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Abstract
We examine professionals’ use of telecommuting, perceptions of psychological job control,
and boundary management strategies. We contend that work–family research should distinguish between descriptions of Xexibility use (formal telecommuting policy user, amount of telecommuting practiced) and how the individual psychologically experiences Xexibility (perceived
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control over where, when, and how one works, boundary management strategies regarding
separation between work and family roles). Survey and interview data were collected from 245
professionals in two Fortune 500 Wrms with telework policies. Employees who perceived
greater psychological job control had signiWcantly lower turnover intentions, family–work
conXict, and depression. Boundary management strategies higher on integration were positively related to family–work conXict. Although we found a main eVect for formal policy use
and higher depression, an interaction existed where women users with children had lower
depression. Formal use positively related to supervisor performance ratings. Future research
should distinguish between descriptive use and psychological experiences of Xexibility.
© 2005 Elsevier Inc. All rights reserved.
Keywords: Telecommuting; Flexible work arrangements; Work–family; Control; Work-life boundaries

1. Introduction
The US Census Bureau (2002) reports that 15% of employed persons work from
home at least once a week—a growing Wgure. Telecommuting is deWned as work conducted from home that is often supported by telecommunications technology (telephone, Internet access, or computer) (Nilles, 1998). Despite rising interest in adopting
telecommuting, greater understanding is needed on variation in the extent and eVects
of diVerent types of use; such as formal policy and compared to practice, and psychological experiences with Xexibility such as control over job Xexibility and boundary
management. We examine professionals’ use of telecommuting, perceptions of job
Xexibility control, beliefs about the self-management of work and family boundaries,
and linkages to work–family eVectiveness. We argue research should distinguish
between descriptions of Xexibility use (formal telecommuting policy user, amount of
telecommuting practiced) and the individuals’ psychological experiences with Xexibility (psychological job control over where, when, and how one works, beliefs that one
can choose to separate work–family boundaries). Formal permission to use a Xexibility policy (telecommuting) should not be confounded with the practice of working
from home, or with psychological beliefs about job control or work–family boundaries. These are all diVerent issues that studies should separately assess.
Karasek and Theorell’s (1990) demand-control-support (DCS) model of individual stress provides a useful framework for organizing our hypotheses’ antecedents.
Demands, deWned as one’s amount of workload and responsibilities, positively predict work distress. Control, the autonomy one has to make decisions about the order
and way in which one’s work is done, positively predicts well-being. Support, the type
and amount of assistance received from one’s employer, positively correlates with
well-being and productivity. Applying this framework to our study, work–family
well-being and eVectiveness (performance, work–family conXict, family–work conXict, turnover, and depression) are a function of (1) job demands (work hours); (2)
control (psychological job control, beliefs about the separation of work–family
boundaries); and (3) employer supports for family (use of formal Xexibility (telecommuting), use of other work–family policies, the amount of Xexibility practiced). We
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extend the framework to consider not only work issues, but also work–family issues.
We consider not just control over work, but over the work–family border. We consider job control over not only how job tasks are done, but also psychological control
over Xexibility in deciding where and when one works. We question whether professionals’ increased access to telecommuting is fully beneWcial for work and family.

2. Flexibility and work–family eVectiveness framework
We propose a multi-faceted understanding of Xexibility that distinguishes between
descriptive measures of formally using a Xexibility policy, the amount of Xexibility
actually practiced; and psychological experiences with Xexibility. DiVerent types of
types of Xexibility exist and the type of Xexibility may relate to speciWc outcomes.
2.1. Flexibility policy use compared to Xexibility practice
Kossek’s (2005) recent review diVerentiates between aspects of work–family policy
use that should be unpacked in studies. She argues for research to distinguish
between: (1) formal policy availability and access; (2) identifying who uses policies
and how much in practice; and (3) the diVerential eVects of actually using diVerent
types of policies. Policies can be unevenly implemented across work units by supervisors, have low utilization base-rates, may be selectively available to workers, and disconnected from the way work is done and expectations for work hours. Eaton (2003)
further argued the importance of diVerentiating between the availability of a formal
Xexibility policy such as a telework policy, and informal Xexibility practice, namely
the degree of Xexibility actually used. The literature is coalescing around the view
that the adoption and formal use of family-friendly policies are necessary but insuYcient conditions to reduce work–family conXicts (Kossek & Ozeki, 1998, 1999;
Thompson, Beauvais, & Lyness, 1999).
Eaton (2003) deWnes formal Xexibility policies as written, oYcially approved
human resource policies that provide Xexibility based on the approval of the HR
department and supervisor discretion. We extend Eaton by deWning formal Xexibility
policy use, as pertaining to an individual formally obtaining permission to use an
available written telecommuting policy and the human resource department identiWes the individual as a known policy user. Most studies stop here in theorizing. It is
not uncommon for research to frame Xexibility access as a dichotomous, non-socially
constructed variable. If one used a telework policy, work–family writings often
seemed to imply that the individual had a Xexible job and if they did not, then they
had an inXexible job.
It is important to also measure the amount of Xexibility actually practiced. Individuals can sign up to use a policy, yet Wnd out that employers may limit Xexibility to
part of the work week or work day (Eaton, 2003). Also, some employees and their
supervisors may be more likely to support publicly signing up to use a policy, while
others may be reluctant to go on record as formal policy users or enablers of use. For
example, studies show women are more likely to use maternity leave and the Family
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Emergency and Medical Leave Act (Block, Malin, Kossek, & Holt, in press). Yet it is
likely that use by men is under-reported due to possible fears over negative social
stigmatization. Practice also is an indicator of the extent of use of Xexibility, both
formal policies and informal practices, as sometimes Xexible work arrangements are
formally available, but the underlying message is employees should not use them or
limits are placed on use to speciWc individuals. Conversely, practice can tap into some
employees’ informally telecommuting either due to unoYcial supervisory permission,
or employee self-discretion to telework prior or after work or on weekends. We
deWne Xexibility practice as the amount of Xexibility actually used. We focus on the
volume of hours worked at home.
2.1.1. Psychological experiences with Xexibility: Control and boundary management
We argue that use of Xexibility—either formal policy or informal practice should
not be confounded with psychological Xexibility experiences. We identify and deWne
these as: (1) psychological job control, the degree to which an individual perceives that
s/he can control where, when, and how s/he works; and (2) boundary management
strategy, which is the degree to which one strives to separate boundaries between
work and home roles. Supporting literature for these concepts follow.
Traditional measures of job control have long shown that higher personal autonomy over how the job is done is linked to higher individual well-being (Hackman &
Oldham, 1980). We argue that recent changes in technology that enable greater
access of professionals to telework and higher Xexibility in work hours are making
other forms of psychological control over where and when one works also important
for well-being. Apgar (1998) notes that professional work has become increasingly
portable due to increasing use of cell phones, email, and laptops. We theorize that
individual control over where and when one worked are additional key aspects of job
autonomy that should be assessed as more professionals are in jobs that can increasingly be done away from the main workplace at diVerent times of the day.
Recent developments in boundary theory (Ashforth, Kreiner, & Fugate, 2000;
Clark, 2000), highlight the fact that integrating work and family in time and space, as
in Xextime and Xexplace job designs, means that borders between the two domains
are permeable; work may be more interrupted by family inXuences and vice versa.
For professional workers to really have control over how and when they telework
and also manage family demands, they may need to have a boundary management
strategy. To organize their varying work and family roles, Nippert-Eng (1996) suggests that individuals construct mental and sometimes physical fences as a means of
ordering their work and family environments from integration to separation.
Kossek, Noe, and DeMarr (1999) deWne boundary management strategy as the
principles one uses to organize and separate role demands and expectations into speciWc realms of home (e.g., dependent care giving) and work (i.e., doing one’s job).
Some professionals may prefer to follow a segmentation boundary management
strategy. They believe that establishing tighter boundaries between work and home is
best. They may turn oV their cell phone or pager at the end of the day and not check
email in the evenings or weekends. When teleworking, they work in a home oYce
with a door closed to shut out family interruptions. Others may prefer to integrate.
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They may take personal calls as work. When at home, they may work at the kitchen
table and be accessible to their families. They may also let their clients and co-workers know it is acceptable to call them at home.
Preferences for work and family boundaries are socially constructed, and there is
some social choice in how individuals deWne boundaries. Kossek et al. (1999) hold
that a boundary management strategy is part of one’s preferred approach to worklife role synthesis. Individuals have a preferred, even if implicit, approach for meshing
work and family roles that reXects their values and the realities of their lives for organizing and separating role demands and expectations in the speciWc realms of home
and work. This view is consistent with what Zedeck (1992) argued is at the heart of
the issue of work/family balance: the way individuals shape the scope and parameters
of work and family activities, create personal meaning, and manage the relationships
between families and their jobs. More research is needed on the eVects of these strategies in the context of telecommuting. Nippert-Eng’s (1996) work generally dichotomized boundary management approaches into two extremes: segmentation
compared to integration. We extend this research to show that individuals’
approaches to boundary management may in fact vary along a continuum.
2.1.2. Formal Xexibility policy user and telecommuting volume: Performance and
turnover links
Research suggests that higher levels of perceived employer support for family
have beneWcial eVects on employee attitudes and behaviors (Allen, 2001; Thompson et al., 1999). Employer supports for family typically fall into several main categories: Xexibility policies and dependent care beneWts. Studies indicate that the
availability and use of Xexibility and other work–family policies is associated with
higher commitment, job satisfaction, loyalty, and lower intention to turnover
(Allen, 2001; Grover & Crooker, 1995; Roehling, Roehling, & Moen, 2001;
Scandura & Lankau, 1997). An explanation for these Wndings draws on social
exchange theory (Blau, 1964), which suggests that individuals who are able to use
formal Xexibility policies such as telecommuting and general work–family policies
are likely to reciprocate with more favorable work attitudes and behaviors.
Lambert (2000) also found that employees who use formal work–family beneWts
were more likely to make suggestions and engage in voluntary organizational citizenship behaviors, which are types of extra-role performance. Individuals who are
users of formal telecommuting and other work–family policies, and able to telecommute more, are likely to perceive higher organizational support for family than
other employees’ perceived organizational support for family. They may feel better
able to focus on doing their jobs well, while still meeting family needs, and are
grateful. Regarding turnover, research increasingly suggests that employees value
Xexibility and are willing to stay with employers who provide Xexibility formally
and in practice (Scandura & Lankau, 1997). Taken together, the literature review
suggests that motivational eVects of use of a formal Xexibility policy and other
work–family beneWts are likely to lead to higher performance and lower turnover
intentions, due to a reciprocity eVect and greater perceptions of employer support
for family. Given these positive relationships, the more an employee was able to
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actually telecommute in practice, the more likely these performance eVects would
occur and the lower the intent to turnover.
Hypothesis 1. Professional employees who are formal telecommuting policy users
and users of other work–family beneWts will have higher performance ratings and
lower turnover intentions.
Hypothesis 2. The greater the individual’s volume of telework, the higher the performance and the lower the turnover intentions.
2.1.3. Interaction eVects for women with children, policy use, and practice
Research suggests Xexibility policies and work–family beneWts are diVerentially
valued by identiWable worker segments. Scandura and Lankau (1997) found that the
availability of Xexible work arrangements was more highly correlated with organizational commitment and job satisfaction for women with kinship responsibilities.
Another study of health care professionals (mostly female) with children found that
use of Xexibility was correlated with lower depression (Thomas & Ganster, 1995).
Studies suggest that women are more likely to restructure work to support family
needs and use of w–f policies can reduce turnover intentions (Grover & Crooker,
1995; Kossek & Nichol, 1992).
Research also shows even when working, married women still perform more
domestic chores than men (Williams, 2000). They perform an average of 37 h of
housework per week compared to 18 h for married men (Bianchi, Milkie, Sayer, &
Robinson, 2000). Hammer, Neal, Newsom, Brockwood, and Colton (2005) found
that when Xexibility policies and other work–family beneWts are diVerentially used by
speciWc employee groups such as women with children compared to other employees,
use even can be associated with higher, rather than lower, work–family conXict. They
surmised that using work–family policies can increase working wives’ work–family
conXicts by enabling them to take on greater caregiving and housework responsibilities, instead of increasing their own time for sleep or leisure. Hammer and colleagues
did Wnd a positive relationship between being a formal user of Xexibility and other
work–family policies, and job satisfaction for married women. Building on this
research, we expect:
Hypothesis 3. Professional women employees with children who are formal telecommuting policy users and users of other work–family beneWts will have higher familyto-work conXict, lower turnover intentions, and lower depression.
Hypothesis 4. Professional women employees with children who have higher volume
of telecommuting use in practice will have higher family-to-work conXict, lower turnover intentions, and lower depression.
2.1.4. Amount of work hours and well-being
Professionals tend to have high involvement and identity with their jobs. As a
result, while some work–family studies in the general population report negative relationships between long hours and work and family stress (Bond, Thompson, Galinsky, & Prottas, 2003), these relationships do not always carry over to professional
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and managerial samples. For example, Brett and Stroh (2003) had the surprising
Wnding that managers who worked longer hours were more satisWed with their family
lives than those that worked shorter hours. They surmised that not having a lot of
dissatisfaction with their family roles enabled these professionals to work longer
hours.
Such previous research suggests that descriptive measures of work hours do not
necessarily strongly predict well-being or family to work conXict for professionals
(Brett & Stroh, 2003). However, research does suggests that while professional individuals who work long hours may be viewed as productive, the more hours worked,
the higher the job demands, and greater work-to-family conXict (Jacobs & Winslow,
2004).
We did not anticipate any relationship between work hours and depression, turnover, or family–work conXict given the previous Wndings on professionals (cf. Brett &
Stroh, 2003).
Hypothesis 5. The more hours that a professional works, the greater the work-tofamily conXict.
Given previous research on the positive relationships between perceptions of job
control and well-being (Karasek & Theorell, 1990), we contend that the more that an
individual perceives control over where when and how s/he works, the greater the
work–family eVectiveness. Thomas and Ganster (1995) also concluded that employer
supportive practices for family, especially Xexible work arrangements, favorably and
directly increased individuals’ sense of control and mastery, which correlated with
lower stress. Professionals with greater psychological perceptions of job control
namely the process, timing, and location of work are expected to experience lower
work–family conXict, since they perceive they have the autonomy to restructure work
and family demands as needed. Their depression and stress will be reduced because
they will experience fewer work or family interruptions, due to the ability to control
the timing and location of role delivery. Turnover intentions will also be lower, since
the ability to control work hours is generally highly valued by skilled professional
workers (Van Dyne, Kossek, & Lobel, 2004).
Hypothesis 6. Higher perceptions of psychological job control over Xexibility will be
related to lower work-to-family and family-to-work conXict, turnover, and depression.
Many writings have not suYciently the mixed eVects of particular forms of Xexibility in the contexts of speciWc jobs and occupations. Teleworking is a unique type of
Xexibility that brings the workplace into the home without reducing the amount of
work to be done. For professionals, this may be especially problematic as they are
socialized into occupational cultures that often equate long work hours with organizational commitment and productivity (Jacobs & Winslow, 2004). This may mean
that individuals employed in professional work and their families, may have heightened ambiguity over work hours, when to turn work on and oV, and how to eVectively manage the juggling of work and family. Work (and family) is always available
to them.
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Thus, research on Xexible work arrangements should study the eVects of policy use
in the context of speciWc occupational cultures and job conditions inXuencing the
perceived ability to separate work and family boundaries. Professionals face unique
challenges in managing work and personal life. They typically set their work schedules and do not punch a clock. Many self-manage how they telework, and have high
autonomy to make decisions on how to coordinate boundaries between work and
home all day long. We believe that this actually may add more psychological complexity to professionals’ self-management of work and family boundaries due the
greater potential for process losses from switching back and forth between work and
home roles.
Limited empirical research has been conducted on the implications of diVerent
boundary management strategies for work–family outcomes, in part because the concept is relatively new in the literature. Noting that it is diYcult today for growing
numbers of employees to perform their jobs without interaction with the caregiving
role and vice versa, many work–family theorists argue that greater integration
between work and family roles is a way to balance work and family life and even to
use one to catalyze positive eVects in the other (Friedman, Christensen, & DeGroot,
1998). Yet recent theory on boundaries (Ashforth et al., 2000) suggests that with integration of work and family boundaries, there is the risk of increased process losses,
role transitions, and transactions costs associated with role switching. Integrating
boundaries may result in more work–family role conXict. The increased cognitive
complexity from higher integration of boundaries may relate to higher frustration
and depression as well. We do not predict any relationship to performance or turnover, since we believe a boundary management strategy is a measure of personal preferences for one’s approach to managing Xexibility that will be more strongly related
to personal well-being than work outcomes.
Hypothesis 7. A boundary management strategy higher on integration will relate to
higher work-to-family and family-to-work conXict, and depression.

3. Method
3.1. Participants and procedure
Respondents were 245 educated professional employees at two large information and Wnancial services organizations geographically distributed across the US.
Over the past few years, both of these Wrms had growing numbers of professionals
who were telecommuting during the workday, mornings, evenings, and weekends.
The Wrms were similar in work environments and had similar professional job
requirements (e.g., writing, email and use of internet, programming, phone sales, or
project management) where many job tasks could be done as easily virtually as in
the formal company oYce. Typical job functions included information technology
and systems engineering consultants, communications, Wnance, marketing, and
human resources. The sample was well educated: 80% of these employees held at
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least a bachelor’s degree. The sample was 57% female and 90% Caucasian. About
half (49%) had children under 18 years. Approximately 30% of the sample were 35
years of age or younger, 48% were between 36 and 45, and 22% were 46 years of age
or older.
The telework sample was randomly drawn. Three-fourths (72%) were formal
users of the telecommuting policy, and we also included a sample of individuals
matched in similar jobs who were not policy users. We include both types of
employees in our study to countervail the positive response bias to Xexibility typically found in previous work. Further, even professionals without formal permission to use telework policy, still did some informal telecommuting such as checking
email from home on the weekends or in the evening. Therefore, we felt it was
important to include measures of formal policy use and the volume of telecommuting practiced.
Prior to data collection, all individuals signed a voluntary written consent to participate, and a statement ensuring the conWdentiality of all individual results. They
were then sent a survey (either written or emailed, as they preferred) covering demographics and job and family background. They subsequently participated in a taped
telephone interview that was about 45 min in length. The survey and interview data
reported here are original data. The goal of the study was to speciWcally examine relationships between use of telecommuting, other types of Xexibility, and work–family
eVectiveness.
Three months later, interview data on performance ratings were collected from a
sub-sample of 90 participants’ supervisors. The response rate for both the employee
and the supervisor data collections were 50 and 52%, respectively, with similar
response rates at both Wrms. For the employee survey, we contacted 626 people and
316 responded (to both the survey and interview). Our regression analyses are based
on the 245 individuals for whom we have complete data for the questions used to
form our measures. For the supervisor survey, we tried to contact supervisors for all
of the employees we surveyed and interviewed. Because some supervisors manage
multiple employees in our sample, the numbers are sample size is smaller than for the
employee survey. We contacted 128 supervisors and 67 supervisors responded and
provided performance and other data for 90 employees resulting in 90 supervisor and
employee matched pairs.
3.2. Independent variables
3.2.1. Formal telecommuting policy user
This was coded a dummy variable. Both companies had oYcial telework policies
for professionals. We got data from the Human Resource department as to who was
a formal user of the company telework policy, based on actual employee records.
This had the psychometric beneWt of being non-same source data from our dependent variables. With the formal consent of the human resources department and their
supervisor, users were conducting some of their assigned job responsibilities remotely
and were technologically wired to have access to internal company networks from
home.
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3.2.2. Formal use of work–family beneWts
This was an open-ended question that was coded a dummy variable. We asked
employees, have you used any company policies to support your personal or family needs? If yes, which policy or policies have you used? Responses were varied
including such responses as adoption beneWts, FMLA use, personal days, Xextime, vacation days, dependent care and health care accounts, bereavement policies, car repair center on site, sick days, counseling programs, time oV, maternity
leave, domestic partner beneWts, and tuition reimbursement.
3.2.3. Psychological job control
This measure assessed individual perceptions of one’s personal freedom to control where, when, and how one did one’s job. Our measure included three items of
job autonomy control over how the work is done adapted from the Job Diagnostic Survey (JDS) (Hackman & Oldham, 1980). They were “How much autonomy
is on your job? To what extent does your job permit you to decide on your own
about how to go about doing the work? (1 D very little; 5 D very much)”; and
“The job gives me considerable opportunity for independence and freedom in
how I do the work (1 D very inaccurate; 5 D very accurate).” Using the same
appropriate responses sets of either very much or very accurate for the questions
below, we then constructed 4 items to capture the newer forms of Xexibility that
professionals have that was noted in the work and family literature: personal
Xexibility control over work location and scheduling (i.e., time and place autonomy). These were “To what extent does your job permit you to decide on your
own about WHERE the work is done?; To what extent does your job permit
you to decide about WHEN the work is done?; I have the freedom to work
wherever is best for me—either at home or at work.; I do not have control over
when I work (reverse).” The items were scored on a 1–5 Likert-type response scale,
with higher numbers indicating more psychological job control. CoeYcient 
reliability for this scale was .74. Since this was scale had some new items, an
exploratory factor analysis was done and the results strongly supported a single
factor solution including the new items on control over place of work and
schedule of work. The eigenvalue for the Wrst factor was: 2.054 with all items primarily loading on the Wrst factor. The eigenvalue for the next factor dropped
to .47.
3.2.4. Volume of telecommuting practiced
This measure assesses the amount of telecommuting actually practiced. Respondents indicated the percent of their jobs they currently performed away from their
main oYce or customer.
3.2.5. Work hours
Employees provided their actual work schedule day by day for the proceeding
week, assuming it was a typical schedule. This measure was then constructed by totaling these hours. If it was not a typical week, they were asked to provide the schedule
for the most recent typical week.
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3.2.6. Boundary management strategy
This measure was derived from Kossek et al. (1999) theoretical deWnition of the
construct of boundary management strategy. It ranged from a strategy favoring high
separation (1), where one strives to keep their work and personal roles very separate,
to a strategy favoring high integration (5), where one strives to let work and family
roles blur. Respondents were given the following prompt, “With the increasing
demands of work and home, employees may work in diVerent ways to handle these
demands,” and asked to indicate their agreement with 9 items using a scale ranging
from 1 D strongly agree, 5 D strongly disagree and relevant items were reversed coded
so that the higher the scale, the higher the integration. Since this is a new scale, the
items are reported here. I only take care of personal needs at work when I am “on
Break” or during my lunch hour. I prefer to not talk about my family issues with
most people I work with. Throughout the work day, I deal with personal and work
issues as they occur. It would be rare for me to read non-work related materials at
work. I tend to integrate work and family roles through the work day. I tend to handle emails related to my family separate from emails related to my work. I try to not
think about my family or friends when at work, so I can focus. I tend to not talk
about work issues with my family. I actively strive to keep my family and work-life
separate. We also asked individuals three items assessing boundary management
behaviors. They were: all in all, do you currently see yourself as someone who tries to
keep work and personal roles separated most of the time, or someone who tries to
keep them integrated? Separation was coded 0 and integration coded 1. We then
asked them this question with this preamble, we now want to ask you about how
your workspace is set up at home. Do you use this space in your home only for work?
Does your family use the space when you are not there. For each of these questions,
yes was coded 0 and no 1. We then followed research procedures illustrated by
Zacharatos, Barling, and Iverson (2005) where measures of individual’s reports of
use of work practice are assessed using a hybrid of Likert, and dichotomous items
where it would not make sense to use a Likert scale for some questions that were
facts such as the workplace design. All items were standardized to z scores. The  for
the 12 items is .7025. The factor analysis shows 1 factor, with an eigenvalue of 2.19
and explains 75% of the variance. The second factor falls to an eigenvalue of.85.
3.3. Dependent variables
3.3.1. Turnover intentions
It was measured with two items developed by BoroV and Lewin (1997). They were:
“I am seriously considering quitting this Wrm for an alternate employer,” and “During the next year, I will probably look for a new job outside the Wrm.” These items
utilized a 5-point Likert-type response scale with higher responses indicating more
agreement. The coeYcient  reliability for this scale was .86.
3.3.2. Work–family conXict
We used work-to-family conXict scale and family-to-work conXict scales derived
from Gutek, Searle, and Klepa (1991). Sample items include: “My work takes up
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time that I’d like to spend with my family and friends,” and “My supervisors and
peers dislike how often I am preoccupied with my personal life while at work
(reversed).” CoeYcient  reliabilities for the two subscales were .73 and .71,
respectively.
3.3.3. Supervisor performance rating
We conducted phone interviews with supervisors for a subsample of our employee
sample, and asked them to respond to eight items developed by Fedor and Rowland
(1989) stating, “Please rate employee X’s overall performance on the following characteristics:” The list of characteristics included “Overall performance quality,”
“Avoiding mistakes,” and “Performing up to the supervisor’s standards.” The higher
the score on 5-point Likert-type scale, the better the performance. CoeYcient  reliability was .91.
3.3.4. Depression
Depression was assessed using the Wve items forming the depression subscale from
the inventory of overall well-being development and mental health by Caplan, Cobb,
French, Harrison, and Pinneau (1980). Respondents were asked, “How often have
you experienced each of these during the past month?” Items included: “You felt
good,” “You felt depressed,” “You felt cheerful,” “You felt sad.” “You felt
unhappy.” Positive items were reversed scored. The higher the scale, the greater the
depression. They used a scale from 1,“never,” to 5, “almost always.” CoeYcient 
was .80.
3.3.5. Demographic variables
Demographics were included in the analyses. Respondents noted their gender,
marital status, and children. We also dummy coded their employing organization in
order to control for Wxed diVerences across the two organizations we studied. We created interaction variables of formal telecommuting policy use and women with children, and volume of Xexibility and women with children.
4. Results
Table 1 presents the means, standard deviations, and inter-correlations for all
variables in this study. We used ordinary least squares regressions to test our hypotheses Table 2 shows the results for the regression with performance as an outcome.
Table 3 shows the results for regressions with work–family conXict (both directions),
depression, and turnover as dependent variables.
Hypothesis 1 was partially supported showing a reciprocity eVect for telework use.
Formal users of the telework policy had higher performance ratings. There was no relationship between formal use of the telework policy and turnover intentions. Although
there was no relationship between use of work–family beneWts and performance, users
of work–family beneWts did have lower turnover intentions. Hypothesis 2 was not supported. There was no relationship between the amount of teleworking and performance

Table 1
Means, standard deviations and inter-correlations
Variable

Mean

SD

1

Work-to-family conXict
Family-to-work conXict
Turnover intentions
Depression
Supervisor performance rating
Gender
Children
Married
Organization
User of HR policies
Total work hours
Formal telework policy user
Telework volume
Psychological job control
Boundary management strategy
Women w/children £ telework use
Women w/children £ telework volume

2.81
1.78
1.95
1.93
3.91
0.57
0.48
0.74
0.66
0.47
45.11
0.72
43.24
3.84
¡0.01
0.21
13.31

0.75
0.47
0.95
0.57
0.62
0.50
0.50
0.44
0.47
0.50
8.25
0.45
39.48
0.77
0.49
0.41
30.19

0.73
0.09
0.18¤¤
0.28¤¤¤
0.02
0.03
0.05
¡0.03
¡0.09
¡0.05
0.3¤¤¤
0.01
¡0.11
¡0.11
0.02
¡0.03
¡0.02
9
¡0.10
¡0.05
0.23¤¤¤
0.49¤¤¤
0.12¤
¡0.13¤
0.06
0.21¤¤¤

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

0.71
0.12¤
0.2¤¤¤
¡0.08
0.02
0.16¤¤
¡0.03
0.05
0.10
¡0.11¤
0.01
¡0.05
¡0.17¤¤
0.16¤¤
0.13¤
0.06
10

0.86
0.31¤¤¤
¡0.16
¡0.10
0.04
¡0.12¤
¡0.04
¡0.07
0.02
¡0.16¤¤
¡0.17¤¤
¡0.29¤¤¤
¡0.04
¡0.19¤¤¤
¡0.18¤¤
11

0.80
0.07
0.04
0.00
¡0.13¤
¡0.15¤¤
0.04
¡0.04
¡0.14¤
¡0.18¤¤
¡0.28¤¤
0.08
¡0.12¤
¡0.08
12

0.91
0.29¤¤
¡0.04
¡0.06
0.07
¡0.18
¡0.02
0.29¤¤
0.22¤
¡0.01
¡0.05
0.15
0.09
13

¡0.06
¡0.11¤
0.07
0.08
¡0.21¤¤¤
0.02
0.00
¡0.05
¡0.01
0.45¤¤¤
0.38¤¤¤
14

0.34¤¤¤
¡0.07
0.23¤¤¤
¡0.15¤¤
0.09
0.08
0.09
0.15¤
0.54¤¤¤
0.46¤¤¤
15

¡0.05
0.08
¡0.07
0.15¤¤
0.17¤¤
0.19¤¤¤
0.07
0.13¤
0.17¤¤
16

¡0.13¤
¡0.06
¡0.12¤
¡0.10
0.14¤
0.14¤
0.04

0.07
¡0.04
0.06
¡0.16¤
¡0.32¤¤¤
¡0.23¤¤¤

0.54¤¤¤
0.31¤¤¤
¡0.03
0.32¤¤¤
0.22¤¤¤

0.36¤¤¤
¡0.17¤¤
0.22¤¤¤
0.43¤¤¤

0.74
¡0.00
0.14¤
0.14¤

0.70
0.12
0.03

0.8¤¤¤
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1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17

CoeYcient s in diagonal where noted.
¤
p < .05.
¤¤
p < .01.
¤¤¤
p < .001.
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Table 2
Results of regression for linkages between work-life policy use and practice, psychological job control,
work hours, and supervisor performance ratingsa
Performanceb (¤)
Employee demographics
Gender
Children
Married
Organization

.32
.19
¡.10
.00

Work-life policy use, practice, control, and work hours
Total work hours
Formal telework policy user
Volume of telework
User of HR policies to support personal or family needs
Psychological job control
Boundary management strategy

.06
.30¤
.24
¡.23
0.01
.15

Interaction eVects
Women w/children £ telework policy user
Women w/children £ volume of telework
R2
N
Model F value

¡.06
¡.30
.27
62
2.23¤¤¤

a
b
¤
¤¤¤

Standardized coeYcient s reported.
Robust standard errors with Huber-White correction.
p < .05.
p < .001.

or intentions to turnover. It appears that greater amounts of working at a distance
from the main oYce do not necessarily relate to better performance or lower turnover.
Hypothesis 3 was partially supported. Women with children who were formal
users of telework policy had lower depression. This result is particularly interesting
given the positive main eVect for gender and depression in the overall sample. No
other interaction eVects were signiWcant. Hypothesis 4 was not supported for any of
the interactions. The relationship between volume of telework practiced and work–
family outcomes did not signiWcantly diVer for women with children compared to
other employee groups.
Hypothesis 5 was supported. After the employee demographic variables were
entered, work hours were positively related to work-to-family conXict. Hypothesis 6
was strongly supported for three out of the four outcome measure predictions. The
higher the psychological job control, the lower the depression, turnover, and familyto-work conXict. Higher psychological job control was also correlated with lower
work-to-family conXict in the direction expected, just not to a statistically signiWcant
degree. Hypothesis 7 was partially supported. Individuals with boundary management strategies higher on integration tended to have higher family-to-work conXict.
Although not statistically signiWcant, higher integration strategies were related to
higher work-to-family conXict and depression in the expected directions.
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Table 3
Relationships between work-life policy use, practice, and control, work hours and work–family eVectivenessa

Employee demographics
Gender
Children
Married
Organization

Work-to-family
conXict ()

Family-to-work
conXict ()

Turnover
Depression ()
intentions ()

0.11
0.09
0.03
¡0.05

¡0.05
0.15
¡0.11
0.14

¡0.01
0.27¤¤
¡0.07
0.06

0.21¤
.013
¡0.12
¡0.23¤¤

0.36¤¤¤
0.06
¡0.09
¡0.08
¡0.09

¡0.04
¡0.04
0.02
¡0.27¤¤¤
0.03

¡0.03
¡0.04
¡0.04
¡0.21¤¤
¡0.15¤

¡0.10
0.16¤
0.07
¡0.32¤¤¤
¡0.03

0.06

0.13¤

¡0.03

0.09

¡0.05

0.24

¡0.23

¡0.40¤¤

0.06

¡0.19

¡0.06

0.13

3.82¤¤¤
.16
.12
245

3.29¤¤¤
.15
.10
245

Work-life policy use, practice, control, and work hours
Total work hours
User of telework policy
Volume of telework
Psychological job control
User of HR policies to support
personal or family needs
Boundary management strategy
Interaction eVects
Women w/children £ telework
policy user
Women w/children £ volume
of telework
Model F value
R2
Adjusted R2
N
a
¤
¤¤
¤¤¤

3.53¤¤¤
.15
.11
245

3.82¤¤¤
.16
.12
245

Standardized coeYcient s reported.
p < .05.
p < .01.
p < .001.

5. Discussion
Evidence from this study suggests that Xexibility is multi-faceted, and that the psychological experience of Xexibility—whether individuals’ perceive they have job control over when, where and how they work, and can choose to separate boundaries
between work and family—predicts individual well-being. The most robust predictors of individual well-being were: (1) higher job control over where, when and how
one worked; and (2) a boundary management strategy favoring the separation of
work and family boundaries. We have demonstrated that research should diVerentiate between descriptions of formal Xexibility use, Xexibility practice, and the psychological meaning of Xexibility. We also showed that descriptive measures of Xexibility
policy use and amount of Xexibility practiced do not always predict better work–family outcomes. For example, psychological job control related to lower work–family
conXict, while formal policy use did not. Research also needs to distinguish between
the types of jobs held by the individuals using the Xexibility and their occupational
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norms. This study shows that professionals’ experiences with Xexibility may not be
the same as what is commonly reported in the literature, which tends to include more
lower level workers or not speciWcally note the type of job the individual is holding.
Formal access to telework may not necessarily predict positive well-being or reduce
work–family conXict for many professionals who typically already have some informal job autonomy.
However, we did Wnd some positive work role results related to formal Xexibility,
with formal telework policy use mattering more for positive outcomes than the
amount of actual work practiced at a distance from the main oYce. In particular, our
results showed that formal use of the telework policy was signiWcantly related to
higher performance. Without longitudinal data, of course, we cannot be certain that
the direction of this relationship is not reversed, with higher performing workers
being rewarded by their supervisors with formal permission to telecommute.
We also found that use of formal work–family beneWts was signiWcantly related to
lower turnover intentions but was unrelated to performance. One explanation for
why formal telework use was related to higher performance, while formal use of
other family-related beneWts was not, is that many work–family beneWts even Xextime
are now established and typically provided as an entitlement for being a member in
the organization. Teleworking is still a relatively new way of working desired by
many professionals and the permission to use this kind of policy signiWes high trust
and employer support for family. Partial support for this view stems from the results
that professional women with children who were telework users, were signiWcantly
less depressed. One explanation for this is that professional women are dual-centric
employees—they desire to be involved in their careers, and also with their childrens’
lives. Use of a telecommuting policy may enable them to be highly involved in both
roles. These results are particularly interesting given a main eVect where telework
users in general were more depressed, perhaps reXecting the social isolation eVects in
the literature (Bailey & Kurland, 2002).
What seems to matter most to employee well-being was psychological constructions of Xexibility regarding job control and boundary management. Results showed
that employees who perceived greater psychological job control had signiWcantly
lower turnover intentions, family-to-work conXict, and depression. It is interesting to
note that no signiWcant relationships were found between work-to-family conXict
and job control. Many professional jobs have rising job demands that are diYcult for
individuals to exert Xexibility control (Jacobs & Winslow, 2004). The study’s Wndings
suggest the importance for future research to continue to diVerentiate between the
direction of the work–family conXict that is aVected by policy use as well as how
using the policy or practice speciWcally aVects work and family outcomes.
5.1. Work and family boundary segmentation and integration
Those with boundary management strategies higher on integration had greater
family-to-work conXict. These results are consistent with theory and evidence developed by Ashforth and colleagues (2000) that contrary to the popular press, an integration of work and family boundaries does not necessarily correspond with less
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family-to-work conXict. This Wnding may be due to increased role transitions and
process losses from having to switch back and forth and refocus between work and
family roles. An integration strategy may also allow for greater permeability between
roles. When something good or bad is happening in one domain, it may be more diYcult to buVer good or bad things entering the other life space. This suggests that individuals may need to have the opportunity to keep work away from family,
particularly when individuals can bring work into the home such as by teleworking.
As currently implemented, many Xexibility policies can encourage one to adopt an
integration strategy (e.g., working at home when a child is sick), which may not support lower family-to-work conXict.
5.2. Future research implications and limitations
In summary, we hope readers of this study will take away several key learnings.
First, telecommuting policy use, practice, and psychological job control over Xexibility and work–family boundaries are not the same. We demonstrate that the work–
family literature needs to more carefully distinguish among these factors. Employees’
psychological job control and boundary management may be more important predictors of work and family eVectiveness than descriptive measures of telecommuting
policies and practices. Second, employee use of formal teleworking policies may be
more likely to lead to positive outcomes for speciWc employee groups. For example,
we found that women with children who were formal users had lower depression,
even though a positive main eVect exists for other general use of telework. Teleworking may be seen as an important means for individuals with heavy job and family
demands to be able to manage these dual demands. Third, lower family to work conXict is most likely to occur when an individual also has positive psychological perceptions of job control and the ability to separate work and family boundaries.
Sometimes employees such as professionals need an ability to shut work out. It is
important for future studies to diVerentiate between the type of job and occupation
such as whether the employees are managers and professionals. Since professionals
often can set their own hours, yet are expected to work as many hours as it takes to
get the job done, telecommuting may aVect the work and family outcomes of these
types of employees diVerently than those of other workers.
Another important Wnding for future research was that all forms of Xexibility
are not necessarily good for individual well-being and job performance. We oVer
new theory on how to conceptualize Xexibility as involving both descriptive and
psychological forms, as well as diVerentiating between Xexibility practice and policy. These measures and concepts should enable future researchers and organizations to better understand the varied nature of Xexibility for employees, employers
and families.
Psychological job control over Xexibility was the most important aspect of Xexibility for positive employee experiences of lower levels of work–family conXict, lower
intention to turnover, and lower career movement preparedness. Thus, we build on
classic job design theory (Hackman and Oldham, 1980) and the Karasek and
Theorell (1990) model which predicts that autonomy or control over the work
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process will lead to improved employee attitudes and performance, and show that
control over the timing and location of work is also important for positive outcomes.
We have moved the workplace into the home for at least part of the work week for
many professionals without enabling workers and managers and families to fully
develop new social, cultural, and structural systems to delineate roles and eVective
coping strategies, supports, and expectations. The work–family literature may have
overstated the upsides of Xexibility access and “integration” boundary management
strategies, and this research has shown they are not a panacea. For example, telecommuting access, policy use and practice are necessary but insuYcient conditions for
reducing work and family conXict and personal stress.
Future research should build on our research on the constructs of boundary management strategy to further examine how people may shift rhythms over daily,
weekly and lifespan changes and how they are associated with diVerent types of Xexible job designs. The work–family literature places boundary management on a simple
range from segmentation to integration. There may be more complexity to this issue
to investigate in future work. For example, if an employee is working at home with
the door closed while his/her child is watching television; some could say he/she is
physically integrating roles; he/she is working at home and is physically there, but is
mentally segmenting as he/she is not interacting with his/her family. People cannot
move work into the home without changing their social relationships. Future
research should develop additional measures of the various aspects of boundaries
that are being integrated/separated—physical, mental, behavioral, and temporal; the
implications of integrating on some parts of the boundary, but not others; and the
waxing and waning of the process of boundary management over a work day, work
week, and the life course.
More research is also needed on coping strategies individuals can adopt to help set
boundaries that Wt with their preferences. Negotiation skills training might be helpful
so that individuals feel empowered to speak up and negotiate Xexibility enactment
approaches with their families and their supervisors and co-workers that enhance not
only their work eVectiveness but also their personal and family eVectiveness. Supervisors and co-workers also may need additional training on how to better manage and
provide more eVective support to employees in these transformational work arrangements.
Despite its strengths, there are several limitations to this study. Although we
report results on teleworkers and non-teleworkers, and have performance data collected from supervisors, and HR data on policy use, separately from the employee
survey and interview data, a study limitation is that it uses cross-sectional selfreport data for some measures. Cross-sectional research, of course, cannot demonstrate direction or causality of any eVects. For example, integration boundary management strategies may be a result rather than a cause of higher family-to-work
conXict. Longitudinal research, measuring both family-to-work conXict and
boundary management variables at diVerent points of time would help to clarify
this relationship. Future research might also use time diaries and beepers or shadowing to improve the measurement of boundary management strategies and Xexible job designs. These methods are very expensive, but may be well worth the
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investment. Our measure of telework practice can be improved. Checking email at
home if voluntary may be diVerent than being forced by one’s employer to work at
home as part of one’s job. There could also be some self-selection in the use of the
telework policy. Also, we mainly examine the speciWc eVects of telecommuting policy and examine other work–family beneWts as a cluster. Future research should
examine the diVerential eVects of multiple use of diVerent kinds of Xexibility policies and practices.
Scholars could also extend our work by considering other populations of workers,
and other inXuences on boundary management strategies. Our sample is solely professional with similar kinds of work—future researchers would surely want to
broaden the lens to look at more kinds of employees in a wider variety of jobs at all
levels of organizations. A Wnal limitation of our study that further research should
address is that this study does not explore fully the interplay in how boundaries are
enacted not only on an individual level but also as a culturally driven phenomenon.
For example, Poster and Prasad (2003) found diVerences in how professionals in the
US and in India had very diVerent cultural norms about boundary management and
that workaholism can be as much a function of societal norms as of individual proclivities.
Despite these potential areas for improvement, this study adds to our knowledge
by examining the mixed eVects and multi-faceted aspects of Xexibility. A clear practical implication of the study is that work–family boundary integration may arise naturally with Xexible working arrangements, unless individuals strive to counter this
with strategies to segment work and non-work roles, and supervisors and family
members allow them to do this. An example of a personal strategy is having a separate door to a home oYce and hiring a full-time babysitter while working. We have
downloaded the oYce onto some employee’s homes, and they, their families and their
managers and clients may not yet have learned eVective strategies to manage these
new work arrangements.
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