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Control over Work Time and Work-Family Conflict:  
Evidence from a Natural Experiment in a White-Collar Workplace 

 
 

Does control over work time – the ability to determine when you work, how long you work, and 
where you work (which affects time away from home because of commuting) – reduce work-
family conflict? Evidence suggests that it does, but studies of the relationship between work-time 
control and work-family conflict are primarily cross-sectional. This study utilizes longitudinal 
data from 658 employees of a white-collar organization to assess whether 1) a workplace 
initiative called the Results Only Work Environment (ROWE) increases work-time control, 2) 
whether ROWE reduces employees’ work-family conflict and improves the fit between their 
work lives and personal lives, and 3) whether the effects of ROWE on the work-family interface 
are mediated by changes in work-time control. The analysis provides clear and strong evidence 
that changes in the corporate work environment increased employees’ work-time control and that 
changes in work-time control positively affected the work-family interface. More broadly, this 
work reminds us that the work environment is malleable. Currently, higher-status workers are 
much more likely to have flexible schedules and be able to work from home but it is possible and 
feasible to democratize control over the time and timing of work, at least in a white-collar 
setting. 
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Control over Work Time and Work-Family Conflict:  
Evidence from a Natural Experiment in a White-Collar Workplace 

 
 

Introduction 

 The challenges of combining paid work and family work are well known to most parents 

and those caring for disabled or ill relatives. These challenges include having too little time to 

successfully meet expectations in both domains, bringing stress and other negative emotions 

from work to home or vice versa, and missing out on work or family activities due to schedule 

conflicts or fatigue. These work-family conflicts are the subject of popular books and movies 

(e.g. Howard 1989; Pearson 2002; Shyer 1987; Steiner 2007; Williams 2008), regular attention 

in the mass media (e.g. Belkin 2003, Shellenberger’s weekly column in the Wall Street Journal), 

and an active, multi-disciplinary scholarly literature (see Bianchi, Casper, and King 2005; Pitt-

Catsouphes, Kossek, and Sweet 2005). In a nationally representative sample, over half of 

employed Americans (56% of women and 60% of men) reported some conflicts between work 

life and personal or family life (Jacobs and Gerson 2004; see also Tausig and Fenwick 2001).  

Work-family conflicts have likely increased in recent decades because of changes at 

home and at work. More adults with family care responsibilities, especially mothers and 

caregivers of infirm or elderly relatives, are employed (Jacobs and Gerson 2004; Mosisa and 

Hipple 2006; Raley, Mattingly, and Bianchi 2006). Fathers are more involved in routine and   

regular care work, meaning they too are likely to feel work-family conflicts (Sayer, Bianchi, and 

Robinson 2004). While average work hours have remained fairly steady over the last 30 years, 

the percentage of employees who work more than 50 hours per week has increased and the total 

hours worked per family has also increased (Jacobs and Gerson 2004). Most Americans report 

that they would like to work fewer hours and work-to-family conflict predicts interest in 
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decreasing work hours net of other variables (Reynolds 2005). Long hours are consistently 

associated with – and believed to create – work-family conflicts (e.g. Major, Klein, and Erhart 

2002; Voydanoff 2005) and with family tradeoffs such as missing family events (Mennino and 

Brayfield 2002). Long hours are also taken-for-granted as acceptable and expected in many 

corporate settings (Hochschild 1997, Williams 2000).2 

Does control over work time – the ability to determine when you work, how long you 

work, and where you work (which affects time away from home because of commuting) – 

reduce work-family conflict? Evidence suggests that it does, but studies of the relationship 

between work-time control and work-family conflict are primarily cross-sectional (Kelly, 

Kossek, Hammer, Durham, Bray, Chermack, Murphy, Kaskubar 2008; Moen, Kelly, & Huang 

2008). Employees with more control over work time tend to be in higher status occupations 

and/or highly regarded within their organizations (Kelly & Kalev 2006, Weeden 2005). This 

means that the employees with more work-time control tend to be those who also have more 

resources for managing work and family responsibilities, including higher incomes and the 

ability to purchase reliable child or elder care as well as support from managers, co-workers, and 

spouses or partners who are able to reduce their own work hours. Longitudinal research 

considering how changes in work-time control affect the work-family interface is needed to 

clarify the relationship found in previous research. Furthermore, there may be unintended 

consequences of work-time control and especially the ability to work from home or another 

remote location. As work becomes less temporally and physically bounded, it may intrude more 

                                                 
2 While this study investigates a white-collar workplace, work hours have become increasingly stressful in a variety 
of contexts. Workers in manufacturing increasingly face mandatory overtime (i.e., overtime demanded by the 
employer under threat of discipline or job loss) while those in the service sector jobs such as retail or restaurant 
work have unpredictable schedules dictated by daily or even hourly fluctuations in customer demand (Galinsky, 
Bond, and Hill 2004; Golden and Jorgenson 2002; Lambert 2007). These practices make it difficult to develop the 
stable routines that are important for children and also create challenges for those coordinating the care of infirm 
relatives (Chesley and Moen 2006; Henly and Lambert 2005). 



 5

on family time and create new conflicts between employees who feel they must attend to work 

by taking calls or checking emails and their family members (Chesley 2005; cf. Ammons and 

Markham 2004, Mirchandani 1998 on boundary strategies).  

Control over work time is assessed by individuals but produced by the psychosocial work 

environment, i.e., the policies, practices, interactions, and expectations in a given organization.3 

Traditionally, management has set work hours and other work conditions in bureaucratic 

organizations, unless there is collective bargaining or individual negotiation for more flexible 

schedules and work arrangements. Employees in certain managerial positions and professional 

occupations may assume work-time control, but most employees in bureaucratic organizations 

accept that there are “normal business hours” when they are expected to be at the workplace. We 

contend that new management policies and practices can increase employees’ sense of control 

over when and where they work, just as some participatory management initiatives increase 

workers’ sense of control over how their work is done.  

This study utilizes longitudinal data from 658 employees of a white-collar organization to 

assess whether 1) a workplace initiative called the Results Only Work Environment (ROWE) 

increases work-time control, 2) whether ROWE reduces employees’ work-family conflict and 

improves the fit between their work lives and personal lives, and 3) whether the effects of 

ROWE on the work-family interface are mediated by changes in work-time control. We treat the 

phased roll-out of this workplace initiative as a natural experiment, comparing employees before 

                                                 
3 The term “psychosocial work environment” is common in industrial/organizational psychology 
and occupational health and similar to organizational culture. For example, Hammer et al. (2004, 
p. 84) describe the work environment as “a set of norms… that govern members’ relation to one 
another and to the organization” that “evolves” as “result of formal and information interactions 
and negotiations among employees and between employees and management.” These 
organizational norms are also described as “unwritten rules” and “behaviors, attitudes, and 
beliefs that give employees a shared meaning or understanding of the workplace and their roles 
in it” (Hammer et al. 2004, p. 84).  
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and after their departments participated in ROWE with employees in departments that continued 

with the organization’s status quo policies and practices. The analysis provides clear and strong 

evidence that changes in the corporate work environment increased employees’ work-time 

control and that changes in work-time control positively affected the work-family interface.  

This research extends three distinct scholarly literatures: research on work and health, 

studies of participatory management regimes, and work-family scholarship. As we detail below, 

both interdisciplinary research on work and health and sociological studies of participatory 

management practices have established the value of autonomy, or control over how one does 

one’s work, to and for employees. Our analysis investigates whether control over when and 

where one does one’s work affects employees’ work-family conflict and related measures of the 

work-family interface. More broadly, we assert that work-time control is an important dimension 

of job quality and that job quality should be conceptualized broadly to include how work affects 

family and personal life. Within the field of work-family studies, previous research on flexibility 

(a broader term that sometimes encompasses our concept of work-time control)4 and flexible 

work arrangements points to the importance of work-time control but there has been little 

longitudinal research that can assess whether and which changes in the work environment create 

work-time control and/or reduce work-family conflict or improve work-family fit.  

Previous Research and the Concept of Work-Time Control 

                                                 
4 “Flexibility” means many things to organizational scholars, work-family scholars, and practitioners. For some, 
flexibility refers to a post-Fordist economy that has moved away from mass production and the labor control 
strategies associated with routinized work (Vallas 1999). Flexibility also refers to management’s ability to control 
labor costs by changing work hours, laying off workers, or utilizing contractors or “contingent” workers rather than 
regular employees (e.g. Barker and Christensen 1998; Henly, Schaefer, and Waxman 2006; Kalleberg 2001; Smith 
1994). Most recently, work-family scholars from a number of disciplines have agreed upon a definition of 
“workplace flexibility” that mirrors our definition of control over work time (Hill et al. 2008) but we prefer the term 
control over work time (or, more briefly, work-time control) because of the ambiguity around the broader concept of 
flexibility. See Kelly and Moen (2007) and Berg, Appelbaum, Thomas, and Kalleberg (2004) for elaborations of this 
concept under slightly different names. 
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 Our conceptualization and analysis of work-time control contributes to research on the 

work environment’s effects on employees and begins to integrate this broader research tradition 

with work-family scholarship. First, we extend the Demands – Control model developed by 

Karasek and colleagues (Karasek 1979; Karasek and Theorell 1990), which has been enormously 

influential in the fields of occupational health and industrial/organizational psychology.5 This 

model claims that psychological and physical strain are more likely when workers face high 

work demands, when workers have little control over how work is done, and particularly when 

workers experience the combination of high work demands and low control (Karasek 1979; 

Karasek and Theorell 1990). Numerous studies find a relationship between job control and 

mental and physical health, particularly ambulatory blood pressure and cardiovascular disease 

(e.g., Belkic et al. 2000; Belkic, Landsbergis, Schnall, and Baker 2004; Bosma, Peter, Siegrist, 

and Marmot 1998; Ganster, Fox and Dwyer 2001; Karasek and Theorell 1990; Schnall et al. 

1998; Schnall, Belkic, Landsbergis, and Baker 2000; Van der Doef and Maes 1999). In this 

literature, the concept of job control has two dimensions: the breadth of skills associated with the 

job and the authority to make decisions about how the work is done. “Skill discretion” refers to 

whether the job involves continual learning, creativity, and a high level of skill, whether the job 

is repetitious or involves a lot of authority, and whether the worker can develop his or her skills 

in this job (Karasek and Theorell 1990). “Decision authority” incorporates the freedom to make 

decisions, to choose how the work is performed, having a lot of say about what happens, and 

taking part in decisions that affect the worker. Sociologists use the terms “skill” and “autonomy,” 

respectively, to describe the same work conditions (e.g. Hodson 1996).  

                                                 
5 The Demands-Control has been broadened to consider the role of social support at work (Johnson and Hall 1988; 
Karasek and Theorell 1990; cf. Berkman, 1984) but we focus on the demands and control aspects since we are 
focusing on another form of control. 
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While job control describes control over how the work is done, this construct does not 

attend to control over when and how much one works or where one works. We contend that 

work-time control can be conceptualized and investigated as complement to job control or 

autonomy that is increasingly important given changes in family and work outlined above. We 

hypothesize that work-time control positively affects employees’ ability to manage work and 

family responsibilities, reducing perceived work-family conflict and improving employees’ sense 

of fit between their work lives and the rest of their lives. (See also Moen, Kelly and Huang 2008 

for a cross-sectional analysis of similar questions.) Future research will consider whether and 

how work-time control affects employees’ health and health behaviors, as well as their attitudes 

about work and their organization.  

Second, our analysis extends the literature on autonomy at work and, in particular, studies 

of participatory management practices by examining how changes in the work environment 

affect the work-family interface. Studies of “empowered,” participatory management practices 

have investigated how these managerial practices affect organizations and employees as workers. 

For example, workplace restructuring that seeks to increase employees’ involvement in 

operational decisions is positively associated with employee engagement and perceived job 

control, job satisfaction, and organizational commitment (Appelbaum, Bailey, Berg, and 

Kalleberg 2000; Smith 2001; Wall, Kemp, Jackson, and Clegg 1986).6 Hodson’s (1996) analysis 

of various management regimes suggests that workers in participatory management systems are 

more satisfied, proud, and able to use their insider knowledge than those in management systems 

characterized by direct supervision, assembly line supervision, or bureaucratic rules. This 

                                                 
6 As is the case with work-family research, studies utilizing longitudinal data, natural experiments, or quasi-
experimental designs to capture changes in employees’ experiences with the institution of new management 
practices are quite rare. Wall et al. (1986) is a quasi-experimental study of the implementation of self-managed work 
teams in a manufacturing plant. 
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analysis also suggests that employees’ ability to use their skills and their sense of autonomy 

mediates the effects of the participatory management system (Hodson 1996:729 – 731). At the 

same time, scholars recognize that the autonomy that characterizes participatory management 

practices is often accompanied by more job insecurity, intensified work demands for the 

“survivors,” and perhaps a pernicious internalization of managerial goals by employees (Smith 

1997; Smith 2001; Vallas 2003; see also Sweet, Moen and Meiskins 2006).  

This literature has not fully considered how autonomy or participatory management 

practices may impact employees’ lives outside of work or their experience of the work-family 

interface. Important exceptions include Osterman’s (1995) analysis of work-family policies as 

part of a broader “high commitment” management strategy and Berg, Kalleberg, and 

Appelbaum’s (2003) finding that workers with more opportunity to participate in work decisions 

are also more likely to report that their organization helps them balance their work and family 

responsibilities. We investigate a participatory initiative that allows employees to identify and 

implement new ways of working that may mesh more effectively with their other obligations. 

We examine the effects of this initiative on changes in employees’ perceptions of work-time 

control, work-family conflict, and other measures of fit between work and personal life. Our 

focus is specifically on the effects of work-time control -- a potentially important (and malleable) 

element of job quality – on the quality of life.  

Extending Research on Work-Time Control and Flexible Work Arrangements 

 Previous research suggests that perceived work-time control is associated with less work-

family conflict and better work-life balance. Galinsky, Bond, and Friedman (1996) report that 

employed parents with more control over their schedules have significantly less work-family 

conflict, while Hammer, Allen and Grigsby (1997) show similar relationships in a sample of 
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dual-earner couples. In a national sample of employees (not limited to parents or dual-earners), 

Anderson, Coffey, and Byerly (2002) find that employees with more control over their schedules 

and those who are able to change their starting and stopping times report less work-to-family 

conflict and more job satisfaction. Similarly, Tausig and Fenwick (2001) find that employees 

with more control over their schedules report more work-life balance (see also Hill et al. 2001). 

Thomas and Ganster (1995) report that a perceived control measure capturing control over both 

work time and dependent care arrangements was negatively associated with work-family 

conflict. Mennino, Rubin, and Brayfield (2005) find negative relationships between one aspect of 

control over work time – ease of taking time for family matters during the workday – and 

negative job-to-home and home-to-job spillover. The work-time control scale that we detail 

below has been associated, in cross-sectional analysis, with lower levels work-family conflict 

and negative work-family spillover and higher levels of perceived time adequacy and fit between 

work schedules and personal needs at baseline (Moen, Kelly, and Huang 2008). Longitudinal 

evidence about this relationship is very limited, although a Dutch study found that employees 

who were able to take a day off when needed and those voluntarily working part-time (two 

aspects of work-time control) at baseline reported reduced work-home conflict eight months later 

(Jansen, Kant, Nijhuis, Swaen, and Krsitensen 2004).  

While research suggests that work-time control is associated with less work-family 

conflict and better work-family fit, it is not clear what workplace policies and practices or job 

conditions foster employees’ sense of control over their work time, and, importantly, whether the 

introduction of new policies and practices alters work-time control. Advocates hope (and 

sometimes assume) that flexible work arrangements such as flextime, telecommuting, and part-

time options give employees more control over work time and help reduce work-family conflict, 
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but it is an open question whether these changes in workplace policies and practices have the 

desired effects. Sociologists and organizational scholars have investigated which organizations 

adopt a variety of work-family policies and benefits (e.g., Davis and Kalleberg 2006; Glass and 

Fujimoto 1995; Kelly and Dobbin 1999; Kelly 2003; Knoke 1994; Osterman 1995). Recent 

studies have examined the implementation and utilization of work-family policies and programs 

(Blair-Loy and Wharton 2002; Eaton 2003; Hochschild 1997; Kelly and Kalev 2006; Ryan and 

Kossek 2008). Also, some work considers the effects of using work-family policies on U.S. 

employees’ wage growth and promotions (Glass 2004; Judiesch and Lyness 1999; Weeden 

2005). But there is limited longitudinal evidence regarding the effects of flexible work options 

(or other work-family policies) on employees’ work-time control or their work-family conflicts 

(Kelly et al. 2008).  

Research on the implementation of flexible work arrangements suggests that these 

policies may have a limited impact on employees’ experience of work-time control or work-

family conflict. As they are commonly administered in U.S. organizations, flexible work 

arrangements are usually conceptualized and administered as individual “accommodations” in 

which some employees are allowed to deviate from the standard work practices by working 

different hours or from a different location (Kelly and Moen 2007; cf. Lee, MacDermid, and 

Buck 2000). Managers determine which employees may change their work practices, often 

doling out these arrangements as a reward to high performers (Kelly and Kalev 2006). At the 

same time, employees often fear that taking advantage of these arrangements will make them 

seem less committed and have negative repercussions for their careers (Eaton 2003; Glass 2004). 

Because flexible work arrangements are administered in these ways, employees may not feel 

they actually gain much control over their work time even when flextime and telecommuting 
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policies are formally in place. Those who are not allowed to utilize the policies obviously do not 

gain work-time control and those who are allowed to utilize the policies see that this option may 

be withdrawn by management. The few studies linking the availability of flexible work policies 

and practices to work-time control yield mixed findings. Thomas and Ganster (1995) find that 

employees who report more flexible schedules report significantly more control over their work 

time and dependent care arrangements. However, Batt and Valcour (2003) do not find significant 

associations between the number of work-family policies (including flexible work options) 

available and employees’ sense of work-time control. 

The longitudinal data and natural experiment design of this study extends the work-

family literature by addressing the question of whether changes in workplace policies and 

practices increase employees’ work-time control and whether increased work-time control is a 

mechanism for reducing work-family conflicts and improving work-family fit.  

The Case of ROWE at Best Buy 

This study analyzes a corporate workplace initiative to assess its impact on employees’ 

control over work time, work-family conflict, and other measures of the work-family interface. 

The ROWE initiative (for Results-Only Work Environment) was developed and implemented at 

the corporate headquarters for Best Buy, a Fortune 500 retail company with approximately 3500 

employees at its headquarters.7 ROWE is implemented through participatory training of teams, 

i.e. immediate work groups of employees and their managers. Managers participated in a 

leadership orientation lasting about 1.5 hours. Employees and managers then attended four 

additional training sessions lasting approximately five hours; these sessions were scheduled over 

approximately 8-12 weeks. The sessions first oriented employees to the ROWE philosophy and 

                                                 
7 ROWE was developed and piloted by two Best Buy employees, Cali Ressler and Jody Thompson, who now run an 
organizational development firm called Culture Rx. (See Ressler and Thompson [2008] and www.culturerx.com for 
more information on ROWE and efforts to implement it in other organizations.)  
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then guided them through a critical assessment of current organizational culture and the way it 

affected their work practices and interactions. Employees were also prompted to clarify the 

outcomes (the “results”) they are tasked with and to identify “low-value” work activities that do 

not contribute to the team’s performance. Employees were encouraged to identify strategies for 

meeting business goals that would simultaneously give employees more control over their work 

time. For example, we observed teams begin cross-training each other so that one or two people 

could work remotely and know that any questions that came up would be handled by co-workers. 

Another team we observed began sending one or two representatives to meetings in another 

department rather than having everyone attend. A final session brought together employees from 

multiple teams to brainstorm about any problems they had encountered and to publicize new 

practices that were working well. This participatory initiative was both highly scripted and 

highly interactive, with teams discussing their particular concerns and identifying new work 

practices that were sensible from their perspective. 

ROWE differs from the more common flexible work arrangements in several important 

ways. First, rather than allowing a select few employees to ask supervisors for permission to 

deviate from the standard work hours and routines, ROWE attempts to shift the culture so that 

the norm is now flexibility regarding when, where, and to some extent how employees do their 

work. Second, ROWE directly targets employees’ control over work time. In fact, the desired 

work environment is defined as one in which “people have complete autonomy. They are free to 

do whatever they want, whenever they want, as long as the work gets done” (quote from 

fieldnotes; see also Moen, Kelly, and Chermack 2009; Ressler and Thompson 2008). Employees 

are told they do not need permission to modify their work schedules or their work location. 

Instead, employees can routinely change when and where they work based on their individual 
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needs and job responsibilities (including a need to coordinate work within a team, for some). 

Third, ROWE is understood as a collective enterprise to change the organizational culture rather 

than an individual option. Creating a “Results-Only Work Environment” is presented as an on-

going effort to change the organizational culture that involves employees who prefer to work 

fairly traditional hours in the office, as well as those who want to work at different times and 

places. Therefore, work groups are described as “a ROWE team” or “in a ROWE” or 

“ROWEing,” rather than individuals being labeled as telecommuters or users of flextime. The 

focus on teams is very different from most flexible work programs, and it would seem to reduce 

the risk that individual employees will be penalized—in evaluations of their work and their 

assumed commitment to the organization—for bucking the dominant corporate culture.8 Indeed, 

ROWE sessions teach employees that they are creating a “counterculture” within the 

organization and that they are now part of a “smart mob” that is changing the face of corporate 

America. This participatory, collective approach is similar in some ways to the small-scale 

“work redesign” experiments that Lotte Bailyn and colleagues have carried out to help work 

groups improve productivity and gender equity while addressing work-family conflicts 

(Rapoport, Bailyn, Fletcher and Pruitt 2002; see also Perlow 1997).  

Methods 

Study Design and Data 

This study exploits the phased implementation of ROWE by using the departments that 

began the initiative during the study period as a “treatment” group and using other departments 

                                                 
8 Future research should empirically examine whether employees who fully embrace the ROWE philosophy and 
practices (or similar initiatives) have similar promotion prospects and wage trajectories, or whether there are career 
penalties in this case as well. We do not have data to fully investigate this question at this time. 
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as a comparison group.9 Unlike a true experiment, we were not able to randomize departments or 

teams to the two conditions. Importantly, though, individual employees did not select themselves 

into the initiative. Instead, the decision to participate in ROWE was made by executives (vice-

presidents or directors, in conjunction with other senior managers) and then entire teams either 

participated in the ROWE initiative or did not. The departments and teams that transitioned to 

ROWE included employees in a wide variety of occupations within this white-collar workplace.  

We conducted a longitudinal web survey in 2006 to compare the experiences of 

employees in departments beginning ROWE with those in departments that continued to operate 

under the status quo management practices of this organization. The first wave of the survey was 

completed in the month before ROWE sessions began and the second wave of the data collection 

occurred six months after a department’s first ROWE session and about three months after they 

completed the ROWE training sessions. Comparison groups were surveyed simultaneously. The 

survey sample was drawn from non-contingent employees working in nine business units at the 

Best Buy corporate headquarters. Email addresses and some demographic information was 

provided to the research team by the company’s human resources department. Executives from 

each department notified employees in their units that the University of Minnesota was 

conducting a study of the corporate work environment and would soon email them directly. The 

research team then invited employees to participate in the web survey and provided a unique user 

code to each employee. This invitation described the study as an investigation of “how your 

work environment affects your effectiveness at work, your health and well-being, and your 

personal life.” The invitation did not mention ROWE. The invitation and consent materials also 

made it clear that the survey was designed and implemented, and would be analyzed, by the 

                                                 
9 In one case, several teams within a larger department signed on to ROWE as that business unit’s pilot of the 
initiative. The pilot teams were exposed to ROWE and the remaining teams within that department participated in 
the study as comparison groups. 
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research team; employees were assured that no individual or identifying information would be 

shared with the organization. Employees had three to four weeks to complete the web survey 

(which required about 45 minutes of their time) and were sent customized reminders with their 

unique user code by email. Participants were offered a $20 gift card that could be redeemed at 

either a chain of coffee shops or a chain of movie theaters. 

Wave 1 of the survey had an 80% response rate and 92% of those who completed the first 

survey also completed Wave 2. All analyses are done on an analytical sample that is limited to 

those who completed both survey waves and have non-missing information on all independent 

variables, for a total of 608 employees. Analyses not shown here reveal no substantive 

differences between this analytical sample and the sample that completed both survey waves. 

302 participants were in departments undergoing ROWE, while 306 participants were in 

comparison departments.  The 608 white-collar respondents are, on average, about 32 years old. 

They report working an average 48.15 hours per week and mean organizational tenure is 4.31 

years. The vast majority are well educated (86% have a college degree or more) and 33% are in a 

managerial position. According to self-reports, 91.53% (n=551) of our sample is white, 4.98% 

(n=30) is Asian, 2% (n=12) is African American, 1% (n=6) is American Indian, and .5% (n=3) 

reported “other.”  50% of the sample is female, 69% is married or cohabiting with a partner, 35% 

have at least one child under age 18 at home, and 12% care for an adult relative (usually a 

parent). Because this sample clearly represents an educated, Midwestern population, additional 

research is needed to determine whether ROWE or similar changes in workplace policies and 

practices would produce similar effects in a more diverse or less privileged sample. 

Using human resources data on the population of non-contingent employees in the 

participating departments, we examined potential response bias. Respondents were significantly 
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younger, with less tenure and lower incomes, than non-respondents and women were more likely 

than men to complete the first survey. Executives (at the director or officer level) were 

significantly less likely to participate. Employees in ROWE and comparison departments were 

equally likely to complete both surveys.  

There were some baseline differences between the ROWE group and comparison group.  

Bivariate differences between the ROWE and comparison groups are reported in Table 1.  

Logistic regressions estimating participation in a ROWE team or department using the all 

independent and dependent variables used in subsequent models demonstrate that individuals in 

ROWE teams and departments were slightly older, on average, than individuals in comparison 

teams and department. (Full results available upon request.) Other baseline differences between 

the samples in these regression models may stem from this age gap; employees in ROWE 

departments are more likely, on average, to be salaried and have more work-time control at 

baseline. Employees in ROWE departments also work slightly fewer hours, have significantly 

more work-family conflict and less work-schedule fit, and are less likely to believe that the 

organization has a culture that is supportive of family responsibilities. Models adjust for these 

baseline differences as described below. 

Variables 

Table 1 presents descriptive statistics for the dependent and independent variables in 

Wave 1 and Wave 2 for the full sample, the ROWE sample, and the comparison sample.  

Detailed information on the scales used as dependent variables, including the source of that 

scale, the variables used to create the scale, and various measures of fit are presented in 

Appendix 1, while information on the scales used independent variables are presented in 

Appendix 2.  Control over work time measures employees’ ability to decide about the time and 
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timing of their work. The work-time control scale is derived from Thomas and Ganster (1995) 

and has categories ranging from 1 to 5, where 1 indicates low work-time control and 5 indicates 

high work-time control. Our measure includes one item related to where the work occurs. In this 

white-collar setting, there is a close relationship between control over the timing of work, the 

amount of work performed, and the location of that work, but this may not be the case in other 

settings. The analyses were robust to other specifications that omitted the question about control 

over work location. 

The dependent variables include several established measures of the work-family 

interface. The work-to-family conflict scale was developed and validated by Netemeyer, Boles, 

and McMurrian (1996). It is a five-item scale with scores ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 

(strongly agree), with a higher score indicating more work interference with family or personal 

life.10 See also Appendix 1. We analyze negative spillover from work to family life with a scale 

that includes four items ranging from 1 (never) to 5 (all the time). Work-family conflict and 

negative work-family spillover are similar constructs but negative work-family spillover 

emphasizes emotional transmission of stress (i.e. bringing worries home) and energy depletion 

rather than time strains or conflicts. Two additional measures capture perceived fit between the 

demands or needs faced by an employee and the resources available to the employee (Moen, 

Kelly and Huang 2008; Voydanoff 2004). A time adequacy scale assesses employees’ subjective 

sense of having enough time to pursue a variety of personal and family activities. Response 

possibilities range from 0 (“not at all adequate”) to 10 (“almost always adequate”). This scale 

was modified from Van Horn, Bellis, and Snyder (2001). The work-schedule fit scale measures 

                                                 
10 Work-family conflict is conceptualized as bi-directional, including work interfering with family life and family 
interfering with work life (Frone, Russel and Cooper, 1992; MacDermid, 2005; Netemeyer et al., 1996). However, 
we focus on work-to-family conflict because this direction is more common (Frone et al. 1992) and because we are 
analyzing organizational changes, not changes in family life. Models of the effects of ROWE on family-to-work 
conflict found no effect of the initiative on this outcome. 
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employees’ assessment of how well their work schedules are working for themselves and their 

families. It is a two-item scale developed by Barnett, Gareis and Brennan (1999) with answer 

categories ranging from 1 (extremely poorly) to 7 (extremely well) where a higher score 

indicates greater fit.  

Employees were coded as part of the ROWE group if they reported (in the wave 2 

survey) attending any of the ROWE training sessions and they were assigned to a team or 

department that participated the initiative during the study period.  

Our models also include a variety of personal characteristics and job characteristics that 

may affect changes in the work-family interface, as well as some potential moderators of effects. 

We analyze differences by gender and parental responsibilities by comparing women with one or 

more children at home, women without children at home, and men with one or more children at 

home to the reference category of men without children at home. This variable was created from 

a household inventory where respondents indicated at least one member of the household was a 

child or stepchild aged 18 or younger. The categories of men without children and women 

without children include employees who have not had children, those with non-residential 

children, and those whose children are grown. We also include a categorical measure of age. 

Because our analysis investigates whether ROWE changes control over work time, work-family 

conflict, and perceived fit between work and personal life, it was also important to include other 

changes in respondents’ lives in the models. We use a dummy variable indicating whether the 

respondent answered yes, at Wave 2, to any of a list of changes in their personal lives 

experienced in the last six months. The list included whether respondents had bought a home, 

moved, experienced the birth or adoption of a child, got married or begun cohabiting, got 

separated, or divorced or ended a cohabiting relationship. We also include a dummy variable 
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indicating whether the respondent changed jobs within the organization during the six months 

between surveys. 

Since ROWE and comparison groups differed on certain measures at wave 1, as 

described above and in Table 1, we included them in our models:  whether the respondent’s job 

is a salaried position (“exempt” from Fair Labor Standards Act) or an hourly position (“non-

exempt”), years of tenure with the organization, and a job level variable distinguishing those 

with no supervisory duties (termed “non-supervising employee”) from managers and senior 

managers, directors, and officers.11  An 8-level categorical variable captures household income, 

with 1 indicating less than $25,000, the mean category of 4 indicating $75,000-$99,999, and 8 

indicating $250,000 or more.  

 Our analysis of work-time control also includes measures of job demands and job control. 

We expect that employees with more job control, i.e. control over how they do their job, will 

have more control over their work time as well since flexible schedules are more likely to be 

available to those in higher-status occupations in traditional work environments (Batt and 

Valcour 2003; Swanberg, Pitt-Catsouphes, and Drescher-Burke). Job control includes measures 

developed by Karasek (1985) of decision authority (autonomy over what happens on the job and 

how work is performed), and skill discretion (breadth of skills required). We measure 

psychological job demands using a scale based Karasek’s work (1979) and additional items 

developed by Belkic, Landsbergis, Schnall, and Baker (2004) and Siegrist, Starke, Chandola, 

Godin, Marmot, Niedhammer, and Peter (2004). We also measure hours worked with a question 

asking “How many hours a week do you usually work at your Best Buy job? Please include all 

                                                 
11 A small number of respondents have the title of “manager” but do not supervise any employees. They are 
categorized as managers in our analysis. 



 21

hours worked at all locations.” The mean hours reported is 48.25 hours per week in this white-

collar, largely-salaried sample.  

Our analysis also incorporates measures of support from one’s supervisor or manager and 

perceived “family-friendliness” of the organization to investigate alternative explanations of 

work conditions affected work-family conflict. Previous research has shown that employees with 

more supportive supervisors report less work-family conflict, as do those who view their 

organizations as more supportive of their family and personal life (e.g. Allen 2001; Mennino, 

Rubin, and Brayfield 2005; Thompson et al. 1999). We measure manager support with four 

questions asking respondents whether how supportive their manager is of them regarding work 

and career development. This scale ranges from 1 to 4, where higher scores indicate greater 

support from one’s manager. Respondents evaluate whether the organizational culture is 

supportive of families by agreeing or disagreeing with 9 statements about “the philosophy of 

Best Buy” such as “Employees who take time off to attend to personal matters are not committed 

to their work” (Allen 2001). The scale ranges from 1 to 5, with 5 indicating more a more 

supportive culture.  

Analysis 

We use ordinary least squares regression with a lagged dependent-variable strategy to 

investigate the effects of ROWE on employee’s work-time control and experiences of work-

family conflict in Wave 2.12 In particular, we first use a series of nested regressions to investigate 

the effects of ROWE on employee’s work-time control in Wave 2, including employee’s work-

                                                 
12 Reported standard errors are individual-level Huber-White sandwich estimates of variance, more commonly 
referred to as robust estimators.  Huber-White sandwich estimates of variance yield more consistent estimates of the 
variance in the parameter estimates even in the presence of model misspecification.  Because ROWE was instituted 
at the team/department level, we also tested various cluster-level sandwich estimates.  These cluster-level estimates 
were substantively similar to the individual-level estimates and yielded identical interpretations of our focal 
parameter estimates.  We choose used the individual-level estimates because the cluster-level estimators require 
errors to be non-heteroskedastic between clusters, which is unlikely to be true in this sample. 
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time control in Wave 1 and other covariates that might influence the relationship between 

ROWE and our dependent variables. We next use a series of nested regressions to investigate the 

effects of ROWE and employee’s change in work-time control on employee’s experiences of 

work-family conflict in Wave 2, again including employee’s experiences of work-family conflict 

in Wave 1 and other covariates that might influence the relationship between ROWE, the 

employee’s work-time control change, and our dependent variables.  We included the Wave 1 

measure of the dependent variable in order to account for Wave 1 differences in the dependent 

variables, for persistent heterogeneity between waves, and to describe the effects of changes in 

the work environment between waves.  We choose this strategy because it is consistent with our 

theoretical expectations regarding the impact of ROWE on work-time control and work-family 

conflict.13   

In these models, we test whether changes in work-time control mediate the effects of 

ROWE on the work-family interface using the framework proposed by Baron and Kenny (1986). 

Baron and Kenny (1986) define a mediating variable as “the generative mechanism through 

which the focal independent variable is able to influence the dependent variable of interest” (p. 

1173). As recommended by Judd and Kenny (1981), a series of regression models should be 

estimated to test for mediation effects: (1) Regressing the mediator on the independent variables; 

(2) regressing the dependent variable on the independent variables; and (3) regressing the 

dependent variable on both independent variables and on the mediator.   

                                                 
13 An alternative analytical strategy is to directly model the change score between Waves 1 and 2 as the dependent 
variable while including the Wave 1 measure in order to account for persistent heterogeneity (Allison 1990).  We 
decided against using this strategy because, with the inclusion of the Wave 1 measure as an independent variable, it 
models growth in work-time control or work-family conflict between the waves.  Unlike models of educational or 
economic attainment or development, there is no theoretical reason to assume “natural” growth between waves in 
work-time control or work-family conflict. Additionally, removing the Wave 1 measure as an independent variable 
in the change model is not a viable solution because our limited sample size does not allow us to directly model all 
of the factors that lead to Wave 1 differences in the dependent variables .     
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Here  Xi (i=1…k) are independent variables, Y is a dependent variable, M is the mediator 

variable, w1-w3 are intercepts, ai, b, ci and 
'
ic  are unstandardized regression coefficients.  The 

mediated effect is the product of coefficient ai and b, which is also called indirect effect since it is 

the part of the model that indirectly affects the outcome through the mediator.  '
ic  is the direct 

effect of Xi  on Y when taking the mediator into account. In our context, the main independent 

variable of interest is participation in ROWE, the dependent variables are the four measures of 

work-family conflict and fit, and the mediator variable is change in work-time control between 

Waves 1 and Wave 2.  In particular, we estimate equation (a) by regressing the mediator of 

work-time control on participation in ROWE in model 1 of Table 2, with subsequent models 

adding additional covariates that might moderate the relationship between work-time control and 

ROWE.  We estimate equation (b) by regressing our four measures of work-family conflict and 

fit on participation in ROWE in model 1 of Tables 3-6.  We estimate equation (c) by regressing 

our four measures of work-family conflict and fit on participation in ROWE and change in work-

time control between Waves 1 and 2 in model 2 of Tables 3-6.  Subsequent models in Tables 3-6 

add additional covariates that might explain the mediating effects of work-time control change 

on ROWE.      

Based on Sobel’s (1982) work, MacKinnon and Dwyer (1993) showed that the 

significance of mediation path can be tested by the “Sobel test,” 
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We calculate Sobel test statistics for each nested regression to test whether the mediation 

pathways are statistically significant. In other words, a significant Sobel test indicates that the 

indirect effect of the independent variable on the dependent variable through the mediator 

variable is significant. The test statistic is calculated using the our four measures of work-family 

conflict and fit as dependent variables, ROWE as the independent variable, and work-time 

control change as the mediator variable, with all other variables in the model being considered 

covariates. We also present the percentage of the total effect of ROWE that is mediated by the 

inclusion of the variable capturing change in work-time control.   

 All regressions that test for the mediating effects of work-time control change also 

include work-time control in Wave 1 because the ROWE and comparison group differed in 

work-time control at baseline (see Table 1).  Various specifications of the mediating effect of 

work-time control on ROWE produce similar results. Alternative mediation pathways through 

changes in organizational supportive culture and manager support, rather than through work-time 

control, are presented in Appendix 3.   

 For all regressions, we performed a series of diagnostics to test for violations of the 

assumptions of linear regression, along with testing for omitted variable bias and the presence of 

influential outliers. In particular, we tested for violations of the assumption of a linear 

relationship between the independent and dependent variables by examining a scatterplot of the 

residuals and found no evidence of a non-linear pattern in the data. We tested for 

multicollinearity by examining the correlation matrix of the independent variables as well as 
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variance inflation factors for each model and, again, found no evidence of multicollinearity that 

influences our results.   

 We tested the assumption of homoscedasticity using a variety of statistical tests, 

including the including the Breusch-Pagan test, Cameron & Trivedi's decomposition of 

Information Matrix test, and Szroeter's test for homoskedasticity for each independent variable. 

We found no evidence of heteroscedasticity in the models estimating work-time control, work-

family conflict, or negative work-family spillover, but we found weak evidence of 

heteroscedasticity in the models estimating work-schedule fit and time adequacy. We therefore 

use Huber-White sandwich estimators of the standard errors, which relax the assumption of 

homoscedasticity. We tested the assumption that the error variance is normally distributed by 

examining histograms of the standardized residuals and found no evidence of violations of this 

assumption. Moreover, the use of Huber-White sandwich estimators of the standard errors 

relaxes the assumption of a normally distributed error variance. 

 We examined the models for omitted variable bias using the Ramsey RESET test and a 

“link test” for model specification. We found no evidence of omitted variable bias using these 

tests. Finally, we examined the models for outlier cases that unduly influence the results by 

examining plots of the “fit” of each case to the regression line. Cases with extreme values were 

removed from each model, with at most 5 cases removed. Removing these cases does not alter 

the magnitude or significance of any of our focal variables. The results of these diagnostic tests 

lead us to believe that our models are producing consistent, efficient, and robust estimates.   

Findings 

Our analysis investigates whether the ROWE workplace initiative increases employees’ 

control over the time and timing of their work, whether these changes in the workplace reduce 
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work-family conflicts and improve work-family fit, and whether work-time control mediates the 

relationship between participation in the ROWE initiative and employees’ experience of the 

work-family interface. We begin with the question of the proximate effect of ROWE on 

employees’ control over the time and timing of their work. Table 2 presents the nested regression 

models estimating work-time control in Wave 2.  Model 1 uses work-time control in wave 1 and 

ROWE to estimate Wave 2 values of control over work time.  These results clearly indicate those 

with high levels of work-time control in Wave 1 had high levels of work-time control in Wave 2. 

ROWE predicts an increase in work-time control by Wave 2, net of Wave 1 levels of work-time 

control.  The magnitude of this effect is relatively large. Participation in the ROWE initiative 

increases work-time control in Wave 2 by, on average, about a half a standard deviation when 

accounting for baseline levels of work-time control. Model 2 adds personal and family 

characteristics and job characteristics and significantly improves the fit of the model. However, 

the only variable that is statistically significant is managers, with managers reporting less of an 

increase in work-time control by Wave 2 than non-supervisory employees. Model 3 adds job 

demands and job control and Model 4 adds life change variables. The addition of these variables 

does not significantly improve model fit, but we see that higher levels of decision authority (i.e., 

autonomy regarding how work is done) at Wave 1 are associated with larger increases in work-

time control by Wave 2. Employees with more control over their work decisions at baseline may 

be able to fully exploit the opportunity to have more control over the time and timing of their 

work as well.   

In Model 5 in Table 2, we investigate whether there are differential effects of ROWE by 

our combined gender/parental status. (Recall that our measure of parental status is whether there 

is one or more child in the home, so “empty nesters” and non-residential parents are counted in 
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the “without children” categories.) Figure 1 provides estimated values of work-time control 

based on Model 5. The comparisons across groups indicate that ROWE benefits women without 

children, women with children, and men without children in a similar way, while men with 

children have work-time control levels similar to men in the comparison group. Additional 

analyses (not presented here) reveals that men with children have the highest baseline level work 

work-time control and ROWE is most effective at increasing work-time control among 

employees that had lower baseline levels of work-time control.  

 Tables 3 through 6 contain the results of the nested OLS regression estimating, 

respectively, the work-family conflict scale, negative work-family spillover, work-schedule fit, 

and time adequacy in Wave 2.  Model 1 in each table uses both the Wave 1 measure of the 

dependent variable and participation in the ROWE initiative to estimate the dependent variable at 

Wave 2. Model 2 in each table adds change in work-time control between waves (as a potential 

mediating variable) and baseline work-time control as a control variable. Models 3 and 4 in each 

table adds demographic measures, life changes in the past 6 months, and manager support and 

family-supportive organizational culture. These latter variables capture two competing 

explanations for employees’ experience of the work-family interface. The Sobel test for 

mediation and the percent of the total effect that is mediated are separately calculated for the 

later models in order to assess whether the strength and significance of the mediated effect of 

interest (change in work-time control) is influenced by the addition of independent variables. 

There is a clear and consistent pattern across Tables 3-6 predicting work-family conflict, 

negative work-family spillover, work-schedule fit and time adequacy at Wave 2.  The lagged 

dependent variable in Wave 1 and ROWE are always significant in model 1. ROWE decreases 

negative work-family spillover and work-family conflict while increasing work-schedule fit and 
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time adequacy in Wave 2, controlling for the employee’s “starting point” on each of the 

dependent values in Wave 1.  However, when we add work-time control measures to the models 

(model 2), ROWE becomes non-significant.  Sobel tests for mediation are always significant and 

the percent of the total effect that is mediated is very high for all outcome variables, indicating 

that ROWE works largely through its effect on work-time control, with changes in work-time 

control completely mediating the effect of ROWE on these four measures of work-family fit.  

The magnitude of the effect varies, but is generally large, with a one standard deviation increase 

in work-time control between Waves 1 and 2 leading to, on average and controlling for the 

dependent variable and work-time control in Wave 1 and ROWE, a half a standard deviation 

decrease in work-family conflict in Wave 2 and increase in work-schedule fit in Wave 2, and a 

quarter of a standard deviation decrease in negative work-family spillover in Wave 2 and 

increase in time adequacy in Wave 2. Effects are larger for outcomes that more directly measure 

the relationship between work time and family time (i.e. work-to-family conflict in the 

Netemeyer et al. scale and work-schedule fit), as compared to the spillover measure that focuses 

more on the transmission of emotions across domains and the time adequacy that captures a 

broader range of personal goals beyond caring for family members. 

Models 3 and 4 add personal and job characteristics as well as variables for life changes, 

manager support, and a family-supportive organizational culture. Some of these variables are 

significant (as outlined below), but they have only a minimal effect on the coefficients for 

change in work-time control, the Sobel tests for mediation, or the percent of the total effect that 

is mediated, improving the fit of the models only minimally. Recall that ROWE produced less 

change in control over work time among men with children.  However, interactions between 

gender/parental status and ROWE were not significant, indicating that change in work-time 
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control has similar effects on work-family conflict, negative work-family spillover, and time 

adequacy across the gender and parental status categories. 

 Most of the personal and job characteristics in Tables 3-6 are not significant, once we 

account for the respondent’s Wave 1 response, exposure to ROWE, change in work-time control, 

and the Wave 1 level of work-time control. However, some of these independent variables do 

predict these measures of work-family conflict and fit. Tables 3 and 4 show that senior managers 

are significantly more likely to report increased work-family conflict and (along with managers) 

negative work-family spillover, as compared to non-supervisory employees. Also, employees 

who rated the organization as more supportive of family and personal life have lower levels of 

work-family conflict and negative work-family spillover. Table 4 reveals that those with higher 

household incomes report significantly smaller increases in negative work-family spillover. The 

analysis of work-schedule fit in Table 5 indicates that exempt (i.e. salaried) employees report 

significantly better fit between their work schedules and their non-work needs, even net of 

perceived control over work time in Wave 1 and changes in work-time control. Job changes are 

also associated with decreased work-schedule fit and time adequacy (cf. Reynolds 2005). 

Finally, respondents who had a change in their personal life (such as a move, a marriage or new 

cohabitation, or the birth of a child) were significantly more likely to report a decrease in time 

adequacy by Wave 2, as seen in Table 6. The findings about job changes and life changes in the 

last six months indicate that employees may still be adjusting and determining how best to 

manage their new work and/or family responsibilities.  

 Recall that ROWE is aimed at changing the work environment and previous research on 

the work-family interface has shown that employees who view their organizations as more 

supportive of family and personal life report less work-family conflict, as do those with more 



 30

supportive supervisors (see Kelly et al. 2008 for a review).  Therefore, it is possible that 

increases in the employee’s belief that the organizational culture is family supportive or in 

manager support may also mediate the pathway between ROWE and changes in work-family 

conflict and fit, or they may even be stronger mediators than work-time control change. We 

examine this possibility in Appendix 3. In all cases, change in work-time control is by far the 

strongest mediator, with the coefficient for ROWE becoming non-significant when change in 

work-time control is added to the model, the Sobel test statistic being large and significant, and 

the percent of total effect that is mediated ranging from 77% to 147%.  In contrast, the 

coefficient for ROWE stays significant when change in organizational supportive culture or 

manager support is added to the model (indicating partial mediation by these variables), the 

Sobel test statistic is weak and barely significant for organizational supportive culture and non-

significant for manager support, and the percent of total effect that is mediated is never above 

25%.   

 In sum, our results demonstrate that ROWE increases employee’s sense of work-time 

control in Wave 2 (except for men with children who see no increase).  We also find that ROWE, 

again on average and accounting for baseline levels of work-family conflict and fit, decreases 

work-family conflict and increases work-family fit.  Finally, we find that the ROWE effect on 

work-family conflict and fit is fully mediated by increases in work-time control.  

Conclusion 

 “Flexibility” is all the rage in the management and popular press and previous cross-

sectional research suggests that employees with more control over the time and timing of their 

work have fewer work-family conflicts and better work-family fit. However, because of design 

limitations, the academic research has not been able to address 1) whether and which workplace 
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policies, practices, or initiatives foster employees’ sense of control over their work time and 2) 

whether changes in the work environment and work-time control change employees’ experience 

of the work-family interface. We utilize a natural experiment in a white-collar workplace to 

address these limitations and find clear and strong evidence that the ROWE initiative increases 

work-time control and positively affects the work-family interface. Our meditational analysis 

also demonstrates that allowing employees to claim more control over their work time is an 

important mechanism for alleviating work-family conflicts. More broadly, this work reminds us 

that the work environment is malleable. Currently, higher-status workers are much more likely to 

have flexible schedules and be able to work from home but it is possible and feasible to 

democratize control over the time and timing of work, at least in a white-collar setting.  

The limitations of this study include the fact that we utilize data from employees in one 

large organization and were not able to randomize groups to the ROWE initiative or the status 

quo management practices. Certainly, future research is needed to replicate the workplace 

innovation and its positive effects in other settings with a more diverse employee population, 

different types of work, and different managerial practices at baseline. It would also be useful to 

examine effects on employees’ job quality as measured by job satisfaction, turnover intentions, 

and other measures, to directly measure the impacts of changes in the work environment on 

physical and mental health, and to investigate the work-family interface from the perspective of 

spouses and children of employees exposed to new workplace initiatives. Follow-up research by 

the Work, Family, and Health Network will address all of these limitations. Scholars have 

documented that the restructuring of management practices is “a negotiated phenomenon” 

influenced by employees from a variety of occupations, rather than simply imposed in a top-

down manner by management (Vallas 2003, p. 227; Vallas 2006). Qualitative data from this 
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study and the follow-up research can also investigate how employees responded to and reshaped 

the workplace initiative as it was implemented.  

Research that identifies changes in the work environment that reduce work-family 

conflict has broad implications for health, family well-being, and gender equity. A burgeoning 

literature indicates that work-family conflict affects employees’ health. Employees with higher 

levels of work-family conflict report more psychological distress (Burke and Greenglass 1999) 

and depressive symptoms or depression (Allen, Herst, Bruck and Sutton 2000; Frone, Yardley 

and Markel 1997; Frone 2000; Grzywacz and Bass 2003; Netemeyer, Boles and McMurrian 

1996; Thomas and Ganster 1995). Work-family conflict is also associated with anxiety disorders 

(Frone 2000; Grzywacz and Bass 2003), lower reports of vitality (Kristensen, Smith-Hansen and 

Jansen 2005), and lower levels of general well-being (Grant-Vallone and Donaldson 2001; Moen 

and Yu 2000). Work-family conflict has been linked to problem drinking, including heavier 

drinking and an increased likelihood of drinking to cope with stress (Frone, Russell and Barnes 

1996; Frone et al.1997; Grzywacz and Marks 2000). Work-family conflict also seems to affect 

physical health, although the evidence of this relationship is weaker in longitudinal studies than 

in cross-sectional research (Allen et al. 2000). For example, work-family conflict is related to 

minor physical complaints (such as headaches and insomnia), to poor appetite, and to lower self-

reports of overall health (Allen et al. 2000; Thomas and Ganster 1995). Finally, research shows a 

relationship between work-family conflict and unhealthy eating habits, obesity, elevated 

cholesterol levels, and hypertension (Allen and Armstrong 2006; Grzywacz and Bass 2003; 

Thomas and Ganster 1995).   

Work-family conflict also affects family life. Time spent together – which is determined 

in part by employees’ work hours and control over those hours – positively predicts the quality 
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of relationships reported between spouses, between siblings, and between parents and first-born 

children (Crouter, Tucker, Head, and McHale 2004). Work pressures also affect the quality of 

parent-child interactions. For example, on stressful days, mothers are more withdrawn with their 

preschool children (Repetti and Wood 1997; see also Larson and Almeida 1999, and Schneider 

and Waite 2005, on the transmission of emotions between family members). Crouter and 

colleagues (1999; 2001) find that parents’ work pressures predict role overload and conflict with 

adolescents, which in turn predict negative developmental outcomes for the adolescents. There is 

mixed evidence on whether work-family conflict is related to marital satisfaction and whether 

these links are stronger for women or men (Crouter et al 2001; Kinnunen and Mauno 1998; 

Netemeyer et al. 1996;). 

In addition to the consequences of work-family conflict for employees’ health, well-

being, and family life, work-family conflict is consequential for broader patterns of gender 

inequality. Sociologists and economists have often argued that a desire to avoid work-family 

conflicts by specializing in either paid work or family work explains gender differences in labor 

force participation (e.g. Becker 1991; Blau, Ferber, and Winkler 1998; Hakim 2001). Others 

eschew arguments that look to “women’s choices” but agree that women have been more likely 

to respond to the work-family conflicts that arise from the structure of contemporary work by 

reducing work hours or exiting the labor force, given the absence of other options (Ammons and 

Edgell 2007; Gerson 1985; Moen and Roehling 2005; Reynolds 2005; Stone 2007).  Gender 

differences in labor force participation and work hours are a crucial part – although obviously 

not the full story – of understanding the gender wage gap and differences in men’s and women’s 

occupational attainment. Among employed adults, there are some gender differences in work-

family spillover but these differences are reduced after adjusting for the work environment 
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(Mennino, Rubin and Brayfield 2005). Also, analyses of work “trade-offs” such as cutting back 

at work, refusing promotions, and refusing extra hours due to family responsibilities find 

similarities between men and women and between married mothers and married fathers, with the 

important caveat that men are more likely to take on extra work because of their family 

responsibilities (Mennino and Brayfield 2002). Our analysis considers the effects of the work 

environment on employed adults and investigates whether gender and parental status jointly to 

see whether ROWE has similar effects for men and women with children in the home and for 

men and women without primary parenting responsibilities.  
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