX and 

POS.   
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Table 17:  Hypothesis 7 & Hypothesis 8  (Full Study; Post-Hoc Analysis)                    

Moderated Mediation Analysis of Connectedness on Job Outcomes:                     

Moderation AFTER Mediation 

 

  DV Mediator Range Coefficient 95% Confidence 

  Satisfaction LMX Mean - 1 S.D. 0.043 0.014 0.086 

H7a: Satisfaction LMX Mean 0.039 0.014 0.076 

  Satisfaction LMX Mean + 1 S.D. 0.036 0.011 0.078 

  Org. Commitment LMX Mean - 1 S.D. 0.024 0.007 0.054 

H7b: Org. Commitment LMX Mean 0.016 0.003 0.037 

  Org. Commitment LMX Mean + 1 S.D. 0.007 -0.010 0.030 

  Stress LMX Mean - 1 S.D. -0.018 -0.043 -0.004 

H7c: Stress LMX Mean -0.019 -0.040 -0.006 

  Stress LMX Mean + 1 S.D. -0.020 -0.046 -0.004 

  Work/Life Conflict LMX Mean - 1 S.D. -0.020 -0.051 -0.003 

H7d: Work/Life Conflict LMX Mean -0.016 -0.036 -0.004 

  Work/Life Conflict LMX Mean + 1 S.D. -0.012 -0.038 0.003 

  Satisfaction POS Mean - 1 S.D. 0.086 0.046 0.144 

H8a: Satisfaction POS Mean 0.095 0.058 0.146 

  Satisfaction POS Mean + 1 S.D. 0.105 0.062 0.168 

  Org. Commitment POS Mean - 1 S.D. 0.101 0.055 0.161 

H8b: Org. Commitment POS Mean 0.130 0.079 0.190 

  Org. Commitment POS Mean + 1 S.D. 0.158 0.100 0.232 

  Stress POS Mean - 1 S.D. -0.029 -0.062 -0.008 

H8c: Stress POS Mean -0.012 -0.036 0.008 

  Stress POS Mean + 1 S.D. 0.005 -0.024 0.038 

  Work/Life Conflict POS Mean - 1 S.D. -0.031 -0.073 -0.007 

H8d: Work/Life Conflict POS Mean -0.022 -0.050 -0.002 

  Work/Life Conflict POS Mean + 1 S.D. -0.014 -0.047 0.020 

       Bold values indicate significance at *p<0.05.  5,000 bootstrap samples.  N=577. 

 

H7a: N = 577; R2 = 0.476; χ2 = 18739.45; p = 0.000 

H7b: N = 577; R2 = 0.542; χ2 = 22879.88; p = 0.000 

H7c: N = 577; R2 = 0.343; χ2 = 11110.93; p = 0.000 

H7d: N = 577; R2 = 0.365; χ2 = 6698.11; p = 0.000 

H8a: N = 577; R2 = 0.476; χ2 = 18739.45; p = 0.000 

H8b: N = 577; R2 = 0.542; χ2 = 22879.88; p = 0.000 

H8c: N = 577; R2 = 0.343; χ2 = 11110.93; p = 0.000 

H8d: N = 577; R2 = 0.365; χ2 = 330.99; p = 0.000 
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Perceived connectedness importance as a moderator for hypotheses H7a-H7d has 

differing results from the original model when introduced after the mediating effects of 

LMX in the revised model.  Satisfaction (H7a) is significant at all levels of perceived 

connectedness importance (mean –1 S.D.: β = 0.043, p < 0.05; mean: β = 0.039, p < 0.05; 

mean +1 S.D.: β = 0.036, p < 0.05).  Organizational commitment (H7b) is significant at 

the mean –1 standard deviation (β = 0.024, p < 0.05) and at the mean level (β = 0.016, p < 

0.05), and is not significant at the mean +1 standard deviation level of the moderator.  

However, the conditional indirect effect is weaker at higher levels of perceived 

connectedness importance, which is contrary to what was hypothesized.  Interestingly, 

this result is opposite of the findings of the original model, which did find partial support 

for both hypotheses H7a and H7b.   

H7c (stress) shows significance at all levels of the perceived connectedness 

importance moderator (mean –1 S.D.: β = -0.018, p < 0.05; mean: β = -0.019, p < 0.05; 

mean +1 S.D.: β = -0.020, p < 0.05), while the original model did not find significance at 

the mean -1 standard deviation level.  In that the conditional indirect effect is stronger at 

higher levels of connectedness importance, this hypothesis continues to receive partial 

support, as was the case with the preliminary research model. 

H7d (work/life conflict) is significant at the mean –1 standard deviation level (β = 

-0.020, p < 0.05) and at the mean level (β = -0.016, p < 0.05) of perceived connectedness 

importance, but is not significant at the mean +1 standard deviation level.  As with 

hypotheses H7a and H7b, the conditional indirect effect is weaker at higher levels of 

perceived connectedness importance, which is contrary to what was hypothesized, so 

hypothesis H7d is not supported.  Also similar to H7a and H7b, this finding is opposite of 
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the result of the original model, which did find partial support for hypothesis H7d.  Graphic 

representations of these results are set forth below in Figure 14.   

 

 

Figure 14:  Moderated Mediation Analysis; Hypothesis 7                                        

(Full Study; Post-Hoc Analysis)                                                                                   

Moderator = Connectedness;                                                                                    

Moderation AFTER Mediation 

 

Introducing perceived connectedness importance as a moderator after the mediating 

effect of POS was then investigated using the revised model.  Satisfaction (H8a) is 

significant at all levels of perceived connectedness importance as the moderator, at the 

mean – 1 standard deviation (β = 0.086, p < 0.05), at the mean level (β = 0.095, p < 0.05), 
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and at the mean + 1 standard deviation (β = 0.105, p < 0.05).  Organizational commitment 

(H8b) is also significant at all levels of perceived connectedness importance (Mean -1 S.D: 

β = 0.101, p < 0.05; Mean: β = 0.130, p < 0.05; Mean +1 S.D: β = 0.158, p < 0.05).  The 

conditional indirect effect is stronger at higher levels of the moderator, suggesting partial 

support for these hypotheses.  The original model also indicated partial support, but the 

revised model shows significance at all levels of the moderator, suggesting that the updated 

model is more effective in finding significance for the dependent variables of satisfaction 

and organizational commitment.  

H8c (stress) is significant where connectedness is at the mean -1 standard deviation 

level (β = -0.029, p < 0.05), but loses significance at higher levels of the perceived 

connectedness importance moderator.  While the revised model did find significance, and 

the original model did not do so at any level.  However, the conditional indirect effect is 

weaker at higher levels, and accordingly this hypothesis continues to not be supported.   

H8d (work/life conflict) is significant at the mean -1 standard deviation (β = -0.031, 

p < 0.05) and mean level (β = -0.022, p < 0.05) of perceived connectedness importance, 

but loses significance at the mean +1 standard deviation level.  Contrary to the original 

model, the conditional indirect effect is weaker, and loses significance, at higher levels of 

the moderator.  Since this is in the opposite direction as was expected, hypothesis H8d does 

not receive support with the updated model.  Graphic representations of these results are 

set forth in Figure 15.   
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Figure 15:  Moderated Mediation Analysis; Hypothesis 8                                                  

(Full Study; Post-Hoc Analysis)                                                                               

Moderator = Connectedness;                                                                                   

Moderation AFTER Mediation 

  

6. DISCUSSION 

The use of electronic communications is integrated in virtually all facets of the 

workplace and is a defining component of knowledge work.  Managers are increasingly 

able to monitor their employees’ electronic communications due to advances in technology 

(Stanton, 2000; Taylor et al., 2008; Urbaczewski & Jessup, 2002; Zweig & Webster, 2002).  

In addition, legal risks and regulatory requirements further compel managers to monitor 
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employees’ communications (Barker et al., 2009; Friedman & Reed, 2007; Swanson, 

2001).  Accordingly, it is critically important to understand how the ubiquity of email 

communication affects the business environment.  While past research has identified 

positive performance effects resulting from monitoring, monitoring can negatively affect 

job outcomes (Chalykoff & Kochan, 1989; Stanton, 2000; Taylor et al., 2008; Toorn & 

Shu, 2010).     

This dissertation focuses on two separate but related phenomena regarding the 

influence on employees’ job outcomes of satisfaction, organizational commitment, stress, 

and work/life conflict: (1) the perceived level of monitoring of the content of employees’ 

emails (PECM), and (2) the perceived level of monitoring of the activity relating to 

employees’ emails (PEAM).  In particular, it evaluates the extent to which social exchange 

mechanisms, i.e. leader member exchange (LMX) and perceived organizational support 

(POS), indirectly effect the overall impact of PECM and PEAM on these job outcomes.   

The results of this study suggest that the direct effect of PECM does negatively 

influence (i.e., decreases) the job outcomes of satisfaction and organizational commitment, 

and positively influences (i.e., increases) employees’ stress and work/life outcomes.  

Further, the effect of LMX was found to be statistically significant for hypotheses H1a-

H1d, suggesting that the construct of LMX mediates the influence of PECM on these job 

outcomes.   

However, an interesting and unexpected finding is that while the direct effect was 

in the hypothesized direction, the mediating effect was in the opposite direction as that 

which was hypothesized.  In other words, the impact of PECM, through the indirect effect 

of LMX, was expected to be negative (i.e., decrease satisfaction and organizational 
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commitment), but instead the coefficients were positive and significant.  This suggests that, 

contrary to prior literature, monitoring increases satisfaction and organizational 

commitment, at least in the context of perceived email content monitoring (PECM) through 

the social exchange mechanism of LMX.  Accordingly, hypotheses H1a and H2b were not 

supported.   

Hypotheses H1c and H2d resulted in negative coefficients, which could potentially 

indicate a suppressive effect, also described as negative mediation (MacKinnon, et al., 

2000; MacKinnon & Fairchild, 2009; Tzelgov & Henik, 1991).  This effect may be the 

result of employees feeling the burden of being monitored on a continuing basis through 

their email usage as the interactions with their supervisors increase, as measured by LMX.  

Regardless, the expected impact of the indirect effect of LMX was hypothesized to be 

positive, suggesting that the effect on the dependent variables is increased.  As was the case 

for H1a and H1b, the mediated relationship was in the opposite direction as was 

hypothesized, which was interesting and counter to prior literature.  Accordingly, 

hypotheses H1c and H1d were not supported.   

It can be therefore inferred that the positive reciprocal relationship that emerges 

from increased LMX can actually result in PECM to increase positive job outcomes of 

satisfaction and organizational commitment, while reducing the negative job outcomes of 

stress and work/life conflict.  This result may be because employees determine that the 

monitoring is not being conducted by their supervisors for purposes that are detrimental to 

their jobs and workplace wellbeing.  

These findings of an opposite direction of the mediated relationship than was 

hypothesized for hypotheses H1a-H1d suggest that monitoring is not necessarily 
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detrimental to the relationships employees have with their supervisors.  On the contrary, 

these findings suggest, contrary to prior literature, the positive reciprocal relationship 

among employees and their supervisors is enhanced, at least in terms of the perceived email 

content monitoring that occurs when measured by the construct of LMX.  One reason for 

this is that email requires deliberate efforts to interact, with at least some measure of 

forethought to generate the communication, allowing for more meaningful interaction.  

Moreover, employees will want their supervisors to monitor (i.e., read) their emails in order 

to get support and resources, which will lead to positive overall job outcomes. 

Only one hypothesis relating to PECM and perceived organizational support 

(POS) had significant results.  Hypothesis H2a, relating to organizational commitment 

(OC), was supported, in that the direct impact of PECM on OC was negative, and when 

the indirect influence of POS was included, the overall impact was negative and 

significant as well.  A potential reason for this result is that the perception that the 

communication among coworkers via email is monitored may cause them to feel that 

they need to adjust their behavior or otherwise act in a manner that is not preferable, 

thereby reducing commitment to the organization.  For example, employees may not be 

able to be as honest with each other due to the permanence, ease of distribution, and 

manipulability that is inherent with the medium of email.  Other forms of communication 

may be sought, if possible, to interact with coworkers that may engender higher levels of 

POS, but in the context of email communication, the overall impact on organizational 

commitment is negative.   

There was a lack of statistical significance of the indirect effect of POS on 

satisfaction (H2a), stress (H2c), and work/life conflict (H2d), such that these hypotheses 
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were not supported.  These results suggest that the perception of the monitoring of email 

content is not influenced by the social exchange relationship among employees in their 

organization as measured by POS, despite there being a direct and significant relationship 

between PECM and decreased satisfaction, increased stress, and increased work/life 

conflict.  This impact of PECM on influencing these job outcomes deserves further study 

to determine the mechanisms through which this influence occurs.   

In the preliminary model, it was hypothesized that monitoring justice was a 

potential moderator of the mediating indirect effects of LMX and POS, and that this 

moderating effect should be considered before to these social exchange mechanisms were 

considered.  The theoretical reasoning was that the informational process by which 

supervisors and organizations as a whole would seek to disseminate the email content 

monitoring practices would help shape the relationships among employees and their 

supervisors (i.e., LMX) and throughout their organizations (i.e., POS).  This model did 

not result in any statistically significant findings, indicating that the research model was 

not properly reflecting when the moderating influence on the mediators was occurring.  

The post-hoc analysis that used a modified model was more successful in finding 

statistical significance, and provided support to the intuition that the monitoring justice 

moderator is appropriately included after the mediating effects of LMX and POS occur.  

This configuration suggests that where there is more than a mere transactional 

relationship among employees and their supervisors, such that social exchange is 

reciprocal and increasing, then employees will be more receptive to the informational 

monitoring justice that is set forth for their consideration.   
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Hypothesis 3a, relating to job satisfaction, was partially supported, in that the 

conditional indirect effect of monitoring justice was weaker at higher levels of 

monitoring justice, despite the mediated effect was in the opposite direction than that 

which was hypothesized, since moderation can be found even when mediation is not 

supported or even statistically significant (Hayes, 2017).  This suggests that monitoring 

justice does have an influence on reducing the negative influence of PECM on the job 

outcome of satisfaction.  Hypothesis H3d in the revised model also received partial 

support, in that the conditional indirect effect was weaker at higher levels of monitoring 

justice, suggesting that work/life conflict is decreased through the mediating mechanism 

of LMX.  Hypothesis 4b in the revised model was supported in that the direct, mediated, 

and conditional indirect effects were all as hypothesized, with the conditional indirect 

effect on organizational commitment being weaker at higher levels of the monitoring 

justice moderator.  This suggests that higher levels of monitoring justice are effective in 

reducing the negative impact on organizational commitment through the social exchange 

mechanism of POS.    

Conversely, both H3b (organizational commitment) and H3c (stress) were 

statistically significant in the revised model, but were not supported in that the 

conditional indirect effect of monitoring justice, via LMX, was stronger at higher levels 

of the moderator.  Similarly, H4a (satisfaction) showed a conditional indirect effect via 

POS that was stronger at higher levels of the monitoring justice moderator.  Hypotheses 

H4c (stress) and H4d (work/life conflict), relating to the indirect effect of POS, were not 

found to be statistically significant in the revised model.     



 

 

 

134 

 

The hypotheses that were not supported because of the stronger conditional 

indirect effect at higher levels is interesting but not intuitive, because it suggests that 

efforts to provide informational monitoring justice, through the indirect effect of LMX 

(H3b and H3c) and POS (H4b), amplify the negative effects on organizational 

commitment and stress.  One potential reason for this result is that employees are 

suspicious of the monitoring justice efforts and deem the email content monitoring to be 

inappropriate despite organizational efforts to mitigate the negative outcomes.  In other 

words, efforts by the organization to convince the employees that they are engaging in 

monitoring justice actually makes the negative impacts of PECM worse.   

Overall, the results of the revised model for hypotheses H3a-d and H4a-b achieved 

statistical significance, suggesting that the updated model more effectively represents how 

monitoring justice moderates the effect of PECM on job outcomes after the mediating 

effect of social exchange occurs. 

 Perceived email activity monitoring (PEAM) by employees’ supervisors of email 

behavior was evaluated in hypotheses H5-H8.  It was anticipated that this email activity 

monitoring can result in employees seeking to manage response expectations rather than 

focusing on their work.  Doing so was hypothesized to cause decreased job satisfaction and 

organizational commitment, as well as increased stress and reduced work/life balance.   

All of the hypotheses relating to LMX (H5a-H5d) found significance for the 

mediated effect, but as with hypotheses H1a-H1d, the mediated relationship was in the 

opposite direction of the expected impact of the independent variable (PEAM) on the job 

outcome dependent variables, so these hypotheses were not supported.  Satisfaction 

(H5a) and organizational commitment (H5b) were anticipated to have a negative indirect 
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effect (i.e., decrease) through LMX, while stress (H5c) and work/life conflict (H5d) were 

expected to have a positive indirect effect (i.e., increase) through the social exchange 

mechanism of LMX.  The interesting finding of this opposite direction than that which 

was hypothesized suggests that perceived email activity monitoring (PEAM) increases 

the reciprocal nature of the relationship between employees and their supervisors.  One 

potential reason for this result is that employees are able to exhibit their proficiencies to 

their supervisors more effectively through email, and so long as the level of positive 

leader member exchange (LMX) is sufficiently high in this type of communication 

interaction, there will be corresponding beneficial job outcomes.  Further, this could 

potentially be because this form of perceived email activity monitoring becomes less 

concerning for employees when there is a stronger reciprocal relationship with their 

supervisors.    

The social exchange mechanism of perceived organizational support (POS) was 

investigated as a potential mediator in hypotheses H6a-H6d between perceived email 

activity monitoring (PEAM) and job outcomes.  Satisfaction (H6a) and organizational 

commitment (H6b) were found to be significant with respect to the mediating effect 

through POS.  As was found for H5a and H5b, however, the mediating effect was in the 

opposite direction as that which was hypothesized because the indirect effect was found 

to increase the dependent variables through POS, rather than decrease them as expected, 

so these hypotheses do not receive support.  The reasoning for this unexpected and 

interesting result that monitoring of activity increasing the reciprocal relationships 

through POS follows the same potential logic as that of LMX.  That is, coworkers 

appreciate that their emails are being read and responded to (i.e., monitored), and that this 
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activity creates a feeling of positive reciprocity when there is effective email 

communication in a timely manner.  Further, employees may not perceive the pressure to 

engage in email activity, with the attendant negative job outcomes, in the presence of a 

comparatively higher level of positive reciprocal nature of POS. 

Hypotheses H6c and H6d, relating to the effect of PEAM through POS on stress 

and work/life balance were not supported because there was no statistical significance.  

The reasoning for this lack of significance may be similar to why an opposite direction of 

the mediated effect was found for H6a and H6b. Intuitively, a reasoning for this result is 

that level of POS is influenced more by other factors unrelated to email communications, 

especially since there may be less email-related interaction that can affect the reciprocal 

relationship that can raise (or lower) the levels of POS in the workplace.  It should be 

noted that there was a significant and positive direct of effect of PEAM on stress and 

work/life balance, so other mechanisms may be at work causing this to be an area of 

concern for managers due to its negative impact on detrimental employee outcomes. 

Hypotheses H7 and H8 explore how the social exchange mechanisms of leader-

member exchange (LMX) and perceived organizational support (POS) are potentially 

moderated by employees’ perceived importance of connectedness and the overall impact 

on job attitudinal outcomes.  Included in this evaluation is the culture of responsiveness 

expectations within the organization.  It was hypothesized that where there is a higher 

level of perceived connectedness importance, the conditional direct effect of this 

moderator would cause the effect of the social exchange mediators to be stronger, since 

there would be a greater propensity for employees to engage in email communication.  
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In the original research model, with the moderator introduced prior to the mediating 

effect of LMX, all of the hypotheses were partially supported, even though as previously 

discussed the mediated relationship is in the opposite direction as hypothesized.  That is, 

the conditional indirect effect was stronger at higher levels of perceived connectedness 

importance for satisfaction (H7a), organizational commitment (H7b), stress (H7c), and 

work/life commitment (H7d).  Based on these findings, intuition suggests that increased 

levels of employees’ perceived importance of connectedness increases the impact of the 

reciprocal nature of social exchange through LMX.  A potential cause for this may be that 

for these job outcomes, when employees determine that being more connected to their 

organizations is important, their reciprocal relationships with their supervisors is increased, 

particularly if the communication is positive and useful for employees.  They may therefore 

want to use email more and have this usage monitored, even if they are not specifically 

required by their supervisor to do so. 

Hypothesis H8a (satisfaction), H8b (organizational commitment), and H8d 

(work/life commitment) were also partially supported, in that the conditional indirect effect 

is stronger at higher levels of employees’ perceived connectedness importance and 

significance was not found at the lower levels of perceived connectedness importance in 

the original model with the moderator considered prior to the mediating effect of POS.  As 

with H7a-H7d, the intuition follows that remaining connected and having their activity 

monitored, reinforces the positive reciprocal relationships as measured by POS.   

The hypothesis relating to the conditional indirect effect of PEAM through POS on 

stress (H8c) was not significant at any level of perceived connectedness importance, and is 

therefore not supported.  A possible reason for this finding is that employees simply do not 
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feel that the monitoring of their email influences their stress level, suggesting that there are 

other considerations beyond the prevue of electronic communications that have an 

influence in the original model.  This possibility is supported by a recent study conducted 

by Gallup in March 2017, which found that email use outside of traditional working hours 

is not a stressor for most employees, with 8% finding the email response requirements to 

be unreasonable, and 15% finding there to be a negative effect on personal well-being 

(Newport, 2017).      

The post-hoc model for hypotheses H7 & H8 introduced the moderator of 

employees perception of connectedness importance after the mediating effect of social 

exchange, which generated confounding results.  This model is more tenuous to support, 

since intuition suggests that perceived connectedness importance will help develop a 

reciprocal relationship through social exchange (i.e., before the mediating effects of LMX 

and POS), since email is a deliberate form of communication, and communication is 

required to build relationships.  Significance was found for the hypothesized relationships, 

but only one hypothesis relating to LMX and stress (H7c) and two hypotheses relating to 

POS and satisfaction (H8a) and organizational commitment (H8b) received partial support.  

While these hypotheses showed a conditional indirect effect that was stronger at higher 

levels, the magnitude was not as pronounced as was indicated in the original model.  All 

other hypotheses were not supported, despite showing statistical significance, in that the 

conditional indirect effect was weaker at higher levels, which was opposite as that which 

was hypothesized.  Nevertheless, the revised model provides opportunity for further study. 

Overall, the importance that individuals place on remaining connected to their 

organizations amplifies the magnitude of the email responsiveness expectations in the 
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context of social exchange.  When employees feel that using email is necessary to manage 

response expectations, there can be a compulsive need to constantly check email, 

regardless of when (and where) the messages are received.  Conversely, if email 

connectedness is not perceived to be important to the individual, expectations of 

responsiveness will have a reduced influence on the level of social exchange and job 

attitudes.  Therefore, I suggest that email connectivity is a significant moderator of the 

leader-member exchange and perceived organizational mediating mechanisms incumbent 

in the usage of email communications.   

 

7. LIMITATIONS & OPPORTUNITIES FOR FURTHER RESEARCH 

 

7.1 Limitations  

As with all research, this study does present some limitations.  First, the use of a 

single survey to assess all of the relevant variables presents a possibility for common 

method bias.  Future work should consider collecting multiple respondents for each 

organization and assess the extent of monitoring.   

In addition, this study also focused on employees’ use of email.  It would be 

instructive to investigate whether other forms of electronic communication—such as web-

based communications (e.g., Skype), instant messaging, or social networks—exhibit 

similar relationships.  Additional questions could be utilized to assess the validity of the 

relationships across a wide variety of communication technologies.  

Additional theoretical lenses beyond social exchange may shed additional light on 

the influences on job outcomes, including response signaling theory, power distance, social 
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networks, trust, and ethical considerations of monitoring behavior.  The construct of trust 

may also be included as a mediator of the influence of both PECM and PEAM on job 

outcomes.  Moreover, a myriad of communication theories offer tremendous opportunities 

for interdisciplinary research.  The importance of email connectedness could be studied 

using concepts of narcissism, technology acceptance, work interruptions, and addiction.    

Future work should also consider the nature of the office setting of the employee.  

Virtual workers and telecommuters may expect a greater extent of monitoring than 

traditional workers who keep regular office hours.  I may find that monitoring justice is 

particularly important to measure with the pervasive use of mobile technology such as 

smart phones and tablet computers that can provide additional means of electronic 

communication.      

 

7.2 Opportunities for Further Research 

The number of constructs that emerge from these data offer many opportunities to 

explore the influence of perceived monitoring, social exchange, the various facets of 

monitoring justice, and multiple job outcomes.  The present study did not explore direct 

relationships or other possible moderation and mediation that may be occurring in the 

context of electronic communication.  In addition, the formative construct of monitoring 

justice, while passing the requisite statistical robustness tests, still has room for further 

exploration and development.  Moreover, the impact of perceived ethics of monitoring will 

continue to have a potent impact on employees’ perception of their workplace environment, 

and deserves further investigation.   
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In both the pilot and full study, data were collected regarding the well-established 

construct of employee trust at both the supervisor and organizational level.  It may indeed 

be the case that the level to which there is trust in an organization may be instructive in 

discerning how behavior is influenced when communicating using email.  Trust can be 

introduced into the present model or supplanted to test alternative explanations of the extent 

to which there is an overall impact on job outcomes (e.g., Colquitt & Rodell, 2011).  

Finally, it is becoming more apparent that employees have the ability to remain 

connected to their workplace, irrespective of geographic or temporal proximity to the 

traditional office environment.  This connectedness is enabled through increasingly 

powerful technology well beyond the confines of traditional email, and encompasses real-

time instant messaging, work sharing services, and online collaboration.  While these tools 

can greatly enhance productivity, further study is needed to evaluate whether employees 

affirmatively want to use these resources, or feel that they need to remain connected 

electronically at the expense of more enriching interpersonal relationships.  

 

8. MANAGERIAL IMPLICATIONS 

Armed with the understanding of how monitoring of electronic communications 

affects job outcomes, managers are able to address employee concerns by supporting a 

trusting relationship throughout their organizations and adopting monitoring procedures 

that will precipitate employee perceptions of monitoring justice.  When managers seek to 

foster trusting relationships, their employees will be less compelled to adjust their 

electronic communication activities solely to accommodate perceived performance 

measurement expectations.  Managers should also create a working environment that 
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enables employees to capitalize on creativity and expeditious communication by avoiding 

monitoring policies that are perceived to be oppressive.   

It is also critical that employers demonstrate the justification for electronic 

communication monitoring, and create assurances that employees’ electronic 

communication monitoring will be minimized to the greatest extent possible (Arnesen & 

Weis, 2007).  In organizations where employees feel that they are trusted and supported, 

the environment is more conducive to positive job outcomes.  Further, when policies are 

perceived to be justified and managers exercise procedural justice in implementing these 

policies, employees are less likely to engender negative responses (Kallman, 1993; Niehoff 

& Moorman, 1993) with related reductions in performance.  Therefore, managers need to 

demonstrate high levels of monitoring justice so that policies regarding electronic 

communication monitoring that are generally disliked by their employees will not 

ultimately translate to reductions in attitudinal outcomes.  Accordingly, managers must 

understand how their monitoring activities can be implemented in their organizations to 

avoid negative employee responses. 

 

9. CONCLUSION 

This dissertation measured the levels of leader-member exchange and perceived 

organizational support and the associated influence on employees’ job attitudinal outcomes 

including satisfaction, organizational commitment, stress, and work/life conflict.  I further 

investigated how employees’ perception of justice at varying levels influenced these social 

exchange mechanisms and the overall impact on job outcomes.  Prior monitoring literature 

has not combined the mediating influence of social exchange and the moderating effect of 
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justice on this mediating effect to help understand the overall mechanisms influencing job 

outcomes.  Further, extant research has not yet identified a means to measure justice 

relating to electronic communication monitoring that effectively captures the necessary 

components that comprise this construct.  To address these gaps in the literature, I 

formulated the novel construct of monitoring justice that specifically included the concept 

of external justification.  Using this new construct, I extended existing research by 

integrating the mechanisms of LMX and POS with varying levels of managerial monitoring 

justice in a moderated-mediation analysis.   

The interesting and surprising result that the perceived monitoring of both email 

content (PECM) and activity (PEAM) can enhance the positive reciprocal relationship 

among employees and their supervisors (LMX) and the organizations (POS) is another 

contribution that emerged from this dissertation.  Where predominating literature, as stated 

above, has found monitoring to have a generally negative effect, I found evidence to 

suggest that in the context of email, the opposite effect occurs.  These results provide ample 

opportunity for further exploration.   

The importance that individuals place on remaining connected to their 

organizations amplifies the magnitude of the email responsiveness expectations in the 

context of social exchange.  When employees feel that using email is necessary to 

demonstrate proficiency, there can be a compulsive need to constantly check email, 

regardless of when (and where) the messages are received.  Conversely, if email 

connectedness is not perceived to be important to the individual, there will be a reduced 

overall influence on the level of social exchange and job attitudes.  Other influences on 

these outcomes will prevail.  Thus, email connectivity is a significant moderator of the 
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leader-member exchange and perceived organizational mediating mechanisms incumbent 

in the usage of email communications.   

Here, I contribute to existing monitoring literature by identifying the social 

exchange mechanisms through which electronic communications influence job outcomes.  

Identifying the mediating effects of LMX and POS is an important contribution because it 

suggests that the relationship among employees and their managers must be taken into 

consideration when assessing the overall impact on how employees feel about their work 

environment.  Further, prior literature had not developed a measure of perceived justice 

with respect to electronic communication monitoring, so I have added to electronic 

monitoring research by creating a new construct of monitoring justice so that employees’ 

perceptions can be assessed.  In so doing, I provided the means to more fully measure and 

understand the overall impact of electronic communication monitoring on employees’ job 

attitudes. 
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APPENDICES 

 

APPENDIX A:  Pilot Study  

The pilot study consisted of providing paper-and-pencil surveys to attendees of a 

week-long conference at a large undergraduate institution.  Participants of the conference 

were from the business community, professional staff and faculty of the college hosting 

the conference, and students who voluntarily elected to attend the conference.  No 

incentives were provided to complete the survey, and completion of the survey was 

voluntary.  All questions were anchored on a Likert scale of 1-7 with 1 being the lowest 

value (“strongly disagree”) and 7 at the highest value (i.e., “strongly agree”).  The pilot 

survey questions and constructs are included as Appendix B, and the paper survey 

distributed to the participants is set forth as Appendix C. 

 Approximately three hundred fifty (350) businesspersons, college faculty, staff, and 

students attended the conference, and each was provided a paper survey to complete.  One 

hundred fifty-three (153) surveys were returned, resulting in a 43.7% response rate.  

Surveys that were not completed were excluded, as were those that did not indicate a 

sufficiently high level of work-related email usage on a typical workday.  The net result of 

usable survey responses was eighty-six (86) completed surveys, with some surveys missing 

data points but otherwise completed.  The overall percentage of usable surveys from those 

that were distributed was therefore 24.6%.  This was encouraging, particularly since the 

survey was in excess of one hundred questions and no incentive was provided to encourage 

completion.  Summary statistics of these data are included in Table A1.1.   
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Table A1.1:  Summary Statistics  (Pilot Study)  

 

Variable N Mean Std. Dev. Min Max 

Perceived Email Content Monitoring (PECM) 86 4.55 1.69 1 7 

Perceived Email Activity Monitoring (PEAM) 78 4.09 2.12 1 7 

Leader-Member Exchange (LMX) 86 5.88 1.37 1 7 

Perceived Organizational Support (POS) 84 5.39 1.55 1 7 

Monitoring Justicea 86 4.32 1.10 1.33 6.58 

Monitoring Justice (procedural) 84 4.10 1.40 1 7 

Monitoring Justice (informational) 82 4.42 2.05 1 7 

Monitoring Justice (externalities) 76 4.46 1.69 1 7 

Monitoring Justice (ethical considerations) 86 4.79 1.49 1 7 

Connectedness 86 5.56 0.97 2.5 7 

Satisfaction 86 5.81 1.44 1 7 

Organizational Commitment (OC) 86 5.51 1.50 1.67 7 

Stress 86 3.80 1.24 1.4 6 

Work/Life Conflict  86 2.91 1.52 1 7 

Responsiveness Culture (control) 86 4.19 1.81 1 7 

Hrs. worked [week] (control) 86 38.56 12.68 2 60 

Hrs.  [away] (control) 86 5.98 10.55 0 55 

Hrs. worked  [non-traditional] (control) 86 3.28 4.47 0 15 

Tenure (years) (control) 86 7.37 8.28 1 35 

Years in current position (control) 86 5.15 7.10 1 35 

Experience (years) (control) 86 15.12 13.22 1 50 

Employees  (control) 86 215.81 234.86 10 600 

Age (control) 84 37.14 14.53 20 70 

Gender (control) 84 0.21 0.41 64F/20M  
           aMonitoring Justice:  procedural, informational, and externalities combined     
 

Correlation analysis was also performed on the data set, to evaluate the extent to which the 

measured constructs and controls were highly related and statistically significant.  The 

correlation matrix is set forth in Table A1.2.   
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Table A1.2:  Correlation  (Pilot Study) 

  Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

1 PECM 1.00           

2 PEAM 0.83* 1.00          

3 LMX -0.05* 0.02 1.00         

4 POS -0.41* -0.52* 0.38* 1.00        

5 MJa 0.53* 0.52* 0.10* 0.04* 1.00       

6 MJ (procedural) 0.09* 0.21* 0.33* 0.15* 0.43* 1.00      

7 MJ (informational) 0.16* 0.15* -0.11* 0.12* 0.73* -0.02 1.00     

8 MJ (externalities) 0.71* 0.62* 0.07* -0.20* 0.60* 0.04 0.07* 1.00    

9 MJ (ethical) 0.14* 0.05* -0.04* 0.13* 0.13* -0.17* 0.28* 0.01 1.00   

10 Connectedness -0.01 -0.01 -0.13* 0.04 0.07* 0.23* -0.17* 0.17* 0.06* 1.00  

11 Satisfaction -0.26* -0.31* 0.51* 0.80* 0.15* 0.38* 0.05* -0.08* 0.09* 0.14* 1.00 

12 OC -0.17* -0.31* 0.42* 0.77* 0.19* 0.28* 0.08* 0.03 -0.02 -0.03 0.79* 

13 Stress 0.13* 0.18* 0.10* -0.41* 0.04* -0.04* 0.04 0.06* -0.35* 0.05* -0.36* 

14 Work/Life Conflict  0.11* 0.21* -0.15* -0.59* -0.08* 0.02 -0.04* -0.11* -0.54* -0.07* -0.46* 

15 Responsiveness 0.03 0.11* -0.13* 0.05* 0.25* 0.44* 0.03 0.08* 0.06* 0.55* 0.12* 

16 Hours worked 0.21* 0.20* 0.19* -0.19* 0.13* -0.04* 0.02 0.25* 0.20* 0.03 -0.11* 

17 Hrs. (away) 0.07* -0.07* -0.12* -0.09* 0.05* -0.14* 0.08* 0.10* -0.14* -0.27* -0.17* 

18 Hrs. (eve) 0.02 0.06* -0.40* -0.11* 0.10* -0.04* 0.22* -0.07* -0.10* 0.26* 0.04* 

19 Tenure  0.11* -0.01 0.04 -0.17* 0.14* -0.18* 0.22* 0.11* -0.03 -0.15* -0.10* 

20 Time in position  -0.17* -0.22* 0.01 -0.05* -0.08* -0.10* -0.15* 0.13* -0.15* 0.15* 0.10* 

21 Experience  0.06* -0.04* -0.22* -0.38* 0.02 -0.23* 0.05* 0.15* -0.04* -0.05* -0.28* 

22 Employees  0.38* 0.18* -0.14* -0.22* 0.17* -0.33* 0.22* 0.29* 0.23* -0.19* -0.15* 

23 Age  0.13* 0.00 -0.29* -0.42* -0.01 -0.38* 0.01 0.27* -0.15* 0.05* -0.34* 

24 Gender -0.05* -0.02 0.12* 0.13* 0.18* 0.13* 0.08* 0.13* -0.18* 0.10* 0.16* 

        

Notes: *p<0.05; aMonitoring Justice:  procedural, informational, and externalities combined 
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Table A1.2:  Correlation  (Pilot Study)   (continued) 

 

 

  Variable 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 

12 OC 1.00                       

13 Stress -0.24* 1.00                     

14 Work/Life Conflict  -0.43* 0.67* 1.00                   

15 Responsiveness -0.09* 0.04* -0.10* 1.00                 

16 Hours worked -0.15* 0.34* 0.24* -0.04 1.00               

17 Hrs. (away) -0.03 -0.14* 0.04* -0.39* 0.22* 1.00             

18 Hrs. (eve) -0.12* 0.20* 0.37* 0.11* 0.07* -0.09* 1.00           

19 Tenure  0.18* 0.47* 0.22* -0.15* 0.26* -0.05* 0.23* 1.00         

20 Time in position  0.09* 0.37* 0.09* 0.00 0.18* 0.09* 0.33* 0.63* 1.00       

21 Experience  -0.07* 0.39* 0.30* -0.17* 0.22* 0.10* 0.35* 0.77* 0.67* 1.00     

22 Employees  0.04* -0.10* -0.11* -0.40* 0.32* 0.53* 0.07* 0.44* 0.12* 0.31* 1.00   

23 Age  -0.12* 0.42* 0.35* -0.22* 0.37* 0.15* 0.35* 0.65* 0.55* 0.84* 0.32* 1.00 

24 Gender 0.11* -0.22* -0.27* 0.06* -0.38* 0.29* -0.22* -0.10* 0.00 -0.13* 0.12* -0.23* 

 

Notes: *p<0.05
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A.1.1 Exploratory Factor Analysis and Results (Pilot Study) 

Questions were eliminated from the exploratory factor analysis to determine 

whether factor loading would occur while maintaining the exploratory effectiveness of the 

study.  Determinations were made based on comments from pilot study respondents that 

the questions were duplicative, unclear, or otherwise merited removal from future surveys.   

Principal factor analysis was used with varimax orthogonal rotation to determine 

what factors would emerge from the data.  Four separate factors resulted from the 

monitoring justice construct in conformance with the Q-sorting (i.e., monitoring justice 

relating to procedural, informational, external, and ethical considerations).  The social 

exchange constructs of LMX and POS separately loaded as well with Eigenvalues above 

the 1.0 threshold, and factors greater than 0.30, suggesting that these variables measure 

different constructs.  The results of the pilot study exploratory factor analysis (EFA) are 

set forth in Table A1.3a, and the table of eigenvalues and cumulative variance is set forth 

in Table A1.3b, below.  
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Table A1.3a: Exploratory Factor Analysis (Pilot Study) 

 Variable POS LMX 

MJ: 

Informational 

MJ: 

External 

MJ: 

Ethical 

MJ: 

Procedural PECM 

pos1 0.796 0.371 -0.069 -0.254 -0.099 -0.108 0.151 

pos2 0.891 0.153 0.186 -0.150 0.125 0.027 -0.061 

pos3 0.865 0.189 0.072 0.056 0.226 -0.043 -0.200 

pos4 0.907 0.061 0.109 -0.083 -0.074 0.112 0.183 

lmx1 0.141 0.933 0.026 0.008 0.027 0.096 -0.016 

lmx2 0.113 0.859 0.101 -0.195 -0.098 0.029 0.057 

lmx3 0.185 0.950 0.043 0.020 -0.033 0.104 -0.048 

lmx4 0.231 0.879 -0.016 -0.142 -0.134 -0.103 -0.012 

mj_inf1 0.046 0.034 0.965 0.069 0.132 0.066 0.099 

mj_inf2 0.087 0.080 0.935 0.004 0.155 0.126 0.125 

mj_inf3 0.069 0.054 0.970 0.094 0.052 0.061 0.012 

mj_inf4 0.007 -0.053 0.883 -0.179 -0.004 -0.278 -0.158 

mj_ext1 -0.338 -0.081 0.056 0.878 0.116 -0.085 -0.036 

mj_ext2 0.219 -0.098 -0.282 0.851 -0.071 0.040 0.177 

mj_ext3 -0.218 0.011 0.068 0.914 0.113 0.008 0.043 

mj_ext4 -0.013 0.004 0.180 0.754 0.199 0.092 0.219 

mj_ethic1 0.089 -0.159 0.047 0.096 0.884 -0.099 0.096 

mj_ethic2 -0.046 -0.071 0.175 0.243 0.849 -0.058 0.079 

mj_ethic3 0.393 -0.068 0.171 -0.335 0.538 0.071 -0.339 

mj_ethic4 0.089 0.320 0.219 -0.262 0.617 0.383 0.082 

mj_proc1 -0.045 -0.037 0.086 0.337 -0.069 0.695 0.154 

mj_proc2 0.213 0.170 -0.287 -0.254 -0.465 0.560 -0.029 

mj_proc3 -0.127 0.504 -0.006 0.064 -0.078 0.511 -0.441 

mj_proc4 0.032 0.437 0.450 -0.385 0.288 0.520 0.004 

pecm1 -0.536 -0.246 0.210 0.174 0.157 0.001 0.326 

pecm2 -0.426 -0.147 0.176 0.075 0.017 0.265 0.611 

pecm3 -0.047 -0.194 0.234 0.013 0.513 0.054 0.604 

pecm4 -0.534 -0.168 0.047 0.320 0.202 -0.001 0.446 

         Note:  Bold values are factor loadings on constructs.   
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Table A1.3b: Exploratory Factor Analysis (Pilot Study) 

 

Variable Factor Eigenvalue % Variance Cumulative % 

POS 1 7.39 26.39% 26.39% 

LMX 2 5.20 18.59% 44.98% 

MJ_Informational 3 3.30 11.79% 56.76% 

MJ_External 4 2.76 9.86% 66.62% 

MJ_Ethical 5 1.92 6.87% 73.49% 

MJ_Procedural 6 1.45 5.16% 78.65% 

PECM 7 1.07 3.84% 82.49% 

 

A.1.2 Reliability and Validity (Pilot Study) 

In the pilot study, all items exceeded the 0.7 Chronbach’s Alpha threshold for 

internal consistency and composite reliability.  Thus, these finding indicated sufficient 

reliability. The pilot study data constructs all have AVE values greater than the latent 

construct pairs.  The results of the reliability and validity tests for the pilot study are set 

forth in Table A1.4. 

 

Table A1.4: Reliability and Validity (Pilot Study) 

 
  α CR 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 POS 0.807 0.965 0.866       

2 LMX 0.937 0.966 0.173 0.906      

3 MJ_Informational 0.949 0.986 0.060 0.058 0.939     

4 MJ_External 0.829 0.952 0.229 0.064 0.173 0.852    

5 MJ_Ethical 0.773 0.907 0.207 0.186 0.166 0.250 0.737   

6 MJ_Procedural 0.841 0.842 0.127 0.345 0.270 0.287 0.279 0.576  

7 PECM 0.797 0.741 0.435 0.193 0.182 0.186 0.287 0.135 0.511 

Notes: Composite Reliability (CR) = (Σλi)2/[(Σλi)2+Σ(error variances)] where λi is component loading.  

Bold values along the diagonal are square root of the AVE (Average Variance Extracted). 
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A.1.3 Hypothesis Testing (Pilot Study) 

When including monitoring ethics as a control in the pilot study, a higher level of 

variance was explained by the model, and ethics of monitoring was predominantly found 

to be statistically significant.  Accordingly, the hypotheses were tested using monitoring 

ethics as a control variable, and retaining monitoring justice as a composition of procedural, 

informational, and external factors.  The hierarchical regression of the data is set forth in 

Table A1.5. 
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Table A1.5:  Regression Results  (Pilot Study)    

 Satisfaction OC Stress Work/Life Conflict 

Variables (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

PECM 0.686*** 1.826*** 0.733*** 1.321*** -0.770*** -0.343*** -0.088 -0.395** 

LMX -0.490*** -0.746*** -0.569*** -0.701*** 0.788*** 0.692*** 0.071 0.140 

POS 1.406*** 1.589*** 1.707*** 1.801*** -0.834*** -0.766*** -0.466*** -0.515*** 

MJa -1.101*** -0.357** -1.247*** -0.863*** 1.396*** 1.675*** 0.352** 0.151 

PECM*MJa  -0.222***  -0.115***  -0.083***  0.060** 

Ethics 0.151*** 0.252*** 0.064 0.116** -0.595*** -0.557*** -0.507*** -0.534*** 

Hrs. [week] 0.085*** 0.111*** 0.092*** 0.105*** -0.039*** -0.029*** -0.022* -0.029** 

Hrs. [away] 0.056*** 0.086*** 0.071*** 0.087*** -0.132*** -0.121*** 0.053** 0.045** 

Hrs. [non-trad.] 0.043* 0.021 -0.020 -0.031+ 0.021 0.013 -0.059** -0.054** 

Tenure 0.129*** 0.191*** 0.219*** 0.251*** -0.212*** -0.189*** 0.108*** 0.092*** 

Position -0.167*** -0.222*** -0.263*** -0.292*** 0.237*** 0.216*** -0.083*** -0.068*** 

Experience 0.016+ 0.030*** 0.010 0.018* 0.051*** 0.057*** 0.020** 0.016* 

Empl. [log] -0.690*** -0.978*** -0.939*** -1.087*** 0.962*** 0.854*** -0.473*** -0.395** 

Age -0.025** -0.050*** -0.005 -0.018** -0.018*** -0.027*** -0.003 0.004 

Gender 1.433*** 1.391*** 1.505*** 1.484*** -0.065 -0.081 -2.587*** -2.576*** 

Controlsb Included Included Included Included Included Included Included Included 

Constant -6.076*** -11.20*** -4.016*** -6.658*** 12.74*** 10.82*** 9.426*** 10.81*** 

R2 0.884 0.914 0.910 0.917 0.942 0.948 0.909 0.911 

Adj. R2 0.873 0.905 0.901 0.909 0.937 0.943 0.900 0.902 

Change in R2  0.030***  0.007***  0.006***  0.002** 

F 79.97*** 107.55*** 105.83*** 112.20*** 170.76*** 185.94*** 104.40*** 103.36*** 

Notes: N=84; +p<0.10; *p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001; a Monitoring Justice:  procedural, informational, and externalities combined;  
bDummy variables: Business type, Job role, Education level 
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Table A1.5:  Regression Results  (Pilot Study) (continued) 

 
 

Notes: N=84; +p<0.10; *p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001; a Monitoring Justice:  procedural, informational, and externalities combined;  
bDummy variables: Business type, Job role, Education level 

 LMX POS 

Variables (9) (10) (11) (12) 

PECM 0.180*** 0.564*** -0.450*** -0.640*** 

LMX         

POS         

MJa -0.169** 0.202 0.554*** 0.349* 

PECM*MJa   -0.087***   0.045 

Ethics -0.008 0.016 -0.141** -0.150** 

Hrs. [week] 0.046*** 0.049*** -0.005 -0.006 

Hrs. [away] 0.130*** 0.131*** 0.083*** 0.085*** 

Hrs. [non-trad.] -0.199*** -0.197*** -0.161*** -0.163*** 

Tenure 0.173*** 0.178*** 0.023 0.024 

Position -0.076*** -0.082*** 0.081*** 0.083*** 

Experience -0.056*** -0.049*** -0.080*** -0.084*** 

Empl. [log] -0.987*** -0.993*** -0.181+ -0.191* 

Age -0.013* -0.021** -0.002 0.002 

Gender -1.421*** -1.367*** -0.805*** -0.824*** 

Controlsb Included Included Included Included 

Constant 15.15*** 13.80*** 4.221*** 5.089*** 

R2 0.814 0.820 0.818 0.819 

Adj. R2 0.798 0.804 0.801 0.802 

Change in R2   0.006**   0.001 

F 50.78*** 50.99*** 50.52*** 49.12*** 
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A.1.3.1  Hypothesis 1 (Pilot Study) 

The first hypothesis suggested that leader-member exchange (LMX) mediates the 

relationship between the degree to which employees perceived that their email was 

monitored (PECM) and the employees’ resulting decrease in job satisfaction (H1a; 

negative indirect effect), decreased organizational commitment (H1b; negative indirect 

effect), increased stress (H1c; positive indirect effect), and increased work/life conflict 

(H1d; positive indirect effect).  Perceived email content monitoring (PECM) combined the 

procedural, informational, and external aspects of monitoring as discussed in the construct 

development portion of the dissertation, with the ethics of monitoring retained as a control.  

Table A1.6 sets forth the results of the multiple mediated regression using bootstrapping 

technique (Hayes, 2015; Preacher & Hayes, 2008).  As indicated in Table A1.5a, none of 

the coefficients is significant, so these hypotheses are not supported. 

   

Table A1.5a:  Multiple Mediation Using Bootstrapping (Pilot Study) – H1-H2   

  

  Dependent  

Variable 
Coefficient Bias 

Bootstrap 

Std. Error 

Percentile                        

95% Confidence 

Interval 

H1a LMX Satisfaction -0.018 0.001 0.010 -0.038 0.002 

H1b LMX OC -0.019 0.001 0.011 -0.040 0.002 

H1c LMX Stress -0.010 -0.001 0.007 -0.028 0.001 

H1d LMX Work/Life Conflict -0.018 -0.001 0.013 -0.049 0.001 

H2a POS Satisfaction -0.349 0.000 0.036 -0.420 -0.281 

H2b POS OC -0.449 0.000 0.044 -0.536 -0.364 

H2c POS Stress 0.122 -0.001 0.022 0.077 0.164 

H2d POS Work/Life Conflict 0.221 -0.002 0.031 0.157 0.282 

Bold values indicate significance at *p<0.05.  5,000 bootstrap samples.  
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A.1.3.2  Hypothesis 2 (Pilot Study) 

The second hypothesis suggested that perceived organizational support (POS) 

mediates the relationship between perceived email content monitoring (PECM) and 

employees’ decreased job satisfaction (H2a; negative indirect effect), decreased 

organizational commitment (H2b; negative indirect effect), increased stress (H2c; positive 

indirect effect), and increased work/life conflict (H2d positive indirect effect).    

Contrary to what was expected, hypothesis H2a indicates a positive direct effect of 

PECM on job satisfaction (β = 0.686, p < 0.001).  However, as shown in Table A1.5a, the 

mediating effect was in the hypothesized direction and was significant (β = -0.349, p < 

0.05).  Accordingly, while partial mediation was indicated, this hypothesis was not 

supported.  Similarly, H2b relating to organizational commitment shows an even stronger 

positive direct effect of PECM (β = 0.733, p < 0.001).  While there was a significant 

coefficient of the mediating relationship for H2b (β = -0.449, p < 0.05) that was in these 

expected negative direction, this hypothesis also does not receive support.    

Hypothesis H2c suggested that stress would be increased by PECM, and the 

conditional indirect effect would be positive.  The direct relationship was opposite of 

expectations (β = -0.770, p < 0.001), while the mediated relationship did conform to that 

which was anticipated (β = 0.112, p < 0.05).  Hypothesis H2d suggested that PECM would 

increase work/life conflict, but instead the opposite result was found (β = -0.088, p < 

0.001). The mediated relationship of POS was in accordance with the hypothesized 

direction (β = 0.221, p < 0.05).  In that the direct relationship PECM on the job outcomes 

of stress (H2c) and work/life conflict (H2d) was opposite of that which was hypothesized, 

both of these hypotheses are not supported despite the statistical significance of the 
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mediated relationship.  The lack of statistical significance for the H1a-H1d with LMX as a 

mediator, as well as the opposite direct effect of PECM on the job outcome dependent 

variables encouraged further research in the full study.        

 

A.1.3.3  Hypothesis 3 (Pilot Study) 

Hypothesis 3, suggesting that monitoring justice will moderate the strength of the 

mediated relationships between perceived email content monitoring (PECM) and job 

satisfaction (H3a), organizational commitment (H3b), Stress (H3c), and Work/Life conflict 

(H3d), via LMX, such that the mediated relationship will be weaker under high monitoring 

justice than under low monitoring justice was tested.  The overall combined effect of the 

monitoring justice mediator is shown in models 2, 4, 6, and 8 on Table A1.5.   

Following the Preacher et al. (2007) technique, the PECM moderator was 

investigated at the median and +/- one standard deviation.  As indicated in Table A1.6, 

hypothesis H3a, relating to job satisfaction, is significant only at the mean (β = -0.021, p < 

0.05).  Similarly, hypothesis H3b, relating to organizational commitment, is significant 

only at the mean (β = -0.020, p < 0.05), while all other levels of standard deviation above 

and below the mean are not statistically significant.  Both of these hypotheses indicate that 

the conditional indirect effect is weaker (i.e., closer to zero) at higher levels of the 

monitoring justice moderator, suggesting partial support to these hypotheses.  However, 

this support is tenuous in that the weaker values are not statistically significant so the 

direction is not clear, the effect is negligible, and the direct relationship is not as 

hypothesized.      
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The coefficient for H3c (stress) is significant at the mean +1 standard deviation 

level (β = 0.018, p < 0.05).  This is also the case for H3d (work/life conflict) at the mean 

+1 standard deviation (β = 0.030, p < 0.05).  The mean -1 standard deviation and mean 

levels of the moderator are not significant.  The statistical significance suggests that 

monitoring justice does influence the mediation, but the conditional indirect effect is 

weakest, and indeed not significant, at lower levels of monitoring justice.  In that it was 

hypothesized that the moderating effect would be weaker at higher levels of monitoring 

justice, and the direct effect of PECM on these outcomes was opposite of that which was 

expected, both of these hypotheses do not receive support.  The graphic representation of 

these effects investigated in hypothesis 3 is shown in Figure A1.1.    
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Table A1.6:  Hypothesis 3 & Hypothesis 4  (Pilot Study)                                         

Moderated Mediation Analysis of Monitoring Justice on Job Outcomes:             

Moderator = Monitoring Justice:  procedural, informational, & externalities  

 

  DV Mediator Range Coefficient 95% Confidence 

  Satisfaction LMX Mean - 1 S.D. -0.021 -0.053 0.008 

H3a: Satisfaction LMX Mean -0.021 -0.047 -0.002 

  Satisfaction LMX Mean + 1 S.D. -0.020 -0.060 0.006 

  Org. Commitment LMX Mean - 1 S.D. -0.020 -0.052 0.007 

H3b: Org. Commitment LMX Mean -0.020 -0.045 -0.002 

  Org. Commitment LMX Mean + 1 S.D. -0.019 -0.055 0.006 

  Stress LMX Mean - 1 S.D. -0.006 -0.023 0.002 

H3c: Stress LMX Mean 0.006 -0.002 0.018 

  Stress LMX Mean + 1 S.D. 0.018 0.001 0.045 

  Work/Life Conflict LMX Mean - 1 S.D. -0.009 -0.030 0.005 

H3d: Work/Life Conflict LMX Mean 0.010 -0.003 0.028 

  Work/Life Conflict LMX Mean + 1 S.D. 0.030 0.004 0.063 

  Satisfaction POS Mean - 1 S.D. -0.592 -0.686 -0.505 

H4a: Satisfaction POS Mean -0.268 -0.338 -0.198 

  Satisfaction POS Mean + 1 S.D. 0.056 -0.067 0.146 

  Org. Commitment POS Mean - 1 S.D. -0.769 -0.894 -0.659 

H4b: Org. Commitment POS Mean -0.348 -0.448 -0.260 

  Org. Commitment POS Mean + 1 S.D. 0.072 -0.081 0.189 

  Stress POS Mean - 1 S.D. 0.120 0.054 0.183 

H4c: Stress POS Mean 0.054 0.023 0.088 

  Stress POS Mean + 1 S.D. -0.011 -0.035 0.010 

  Work/Life Conflict POS Mean - 1 S.D. 0.328 0.244 0.421 

H4d: Work/Life Conflict POS Mean 0.149 0.103 0.204 

  Work/Life Conflict POS Mean + 1 S.D. -0.031 -0.085 0.029 

 
Bold values indicate significance at *p < 0.05.  5,000 bootstrap samples.   

 

H3a: N = 86; R2 = 0.914; χ2 = 3909.44; p = 0.000 

H3b: N = 86; R2 = 0.917; χ2 = 4078.26; p = 0.000 

H3c: N = 86; R2 = 0.948; χ2 = 6758.78; p = 0.000 

H3d: N = 86; R2 = 0.911; χ2 = 18227.2; p = 0.000 

H4a: N = 84; R2 = 0.887; χ2 = 2748.72; p = 0.000 

H4b: N = 84; R2 = 0.931; χ2 = 4761.61; p = 0.000 

H4c: N = 84; R2 = 0.95; χ2 = 6661.91; p = 0.000 

H4d: N = 84; R2 = 0.937; χ2 = 23413.44; p = 0.000 
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Figure A1.1:  Moderated Mediation Analysis; Hypothesis 3  (Pilot Study)      

Moderator = Monitoring Justice:  procedural, informational, & externalities 
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A.1.3.4  Hypothesis 4 (Pilot Study) 

Hypothesis 4 suggests that monitoring justice will moderate the strength of the 

mediated relationships between perceived email content monitoring (PECM) and job 

satisfaction (H4a), organizational commitment (H4b), Stress (H4c), and Work/Life conflict 

(H4d) via perceived organizational support (POS), such that the mediated relationship will 

be weaker under high monitoring justice than under low monitoring justice.  Following the 

same techniques as those used to investigate hypothesis 3, Table A1.6 shows the results.  

Hypothesis H4a (satisfaction) is statistically significant at the mean -1 standard deviation 

(β = -0.592, p < 0.05) and mean (β = -0.268, p < 0.05).  Similar significance was found for 

hypothesis H4b, relating to organizational commitment (mean -1 S.D.: β = -0.769, p < 0.05; 

mean: β = -0.348, p < 0.05), hypothesis H4c, relating to stress (mean -1 S.D.: β 0.120, p < 

0.05; mean: β = 0.054, p < 0.05), and hypothesis 4d, relating to work/life conflict (mean -

1 S.D.: β = 0.328, p < 0.05; mean: β = 0.149, p < 0.05).  For all hypotheses, there was no 

statistical significance at the mean +1 standard deviation level of the moderator.  All four 

hypotheses indicate that the conditional indirect effect is weaker and loses significance at 

higher levels of the monitoring justice moderator, suggesting partial support to these 

hypotheses. The effects of hypotheses H4a-H4b are graphically represented in Figure A1.2.   

The finding of statistical significance, despite the direct effect being opposite being 

opposite that which was hypothesized, encouraged further review in a full study. 
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Figure A1.2:  Moderated Mediation Analysis; Hypothesis 4  (Pilot Study)    

Moderator = Monitoring Justice:  procedural, informational, and externalities 
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APPENDIX B:  Pilot Survey Questions & Constructs  

Throughout the survey, the term “supervisor” includes anyone to whom you report to, 

is identified as a supervisor by your organization, holds an officer position in the firm 

(e.g., vice president, president, executive, etc.), and/or has a high level of managerial 

control over the organization.  (Mackenzie, 2010)  

 

PERCEIVED EMAIL CONTENT MONITORING [PECM] 

 

Definition:  The extent to which employees perceive that the content of their email 

messages is monitored by someone in their organization (e.g., supervisor, human 

resources, risk management department, etc.)  

 

(Petronio, 2007; Snyder, 2010; Tyler & Tang, 2003)    

 

Measures (new): 

 

1. The content of all emails sent and received at work are monitored in my organization. 

2. Someone in my organization reads my email regardless of whom I send it to. 

3. Inappropriate or offensive language in my emails can be identified. 

4. Personal emails sent on the organization’s network are monitored. 

5. My emails can be read by someone I didn’t directly send them to. 

6. My emails and attachments can be retrieved, logged, and stored by my organization 

even if deleted. 

 

PERCEIVED EMAIL ACTIVITY MONITORING [PEAM] 

 

Definition:  The extent to which employees perceive that their email usage and activities 

in the workplace are being monitored.   

 

(Holden & O’Toole, 2004; Stanton, 2000; Tyler & Tang, 2003) 

 

Measures (new): 

 

1. The amount of emails that I send is monitored. 

2. How quickly I respond to emails is monitored. 

3. How often I send emails is monitored. 

4. When I send emails on a workday is monitored. 

5. Whether I send emails after work is monitored. 

6. Whether I send emails on the weekend is monitored. 

7. Whether I send emails on vacation is monitored. 
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MONITORING JUSTICE: 

 

1) Procedural Justice:   

 

Definition:  The perceived fairness of procedures used in evaluating the content of 

employees’ email communications 

 

(Colquitt, 2001; Niehoff & Moorman, 1993)   

. 

Measures (adapted): 

 

1. My email monitoring concerns are taken into account.  

2. I have an opportunity to voice my concerns with how my emails are monitored.  

3. Practices for monitoring my email are applied consistently. 

4. Accurate information is collected from my emails that are monitored. 

5. How my emails usage contributes to my work is understood by those who read them  

6. Email monitoring practices at my job are fair  

 

2) Informational Justice:   

 

Definition:  The perceived efforts to explain how the content of email communications is 

used in the organization. 

 

(Colquitt, 2001; Jawahar & Stone, 2011)  

 

Measures (adapted): 

 

1. Explanations that I have been provided regarding email monitoring practices at my 

job are thorough. 

2. Explanations that I have been provided regarding email monitoring practices at my 

job are reasonable. 

3. Explanations that I have been provided regarding email monitoring practices at my 

job are timely. 

4. I have been given adequate justification regarding email monitoring practices at my 

job 

 

3) Ethics of Monitoring Email: 

 

Definition:  The extent to which employees perceive that monitoring of email by their 

supervisors violates acceptable treatment and expectations of privacy in the workplace.   

 

(Agarwal & Rodhain, 2002; Arnesen & Weis, 2007; Kidwell & Sprague, 2009; Vaught et 

al., 2000) 

 

Measures (adapted): 
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1. Monitoring of email is an unethical violation of privacy. 

2. E-mail correspondence is nobody else’s business but my own. 

3. Monitoring email at work, without prior notice, is unethical. 

4. Even with prior notice, monitoring email at work is unethical.  

5. Organizations have the right to monitor internet and email use. 

6. Organizations have the right to keep and store any information resulting from 

monitoring. 

7. Organizations must disclose to all employees the extent and details of monitoring 

practices. 

 

4) External Justification for email monitoring:    

 

Definition:  Perception that employee has regarding the justification for monitoring of 

email not explicitly communicated by supervisor and/or organization. 

 

(Arnesen & Weis, 2007; Paschal et al., 2009; Wells et al., 2007) 

 

Measures (adapted): 

 

1. My email is monitored to help me perform my job better. 

2. My email is monitored to detect possible misconduct or harassment. 

3. My email is monitored to protect from theft, fraud, or embezzlement. 

4. My email is monitored to avoid legal liability. 

5. Monitoring email is necessary in the current business environment. 

6. My organization has a formal policy regarding appropriate use of email (e.g., 

provided by Human Resources, in employee handbook, etc.). 

7. My organization uses consistent practices in monitoring the appropriateness of my 

use of email.    

 

CONNECTEDNESS TO ORGANIZATION 

 

Definition:  Perception held by employees that using email is important to assist in 

performing their jobs.   

 

(Barley et al., 2011; Fender, 2010; Hair et al., 2007; Ramsay & Renaud, 2011; Tyler & 

Tang, 2003) 

 

Measures (adapted): 

 

1. I absolutely couldn’t do my job without email. 

2. I constantly check my email. 

3. I anticipate that every new email will be important enough to read immediately. 

4. I have attempted to reduce my use of email. 

5. If something is truly important, the sender will contact me directly (by phone or in 

person).  (Reverse Coded) 
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Regardless of email alerts, I have checked my work-related email: 

6. in the bathroom. 

7. when driving my car. 

8. while completing surveys (including this one). 

 

LEADER-MEMBER EXCHANGE (LMX) 

 

Definition:  Employees’ perception that their supervisors engage in the social exchange 

process such that a positive norm of reciprocity of favorable treatment is created.   

 

(Cropanzano et al., 2002; Masterson et al., 2000; Scandura & Graen, 1984)   

 

Measures (established): 

  

In general, my supervisor(s): 

1. understand my job problems and needs. 

2. recognize my potential. 

3. and I share a positive working relationship. 

4. usually demonstrate how satisfied they are with what I do. 

 

PERCEIVED ORGANIZATIONAL SUPPORT (POS)  

 

Definition:  Employees’ perceived obligation to engage in social exchange with others in 

their organization (i.e., coworkers) such that a positive norm of reciprocity of favorable 

treatment is created. 

 

(Alder et al., 2008; Eisenberger et al., 2001; Lynch et al., 1999; Wayne et al., 2002)  

 

Measures (established): 

 

In general, everyone in my organization:  

1. strongly considers my goals and values. 

2. cares about my well-being. 

3. is willing to help me when I have a problem. 

4. is willing to help me if I need a special favor. 

 

SATISFACTION 

 

Definition:  The extent to which the employees perceive that the benefits employees 

derive from working in their organization meets their expectations.    

 

(Chalykoff & Kochan, 1989; O'Reilly & Caldwell, 1981)   

 

Measures (established): 

  

1. Overall, I am satisfied with my job.  
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2. I am generally satisfied with the kind of work I do in this job. 

3. I am satisfied with the security my job provides me. 

4. I am satisfied with the pay I receive for my job. 

 

ORGANIZATIONAL COMMITMENT (OC) 

 

Definition:  Employees’ affective level of attachment to their organization such that there 

is a perceived responsibility to help the organization reach its objectives such that a 

positive norm of reciprocity of favorable treatment is created. 

 

(Alder et al., 2008; Eisenberger et al., 2001; Meyer & Allen, 1984; Wayne et al., 2002)  

 

Measures (established): 

 

1. I am proud to tell others that I am part of this organization. 

2. I talk up this organization to my friends as a great organization to work for. 

3. I feel a sense of “ownership” for this organization rather than just being an employee. 

4. This organization has a great deal of personal meaning for me. 

5. I would be very happy to spend the rest of my career at this organization. 

6. I really feel as if this organization's problems are my own. 

7. I feel a strong sense of belonging to this organization.   

 

STRESS 

 

1) Overall work environment:   

 

Definition:  Emotional or psychological strain experienced by employee relating to 

work-related tasks and working environment.   

 

(Anderson et al., 2002; Edwards, 1996; Maslach & Jackson, 1981)   

 

Measures (established): 

 

My work causes me to feel:    

1. emotionally drained. 

2. used up at the end of the workday. 

3. burned out or stressed. 

4. overwhelmed with all the things I have to do. 

 

2) Overload: 

 

Definition:  Employees’ perception of being emotionally overwhelmed by the demands 

placed on them at the workplace relating to the usage of email.    

 

(Barley et al., 2011; Edmunds & Morris, 2000; Hair et al., 2007) 
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Measures (adapted): 

 

1. The amount of email I receive is overwhelming. 

2. I feel like I reply to emails and am not getting anything else done. 

3. I spend much of my day dealing with unnecessary emails. 

4. I believe that I have the ability to deal with email effectively.  

5. If I am away from my email too long, I get worried the inbox is getting too big.   

6. When I am not checking my email I often feel agitated. 

 

WORK/LIFE CONFLICT 

 

Definition:  Negative influence on relationship between employee and family relating to 

work-related tasks and working environment.   

 

(Anderson et al., 2002; Moore & Benbast, 1991; Turel et al., 2011)    

 

Measures (established): 

 

 The demands of my work:    

1. interfere with my personal/family life. 

2. drains me of the energy to do things in my personal/family life. 

3. keeps me from being in a good mood at home. 

4. require me to make changes to my plans for personal/family activities.  

  

Measures (adapted): 

 

 Please answer the following questions relating to your work-related email activity:   

1. Using email has sometimes interfered with my personal/family activities.  

2. Arguments have sometimes arisen with my friends &/or family because of the 

time I spend on email.  

 

CONTROLS  

 

Email Usage: 

 

Please indicate the percentage of time you use the following devices to read/respond to 

emails:      (Total: 100%) 

 

Away from my workplace (e.g., Mobile Devices such as Smartphone/Blackberry/Laptop) 

1)  provided by me   (%) 

2) provided by my employer   (%) 

At my workplace (e.g., Desktop and/or Laptop Computer) 

3) provided by me   (%) 

4) provided by my employer   (%) 
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Working environment: 

 

1) How many people are there in your organization? 

2) How many years have you been with your organization? (years) 

3) How many years have you been in your current position? (years) 

4) How many years of work experience do you have? (years) 

5) In an average or typical week, approximately how many total hours do you 

work?  (hours) 

 

Of the hours you work per week (reported above), how many are spent working: 

6) away from your traditional office?  (hours) 

7) during non-traditional business hours (e.g., early mornings, evenings, & weekends)?   

 

In your current position, how many: 

8) immediate supervisors do you have? 

9) people directly report to you? 

10) coworkers (including subordinates) who work closely with you (e.g., team, work 

group, etc.) do you have? 

 

Please select your primary job role in your organization. 

Administrative services 

Direct client Interaction 

Human Resources 

Production activities 

Sales 

Management 

Other 

 

Please select what best describes the primary type of work that your organization 

performs. 

Business to Business Wholesale services 

Consumer retail services  

Financial services including banking, investments, insurance, & real estate 

Health Care service, support, and consulting 

Information technology services & consulting 

Other business support & consulting services 

Production and/or distribution of industrial goods and materials 

Production and/or distribution of consumer goods or food/beverages 

Professional services including legal & accounting services 

Restaurant, travel, and other leisure services 

Telecommunications services  

Other  

      

Demographics: 

 

Please indicate your age.  (years) 
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Please indicate your gender.  (Male/Female) 

 

Please indicate your education level.  (Graduated/Taking Classes) 

High School 

Associates Degree 

Bachelor’s Degree 

Master’s Degree 

Doctorate and/or other terminal degree 

 

Please share any additional comments regarding: 

Use of email in the workplace.  (open response) 

Monitoring of email in the workplace.  (open response) 

Response expectations to email in the workplace.  (open response) 
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APPENDIX C:  Pilot Survey 

 

 
For each of the following statements, circle 

the response that best describes your level of 

agreement with the statement. 
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 The following items refer to how you feel 

about your use of WORK-RELATED email. 
 

  
 

  
    

            

1 
On a typical workday, I SEND and/or 

RECEIVE at least five (5) work-related emails. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

          

2 I absolutely couldn't do my job without email 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

3 I constantly check my work-related email. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

4 
I anticipate that every new email will be 

important enough to read immediately. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

5 
I have attempted to reduce my use of email at 

work.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

6 
If something is truly important, the sender will 

contact me directly (by phone or in person).  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

            

 Everyone in my organization is expected to 

respond to work-related emails: 
          

7 immediately. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

8 regardless of when the messages are sent. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

          

 In general,             

9 
The amount of work-related email I receive is 

overwhelming. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

10 
I feel like I reply to emails and am not getting 

anything else done. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

11 
I spend much of my day dealing with 

unnecessary emails. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

12 
I believe that I have the ability to deal with 

email effectively.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

13 
If I am away from my email too long, I get 

worried the inbox is getting too big.   
1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

14 
When I am not checking my email I often feel 

agitated. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

            

 Regardless of email alerts, I have checked my 

work-related email: 
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15 in the bathroom. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

16 when driving my car. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

17 while completing surveys (including this one). 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

          

 When I send emails relating to my work, I 

think that: 

 

  

 

  

  

18 
The content of all emails sent and received at 

work are monitored in my organization. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

19 
Someone in my organization reads my email 

regardless of who I send it to. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

20 
Inappropriate or offensive language in my 

emails can be identified. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

21 
Personal emails sent on the organization’s 

network are monitored. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

22 
My emails could potentially  be read by 

someone I didn’t directly send them to. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

23 
My emails and attachments can be retrieved, 

logged, and stored by my organization even if 

deleted. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

            

24 The amount of emails that I send is monitored. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

25 How quickly I respond to emails is monitored. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

26 How often I send emails is monitored. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

27 When I send emails on a workday is monitored. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  
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 When I send emails relating to my work, I 

think that: 

    

 
28 Whether I send emails after work is monitored. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

29 
Whether I send emails on the weekend is 

monitored. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

30 Whether I send emails on vacation is monitored. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

   

  

 

  

  

31 
My email monitoring concerns are taken into 

account.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

32 
I have an opportunity to voice my concerns with 

how my emails are monitored.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

33 
Practices for monitoring my email are applied 

consistently. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

34 
Accurate information is collected from my 

emails that are monitored. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7  
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35 
How my emails usage contributes to my work is 

understood by those who read them.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

36 Email monitoring practices at my job are fair.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

          

 
Explanations that I have been provided 

regarding email monitoring practices at my 

job are: 

        

34 thorough. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

35 reasonable. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

36 timely. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

37 
I have been given adequate justification 

regarding email monitoring practices at my job. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

 

For this survey, the term the term “supervisor” includes anyone to whom you  

DIRECTLY report to, is identified as your DIRECT supervisor by your organization,  

and/or has a high level of managerial control over the organization.  A supervisor  

may include someone who is your leader, manager, owner of the organization, etc. 

   

            

18 
In your current position, how many supervisor(s) do you have (using the 

above definition): 
______  

19 How many years have you been working with this supervisor? (years) ______  

         

 
In general, my supervisor(s):           

38 understand my job problems and needs. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

39 recognize my potential. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

40 and I share a positive working relationship. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

41 
usually demonstrate how satisfied they are with 

what I do. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

42 
is/are well qualified for their job 

responsibilities. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

43 take actions that are very consistent. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

44 have a high level of integrity 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

45 can be relied upon to give me help if needed. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

 

The following items refer to how you feel 

about your use of email at work with respect 

to your overall organization.  
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46 
My email is monitored to help me perform my 

job better. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

47 
My email is monitored to detect possible 

misconduct or harassment. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7  
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48 
My email is monitored to protect from theft, 

fraud, or embezzlement. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

49 My email is monitored to avoid legal liability. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

50 
Monitoring email is necessary in the current 

business environment. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

51 

My organization has a formal policy regarding 

appropriate use of email (e.g., provided by 

Human Resources, in employee handbook, 

etc.). 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

52 
My organization uses consistent practices in 

monitoring the appropriateness of my use of 

email.    
1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

53 
My organization does not need a formal policy 

regarding the appropriate use of email.    
1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

          

 Overall, I feel that:         

54 
Monitoring of email is an unethical violation of 

privacy. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

55 
E-mail correspondence is nobody else’s 

business but my own. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

56 
Monitoring email at work, without prior notice, 

is unethical. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

57 
Even with prior notice, monitoring email at 

work is unethical.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

58 
Organizations have the right to monitor internet 

and email use. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

59 
Organizations have the right to keep and store 

any information resulting from monitoring. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

60 
Organizations must disclose to all employees 

the extent and details of monitoring practices. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

          

 In general, everyone in my organization:         

61 strongly considers my goals and values. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

62 cares about my well-being. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

63 is willing to help me when I have a problem. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

64 is willing to help me if I need a special favor. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

65 is well-qualified for their jobs. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

66 take actions that are very consistent. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

67 can rely on each other for help and support. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

68 has a high level of integrity. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

            

 Overall,            

69 I am satisfied with my job.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

70 
I am generally satisfied with the kind of work I 

do in this job. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7  
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71 
I am satisfied with the security my job provides 

me. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

72 I am satisfied with the pay I receive for my job. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

          

 In general,            

73 
I am proud to tell others that I am part of my 

organization. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

74 
I talk up my organization to my friends as a 

great organization to work for. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

75 
I feel a sense of “ownership” for my 

organization rather than just being an employee. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

76 
My organization has a great deal of personal 

meaning for me. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

77 
I would be very happy to spend the rest of my 

career at my organization. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

78 
I really feel as if my organization's problems are 

my own. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

79 
I feel a strong sense of belonging to my 

organization.   
1 2 3 4 5 6 7  
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In general, my work causes me to feel:        

 

    

  

  

  

   

80 emotionally drained. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

81 used up at the end of the workday. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

82 burned out or stressed. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

83 overwhelmed with all the things I have to do. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

          

 
In general, the demands of my work:         

84 interfere with my personal/family life. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

85 
drain me of the energy to do things in my 

personal/family life. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

86 keeps me from being in a good mood at home. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

87 
require me to make changes to my plans for 

personal/family activities. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

            

88 
My work-related email activity has interfered 

with my personal/family activities. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

89 
Arguments have arisen with my friends &/or 

family because of the time I spend                                        

on my work-related email. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7  
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90 
How many people are there in your 

organization? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7    

            

91 
How many years have you been with your 

organization? (years) 
______         

92 
How many years have you been in your current 

position? (years) 
______         

93 
How many years of work experience do you 

have? (years) 
______         

94 
In an average or typical week, approximately 

how many total hours do you work?  (hours) 
______         

            

 Of the hours you work per week (reported 

above), how many are spent working: 
          

95 away from your traditional office?  (hours) ______         

96 
during non-traditional business hours (e.g., 

early mornings, evenings, & weekends)?   
______         

            

97 
 Please select your primary job role in your 

organization. 
          

 Administrative services 1          

 Direct client Interaction 2          

 Human Resources 3          

 Production activities 4          

 Sales 5          

 Management 6          

 Other 7          

            

98 
 Please select what best describes the 

primary type of work that your organization 

performs. 

          

 Business to Business Wholesale services 1          

 Consumer retail services 2          

 Financial services including banking, 

investments, insurance, & real estate 
3          

 Health Care service, support, and consulting 4          

 Information technology services & consulting 5          

 Other business support & consulting services 6          

 Production and/or distribution of industrial 

goods and materials 
7          
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 Production and/or distribution of consumer 

goods or food/beverages 
8          

 Professional services including legal & 

accounting services 
10          

 Restaurant, travel, and other leisure services 11          

 Telecommunications services 12          

 Other 13          
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99 Please indicate your age.  (years) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7    

            

  M
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e 

 

       

            

100 Please indicate your gender. 1 2         
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101 Please indicate your education level.       
            
 High School 1 2       

 Associates Degree 1 2       

 Bachelor’s Degree 1 2       

 Master’s Degree 1 2       

 Doctorate and/or other terminal degree 1 2       

            

 Please share any additional 

comments regarding: 
          

 (please feel free to use additional space 

on back of this page) 
          

            

102 
Use of email in the workplace.  (open 

response) 
          

   
            

103 
Monitoring of email in the workplace.  

(open response) 
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APPENDIX D:  Final Survey and Subjective Open-ended Responses 

1. I Consent and wish to continue with this survey: [Yes/No]    

 

2. In a typical workday, I SEND and/or RECEIVE at least five (5) Work-related 

emails.  [Yes/No] 

 

3. For this survey, the term “Supervisor” includes anyone to whom you DIRECTLY 

report to, is identified as your DIRECT supervisor by your organization, and/or 

has a high level of managerial control over the organization.  A supervisor may 

include someone who is your leader, manager, owner of the organization, etc.  

Please respond to the survey regarding the supervisor with whom you have the 

most work-related interaction. 

 

In your current position, do you have a Supervisor (using the above definition)?  

[Yes/No] 

 

4. How many years have you been working with this supervisor? [Years]  

 

The following questions were responded to using this scale: 

 

(1)  Strongly Disagree (2) Disagree (3) Neutral (4) Agree (5) Strongly Agree 

  

5. My work-related email is subject to monitoring in my organization.  

 

When I send or receive emails relating to my work, I think that:    

6. The content of all emails sent and received at work are monitored in my 

organization.  

7. Someone in my organization can monitor my work-related email 

regardless of who I send it to.  

8. Inappropriate or offensive language in my emails can be identified.  

  

9. Personal emails sent on the organization’s network are monitored.  

  

10. My email monitoring concerns are taken into account by my supervisor and/or my 

organization. 

 

11. I have an opportunity to voice my concerns with how my emails are or may be 

monitored. 

 

12. My supervisor and/or organization accurately interprets information I 

communicate via my work-related emails. 

 

13. Email monitoring practices at my job are fair.     
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14. I have been given adequate justification regarding email monitoring practices at 

my job.  

 

Explanations regarding email monitoring practices at my job are:   

15.  thorough and well-explained     

16.  reasonable     

17.  timely      

 

At my organization, my email is monitored to:     

18.  detect possible misconduct or harassment.     

19.  protect from theft, fraud, or embezzlement.     

20.  avoid legal liability.  

    

21. Monitoring email is necessary in the current business environment.   

 

22. Monitoring of work-related email is an unethical violation of privacy.   

 

23. My work-related email correspondence is nobody else’s business but my own. 

  

24. Even with prior notice, monitoring email at work is unethical.  

   

25. Organizations have the right to monitor internet and email use.    

 

26. I absolutely couldn't do my job without email.     

 

27. I constantly check my work-related email.     

 

28. I anticipate that every new email will be important enough to read immediately.  

 

I have checked my work-related email:     

29.  in the bathroom.     

30.  when driving my car.     

31.  while completing surveys (including this one).     

 

My supervisor and/or organization monitors:     

32.  How quickly I respond to emails.     

33.  The amount of emails that I send.     

34.  How often I send emails.     

35.  When I send emails (workday, evenings, weekends, vacation, etc.)  

  

In general, members of my organization expect a response to work-related emails:  

36.  immediately.     

37.  regardless of when the messages are sent.     

38.  The amount of work-related email I receive is overwhelming.   
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39.  I feel like I reply to emails and am not getting anything else done.   

 

40.  I spend too much of my day dealing with unnecessary emails.   

 

In general, my direct supervisor:     

41.  understands my job problems and needs.     

42.  recognizes my potential.     

43.  shares a positive working relationship with me.     

44.  usually demonstrates how satisfied s/he is with what I do.    

 

In general, my direct supervisor:     

45.  is well qualified for his/her job responsibilities.     

46.  takes actions that are very consistent.     

47.  can be relied upon to give me help if needed.     

48.  has a high level of integrity.  

    

49. I am satisfied with my job.     

 

50. I am proud to tell others that I am part of my organization.    

 

51. I feel a sense of “ownership” for my organization rather than just being an 

employee.  

 

52. My organization has a great deal of personal meaning for me.    

 

53. I feel a strong sense of belonging to my organization.    

 

In general, members of my organization:     

54.  strongly consider my goals and values.     

55.  care about my well-being.     

56.  are willing to help me when I have a problem.     

57.  are willing to help me if I need a special favor.     

 

In general, members of my organization:     

58.  are well-qualified for their jobs.     

59.  take actions that are very consistent.     

60.  can rely on each other for help and support.     

61.  have a high level of integrity.     

 

The following questions were responded to using this scale: 

 

(1)  Never (2) Occasionally (3) Sometimes (4) Usually (5) Always 
 

In general, my work causes me to feel:  

62.  used up at the end of the workday.     

63.  burned out or stressed.     
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In general, the demands of my work:   

64.  interfere with my personal/family life.     

65.  drain me of the energy to do things in my personal/family life.   

66.  keeps me from being in a good mood at home.   

67.  My work-related email activity has interfered with my personal/family 

activities.  

 

68.  How many people work in your entire organization?    

 Less than 10         

 10 - 25          

 26 - 100          

 101 - 500          

 More than 500         

 

69.  How many years have you been with your organization?  [Years]   

 Less than 1          

 2-5          

 6-10          

 11-20          

 More than 20    

      

70. How many years have you been in your current position?  [Years]   

 Less than 1          

 2-5          

 6-10          

 11-20          

 More than 20         

 

71. In an average or typical week, approximately how many total hours do you work, 

including working away from a traditional office setting? [Hours] 

 Less than 10         

 10-25          

 26-40          

 41-50          

 More than 50         

 

72. Please select your primary job role in your organization.    

 Administrative services         

 Direct client or customer interaction         

 Human Resources         

 Production activities         

 Sales          

 Management         

 Other  
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73. Please select what best describes the primary type of work that your organization 

performs.  

 Business to Business Wholesale services         

 Consumer retail services         

 Financial services including banking, investments, insurance, & real 

estate  

 Health Care service, support, and consulting        

 Information technology services & consulting        

 Other business support & consulting services        

 Production and/or distribution of industrial goods and materials   

 Production and/or distribution of consumer goods or food/beverages    

 Professional services including legal & accounting services     

 Restaurant, travel, and other leisure services        

 Telecommunications services         

 Education (any level)         

 Government (any level)         

 Other 

 

74. What is your age?  [Years]     

 Less than 25         

 26 - 35          

 36 - 45          

 46 - 55          

 56 - 65          

 More than 65         

 Prefer not to answer  

        

75. What is your gender?     

 Female          

 Male          

 Prefer not to answer 

         

76. What is the highest education level you have completed or the highest degree you 

have earned? 

 High school degree not yet completed         

 High school degree or equivalent (e.g., GED)       

 Some college coursework but no degree         

 Associates or other 2-year degree         

 Bachelor’s degree         

 Master’s degree         

 Doctorate or other terminal degree  
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77. Please share any additional comments that you have regarding use and/or 

monitoring of email in the workplace. 

 

Subjective responses:    

1) I try to add a bcc with my home email address on outgoing work emails.  

2) A lot of emails from my supervisor are just forwarded to other people so she 

doesn't have to do the work  

3) annual training is required     

4) Any actions done at work is left for any business organization to revue, emails 

are no exception!  

5) As long as I am at my workplace, my company has the right to monitor my 

work-related or personal emails if they want to because what comes from the 

company reflects upon them. 

6) Considering that I work in the public sector as a government (NYS) 

employee, I have every expectation that any and all computer work I do 

(which is 95% of my workload), from email to mitigating Medicaid payments, 

SHOULD be monitored by my employer, the State of NY. And for any public 

employee, whether a janitor or the Secretary of State, to think they are above 

monitoring is laughable at best, criminal at worst! 

7) Easy way to communicate      

8) email monitoring should depend on the job     

9) Email should be monitored to protect the organization, unfortunately.  

Sometime employees do really dumb things that can cause catastrophic 

financial implications to the citizens that we serve.  When you are at work, 

you should be working, and nothing else.   
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10) e-mails have made my job easier     

11) Employees shouldn't be using their work emails to do anything other than 

their job. If someone is worried about what they are doing and privacy they 

should do these things on a personal account off of the corporate network. 

Anyone who thinks they can do as they please on the corporate network is 

sadly mistaken. 

12) every workplace now does this for added security and proper work ethics  

13) Everyone is so politically correct about privacy. My feeling is your work 

email is for work, if it's personal use your personal email. I feel it's unethical 

to misuse your company's time or resources.  

14) For me, email at work is strictly business, and not a confidentiality issue.  

15) Great Survey!     

16) great topic      

17) I am happy and glad to have a job I enjoy.     

18) I am not aware that my email has been monitored but since I work at a state 

institution it has the right to do so. 

19) I believe it should be reviewed occasionally     

20) I believed that companies have a solid justification in monitoring email. 

Employees often go above and beyond of using the technology and sometimes 

put their employer at risk because of their own negligent actions.   

21) I do not have any problems with work related emails being monitored   

22) I don't believe we are currently monitored at work; however, I’m sure the 

ability is there.  
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23) I don't have a problem with this practice.      

24) I don't know if my organization actively monitors my email, but I know they 

can have access to it and I write and send emails accordingly. 

25) I don't really have a problem with this.     

26) I expect my email to be monitored at work--if needed.  The equipment and 

infrastructure belong to them, not me, so I do not expect any privacy of emails 

27) I feel at times it is necessary to monitor email in the workplace because 

oftentimes employees become complacent.  

28) I feel it is a safety measure to monitor work related emails.    

29) I feel that emails received and sent from a computer owned by the employer is 

fairly subject to monitoring. No level of privacy should be assumed, unless 

privacy is an integral part of the job (i.e., military business). 

30) I have a slightly biased view of monitoring email at work because as the HR 

Manager, I am occasionally tasked to review other employees' emails when 

there is reason to suspect that the employee is misusing company resources 

and/or violating our Code of Conduct.  Further, I have been involved in two 

situations where law enforcement sought access to employees' emails.  I 

believe it is the responsibility of a company to ensure that their employees are 

abiding by company rules as much as it is the responsibility of employees to 

utilize company resources, like email, responsibly and consistent with the 

company rules.   

31) I have n[o] problem with the monitoring of my emails as I have nothing to 

hide    
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32) I have nothing to hide so I have no issues with my email being monitored.  It’s 

only people who are doing something wrong worry about this issue. 

33) I love emails and the internet     

34) I love my job     

35) I receive too many e-mails that require immediate attention such as Form 

completion that requires specific details or contemplation that consumes a 

large amount of valuable time. 

36) I still have yet to find a perfect email account, that lets me categorize and sort 

my email the way I want to; (i.e. by priority, due date, grouping, project, etc.)  

I think if I had a more versatile and dynamic email client, I'd cut down my 

email-processing time considerably... 

37) I think it [is] needed to protect the employee.     

38) I think it is necessary     

39) I understand I am using the company’s resources and are subject to their rules  

40) I work for an outside consulting firm that works onsite at a major bank. With 

the regulatory environment the way it is today, it's understandable that 

financial institutions will monitor emails. My experience with this is mainly in 

the areas of compliance. Most people conduct their personal email on personal 

devices. In fact, I'd be uncomfortable with conducting my personal business 

on devices monitored or owned by another party. I don't feel offended by 

being monitored. In fact, I prefer to do my personal business on my own 

devices. 

41) if you keep it professional there will be no problem     
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42) I'm ok with monitoring in the workplace, makes me feel safer.    

43) I'm really too busy to even check my emails most of the times.    

44) In education monitoring is necessary     

45) In the securities business, it is a requirement that email correspondence be 

monitored   

46) Integrity to do the right thing while at work.     

47) It can be intrusive at times but I can understand why it is necessary.   

48) It doesn't bother me.     

49) it is fine      

50) It is understood that all emails to/from a work email account CAN be 

monitored. However, in practice an individual's emails are not looked at in 

detail unless there has been some reason that the person is flagged for 

suspicious or potentially illegal activity. Anecdotally I've heard of email 

monitoring being used to find a way to fire someone management wants to get 

rid of for other reasons, but I have no first-hand knowledge this is true. 

51) It sucks       

52) It would be one in the event of a complaint.     

53) it’s not a good idea     

54) It’s very easy to just have work email and then separate private email.   duh!  

55) It's very essential.     

56) just that it is necessary and warranted in my opinion     

57) Keep it professional & nothing more nothing less.    

58) Lots of work needs to be done to find a middle ground     
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59) my company monitors all employees     

60) My employer provides me with an e-mail system to get my work done (with 

limited personal use).  They have every right to monitor the system and make 

sure it's not being misused. 

61) My employment is difficult because I work providing psychotherapy to 

traumatized children. It's rewarding but personally draining. We have a great 

environment that fosters self-care and appreciation for one another. 

62) My supervisor checked accessed my hard drive and checked my email while I 

was on vacation. I believe this is an unnecessary invasion of privacy and 

person space! 

63) My workplace can monitor emails, but they only do if they suspect someone 

of misusing the privilege.  

64) Necessary      

65) necessary to prevent liability     

66) On your own time, you should be able to be on line on any site if it is legal 

and will not harm the company offensive basically safe like shopping 

67) Our email is monitored for maintaining confidentiality and for feedback on 

administration.  

68) Our email isn't actively monitored or read, of which I am aware, the THREAT 

that is COULD be is constantly held over our heads. It is used in an 

intimidating manner. 

69) Thank-You for addressing an important issue in the workplace.    

70) The company needs to have strong policies on this      
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71) The emails help with work     

72) The first part regarding monitoring emails - I have no idea if my company 

does this … 

73) The monitoring of the emails doesn't bother me at all because I adhere to all 

rules. They emails are backed up daily on a server so I don't use for my 

personal gain  

74) There are times when I want to vent about issues and I end up using Facebook 

to do so with co-workers rather than my work email.  Monitoring email is the 

least of my issues right now.  They have given each of us Trackers that 

monitor exactly where we are at any minute so that if you take any extra time 

on lunch or are not in the patient room for the amount of time THEY feel is 

appropriate, they can run reports.  I have nothing to hide but feel this a major 

violation of freedom.  Big brother is always watching me.  I feel like this is 

more a slavery job than an ICU nurse job at this point and am looking to go 

work elsewhere.   

75) There are too many emails     

76) there has been plenty of coverage in the media recently … Businesses have 

also been known to use this approach to get a better handle or emails might be 

monitored in the workplace, whether there was a valid  

77) There is way too much email traffic consisting mostly of people that like to 

hear themselves type. It creates an extra job inside the job for which you were 

hired. 
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78) They should only check emails if there is a good reason to do so and not just 

because they have the power to do it. 

79) Unfortunately a necessary evil     

80) Using your employer's equipment, they can monitor as they wish.   

81) Very good survey. Thanks. This survey helped me to share my feelings about 

my company and my mood in general. 

82) We were never told that our email is being monitored, and if it were it would 

not matter to me as I keep my work emails only work-related and have 

nothing to hide.  Very interesting survey. 

83) Well I have no concerns regarding use and monitoring of email in my 

workplace. And I’m fully satisfied and agree with it. 

84) What I do while at work is the company's business and what I do outside of 

work is my own. 


