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ABSTRACT 

 
Although management research on work-life flexibility policies has occurred for over forty 
years, it is underdeveloped with inconsistent results. We argue that this is due to theorizing that – 
but not measuring whether – policy use increases boundary control; a fragmented literature 
examining a range of policies (either individually or bundled) without comprehensive 
integration; and an under-examination of policy implementation effectiveness. Drawing on 
boundary theory, we inductively review 338 studies to organize the work-life flexibility policy 
literature around a boundary control and implementation framework. Our framework derives a  
taxonomy of types of boundary control, identifies implementation stages, considers the 
importance of policy bundling, and incorporates multi-level (individual, group, organizational, 
societal) and multi-domain (family, work) dynamics. Our review shows that the current literature 
often assesses the availability of single policies and individual outcomes; but under-assesses 
boundary control, extent of use, bundling, implementation, and multi-level outcomes. Our results 
provide a springboard for future research and practice by offering new insights for understanding 
work-life flexibility policies, encouraging scholars to: (1) recognize the crucial role of different 
types of employee boundary control (spatial, size, temporal, permeability, continuity) as an 
inherent element of policy experiences that must be measured rather than merely assumed; (2) 
examine how work-life flexibility policy implementation involves four implementation stages – 
availability, access experiences (including enablers and barriers), use, and outcomes – with 
multiple stakeholders (e.g., individual employees, supervisors, co-workers, family) and 
contextual factors (i.e., societal forces); and (3) innovate ways to examine emergent policy issues 
such as equality, home implementation, and hybrid forms.  
 

 
 

 
  



WORK- LIFE FLEXIBILITY POLICIES   4 
 

WORK-LIFE FLEXIBILITY POLICIES FROM A BOUNDARY CONTROL AND  
 

IMPLEMENTATION PERSPECTIVE:  A REVIEW AND RESEARCH 
FRAMEWORK  

 
“Moving forward, it is our goal to offer as much flexibility as possible to support 
individual work styles, while balancing business needs and ensuring we live our culture."    
(Kathleen Hogan, Executive Vice President Human Resources, Microsoft, Oct. 9, 2020) 

 
Although work-life flexibility policies have been around for decades, interest in these 

policies continues to grow exponentially in research and practice (Allen et al., 2013; Kossek, 

Gettings, & Misra, 2021). This is due to the changing nature of the workforce with more 

diversity in terms of gender, age, and family characteristics; the changing nature of work to 

include more virtual, global, and 24-7 on-demand characteristics; and the increasing turbulence 

in societal environments ranging from the COVID-19 pandemic to extreme weather from climate 

change. As employers realign human resource (HR) policies toward these future of work trends, 

many are rapidly increasing the availability of discretionary flexibility policies to give employees 

more choice over when, where, how much, or how continuously they work – both for work-life 

purposes and as a strategy to enhance performance (De Menezes & Kelliher, 2017). These 

policies range from established ones like flextime, part-time work, family leaves, and telework to 

emerging ones like the right to disconnect when not working (Hesselberth, 2018).  

An updated review is needed on work-life flexibility policies, as the literature remains 

under-developed with inconsistent results. Moreover, research is fragmented across policy types, 

disciplines, and between and within levels of analysis (institutional, employer, team, employee, 

family) which often fail to connect. For example, some studies examine a single policy discretely 

without regard to other synergistic policies the organization offers (e.g., high performance work 

systems) while others consider the effects of work-life flexibility policy bundles, referring to a 

cluster of policies (e.g., “flexible scheduling” as job sharing and part-time work; Chen & Fulmer, 
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2018). In addition to fluctuations in emphasis on the employer, employee, family, work, and 

nonwork considerations, the literature is also unclear in assessing implementation effectiveness 

and sometimes conflates measures across policy availability, use, and consequences. Given this 

wide variation in studies, accumulative knowledge about the conditions under which the 

implementation of work-life flexibility policies enhances individual and organizational outcomes 

remains lacking.  

Several common (yet unevenly tested) assumptions abound in the work-life flexibility 

field. Researchers are coalescing around a common theoretical conception of work-life flexibility 

policies as resources that enable employees to have greater discretion to exert control over a 

work role (Bourdeau et al., 2019; Kelly et al., 2008; Kossek & Lautsch, 2018). Greater control 

for employees is assumed to improve work (job satisfaction, recruitment, commitment, 

performance, turnover) and nonwork (stress, work-family conflict) outcomes (Allen et al., 2013; 

Baltes et al., 1999; Gajendran & Harrison, 2007; Mesmer-Magnus & Viswesvaran, 2006). 

Despite the prevalence of these beliefs, the degree to which they are fundamentally valid remains 

unclear and synthesis is required to examine the extent to which there is gap between this 

theorizing and empirical examination of policies, employee control experiences, and outcomes.  

Moreover, despite their rising popularity, evidence suggests work-life flexibility policies 

have not lived up to their promise to advance societies globally (UN Women, 2022). Granted, 

some reviews argue that these policies offer increased autonomy, participation, and employee 

voice, which are linked to well-being on and off the job (Fox et al., 2022; Kelly et al., 2008; 

Kossek & Thompson, 2016; Piszczek & Berg, 2014). Yet other reviews note that these policies 

breed backlash and perpetuate inequality, including varying flexibility access for essential and 

nonessential workers or unpredictable career consequences for men and women (Kossek & 
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Lautsch, 2018; Perrigino et al., 2018). Disconcerting facts include meta-analytic findings 

suggesting that policy availability is more strongly related to individual outcomes (e.g., work-

family conflict) than actual use (Allen, et al., 2013); and reviews covering the “business case” 

suggest the use of informal flexibility practices (e.g., letting an employee occasionally work 

through lunch to be able to leave early) lead to better organizational performance than the use of 

formal policies (e.g., invoking a remote work schedule arrangement) (De Menezes & Kelliher, 

2011). Lost within these findings is clarity on how implementation occurs for specific policies 

over time, and whether positive or negative outcomes are sufficient indicators for successful or 

unsuccessful implementation (c.f., Daniels et al., 2021). 

These trends suggest that the field needs a literature review grounded in an integrative 

theoretical umbrella to provide a holistic examination of multiple types of policies, capturing 

both employer and employee perspectives to clarify: (1) the degree to which implementing 

flexibility policies offers greater control over the work role and what type of control a specific 

policy affords; (2) understanding of implementation effectiveness; and (3) whether and how 

increased types of control dually benefit work and nonwork outcomes for the employee and other 

stakeholders (e.g., teams, families). Therefore, the goals of this paper are to conduct a 

comprehensive review across work-life flexibility policies that identifies and synthesizes 

findings and gaps on these issues, and to develop a framework for future research. 

To accomplish this, we draw on a boundary control (Ashforth et al., 2000; Kossek & 

Lautsch, 2012; Nippert-Eng, 1996) and implementation framework to organize our review of 338 

studies and advance nuanced understanding of the effectiveness of different forms of work-life 

flexibility policies. Our boundary control view is grounded in early studies on formal work-life 

flexibility – often rooted in job characteristics theory – that focused on adapting job structures to 
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provide built-in autonomy and control (e.g., Hackman & Oldham, 1975; Karasek, 1979; Orpen, 

1981; Schein et al., 1977), and integrates boundary theory (c.f. Ashforth et. al, 2000). Our review 

provides insights to advance the field by highlighting how context and the choices made in the 

implementation of different types of work-life flexibility policies by stakeholders (employees, 

family, coworkers, supervisors, organizations, and institutions) may alter the extent of employee 

boundary control realized and its effects when these policies are used. Overall, we seek to 

capture the current state of management knowledge on how to create conditions that enable 

effective implementation and remove barriers to improve work-life flexibility policy outcomes.   

Our paper extends previous reviews by comprehensively examining how boundaries and 

control have been theorized and empirically studied in the work-life flexibility policy literature. 

We add clarity by exposing a disconnect between theory and research design and advance 

understanding of effective implementation by identifying multilevel enablers and barriers. Our 

framework for future research identifies what we know and don’t know about implementing 

work-life flexibility policies and integrates theory on work-life boundaries to organize the 

literature. To date, no review has systematically developed an overarching framework to link 

theory to empirical research on implementation across work-life flexibility policies with 

multilevel work and nonwork outcomes. We build on this analysis to develop a conceptual 

taxonomy of types of boundary control (spatial, size, temporal, permeability, continuity) 

afforded by work-life flexibility policies that updates the flexible work arrangements literature 

(see Table 1, elaborated on below). Finally, we address the confusion around successful 

implementation – which is critical for understanding the true effects of work-life flexibility 

policies – by suggesting that: (1) variation in the type and degree of boundary control afforded 

by using different policies (whether individually or bundled together); and (2) the various 
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implementation enablers and barriers to accessing and using policies account for previously 

mixed findings in the literature (c.f. Allen et al., 2013). We also provide an integrative discussion 

of implementation stages and contextual factors. Below, we begin with a brief review of the 

concepts used to organize our review and framework (boundaries, job control, implementation), 

followed by our search methodology, results, and future research agenda.  

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND 

Boundaries and Job Control: Linkages to Work-Life Flexibility Policies 

The importance of providing employees with control as part of their work experiences is 

a long-standing notion in the management literature, tracing back nearly half a century to job 

characteristics theory and the concept of autonomy (defined as “the degree to which the job 

provides substantial freedom, independence, and discretion to the employee in scheduling the 

work and in determining the procedures to be used in carrying it out”; Hackman & Oldham, 

1975: 162). Karasek’s (1979: 307) job demands-control theory bolstered this idea, finding that 

decision latitude – which included “freedom as to how to work” – improved both job satisfaction 

and well-being. Numerous quasi-experimental studies explored the extent to which introducing 

flexible scheduling enhanced job-related outcomes including performance, satisfaction, and 

absenteeism (Orpen, 1981; Pierce & Newstrom, 1983; Ronen, 1981; Schein et al., 1977).  

Consistent with the notion of using autonomy to navigate work-life flexibility – and 

arising from Zerubavel’s (1996) work on the cognitive psychological ordering of roles – are 

Ashforth and colleagues’ (2000) boundary management and Clark’s (2000) border theories. 

These theories help identify the varied ways in which organizations provide employees the 

freedom to organize the demarcations of their work and nonwork roles. Although neither control 

nor formal work-life flexibility policies were pillars of either theory, these theories helped 
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expand understanding that “control” was not only a work-centric source of job enrichment, but 

also a tool that enabled the management of transitions between work and nonwork roles. 

Ashforth et al. (2000: 488) suggested organizations must “allow the employee a reasonable 

degree of autonomy in negotiating role segmentation-integration,” while Clark (2000: 767) 

suggested that “structural factors like organizational policies about time and work” were a 

natural expansion for research inquiries. Perlow’s (1998: 329) boundary control theory reflected 

the antithesis of these ideas, suggesting that managers seek to limit subordinates’ control and 

“affect how employees divide their time between their work and nonwork spheres of life,” 

believing that these restrictions enhance productivity. 

Other boundary management theorists – recognizing that individuals constantly negotiate 

work and nonwork boundaries (Nippert-Eng, 1996) and use various behavioral tactics to manage 

these boundaries. (Kreiner et al., 2009) – note the importance of boundary control, but again do 

not fully apply this concept to using formal work-life flexibility policies. Only recently did 

Bourdeau et al. (2019: 173) refer to “enabling” work-life flexibility policies as those which “give 

employees latitude over when, where, and how much they work.” This accumulation of theory 

spanning nearly five decades informs understanding of boundary control – defined as the degree 

to which individuals can manage work-life boundaries to align with their identities and 

preferences in an organizational context (Kossek & Lautsch, 2012). Boundary control is an 

inherent element of work-life flexibility policies where employees have freedom to not only 

schedule their work and determine how to carry out job tasks (Hackman & Oldham, 1975), but 

also to determine how they divide their time and energy between their work and nonwork roles 

(Bourdeau et al., 2019). Thus, despite the strong theoretical link between boundary control and 

work-life flexibility policies, prior reviews largely neglect this connection. Instead, reviews 
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typically describe the fact that small or mixed effects can vary substantially by the type of 

flexibility policy (Allen et al., 2013; 2015), employee occupation (Kossek & Lautsch, 2018), or 

the outcome examined (Byron, 2005; Gajendran & Harrison, 2007; Kossek & Michel, 2011). 

Other reviews attempt to bridge the macro-micro divide by connecting flexibility policies to 

individual and organizational performance (De Menezes & Kelliher, 2011; Kelly et al., 2008) or 

take a multiple stakeholder approach examining both employer and employee views (Hill et al., 

2008; Kossek & Thompson, 2016). Each approach has its merits, collectively demonstrating 

significant between-study variation and suggesting the presence of critical yet still unexplored 

conditional factors. We suggest that boundary control – including what type of and how much 

boundary control is afforded through policies (and how it is used) – is a significant omitted 

variable that can provide further clarity to the existing literature; thus, we use this perspective to 

organize our review. With this in mind, we now turn to policy implementation. 

Implementation of Work-Life Flexibility Policies 
 

Implementation is defined as adapting a program in a manner that keeps the program’s 

main principles intact while aligning it to the context (Herrera-Sánchez et al., 2017). Yet 

evaluating and understanding implementation is “methodologically complex,” since policy use 

may be selective and elapsed time is required to understand the process and outcomes (Hofferth 

& Curtin, 2006: 82). Prior reviews point to this complexity. For example, Daniels et al.’s (2021) 

review of workplace well-being interventions suggests that implementation is a dynamic, 

participatory process influenced by both key actors and social systems. In the broader HRM 

literature, the implementation of high-performance work systems involves alignment between 

organizational principles, policies, and practices (including flexibility; Posthuma et al., 2013) 

that affect organizational and individual outcomes (Wright & Boswell, 2002). The conclusion of 
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these reviews is not that positive outcomes are equivalent to successful implementation, but 

rather successful implementation – reflected through this synchronization of dynamic, contextual 

elements – results in positive outcomes such as psychological health (Daniels et al., 2021). 

Yet understanding of work-life flexibility policy implementation is more limited by 

comparison. On the one hand, a predominant view is a simpler one where “supportive 

supervisors” are considered the policy “gatekeepers” who largely determine whether and to what 

extent implementation occurs (Crain & Stevens, 2018; Hammer et al., 2009; Kossek et al., 2022; 

Kossek et al., 2011; Straub, 2012). Although valid, this view risks overemphasizing the role of 

supervisor support in implementation and minimizing the important role of the formal policies 

themselves. In some countries, formal organizational policies reflect legal codifications of the 

right to request flexibility (e.g., the United Kingdom; Kossek & Kelliher, 2022). Piszczek & 

Berg (2014) also argue scholars need to consider how regulatory institutions including 

employment laws or collective bargaining influence access to control boundaries. Yet often 

overlooked are implementation-related factors including co-worker/family support, employee 

actions, alignment of flexibility with HRM systems like selection and rewards, and the national 

contexts in which policy availability and use occurs (Ollier-Malaterre & Foucreault, 2017).   

On the other hand, the literature recognizes implementation issues – caused in part by 

these omitted or understudied factors and their potential downstream effects – including 

unintended consequences from policy use like negative supervisory career and performance 

attributions (Leslie et al., 2012), flexibility stigma, (Williams et al., 2013), work intensification 

(Kelliher & Anderson, 2010), work-life boundary violations (Rothbard et al., 2005), higher 

work-life conflict (Hammer et al., 2005), and backlash (Perrigino et al., 2018). Given these 
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issues, we agree with the conclusions of Fox et al. (2022: 49): the field must do a better job of 

“identifying change processes that require full examination of the context and implementation.”   

 It is relevant to note that the growing widespread interest in the management literature 

on work-life flexibility policies is relatively recent, as these were historically viewed as a “fringe 

benefit” rather than a core management concern (Kossek, Gettings, & Misra, 2021). Many 

leaders did not invest significant time and resources into aligning their corporate cultures and 

workplace structures with the implementation of work-life flexibility policies (Kotey & Sharma, 

2019), leaving them loosely coupled to other HRM performance management systems and 

largely relegated to the purview of employee benefits experts. The recent global pandemic’s shift 

to more remote work created growing awareness about work-life resilience (and performance) 

concerns, accelerating employers’ interest (and dramatically changing their narrative) regarding 

the feasibility of mainstreaming work-life flexibility implementation as a core workforce strategy 

(Choudhury, 2020). While we can conclude based on prior research that policy implementation 

results in improved well-being (Daniels, et al., 2021; Fox et al., 2022), greater understanding is 

required as to what successful work-life flexibility policy implementation entails and how it 

affects both employer and employee outcomes. 

SEARCH METHODOLOGY AND REVIEW OVERVIEW  

We integrated approaches by several leading organizational scholars to conduct our 

review (Daniels, 2019; Rousseau et al, 2008). We started by following the process advocated by 

Rousseau et al. (2008) for the systematic synthesis of scientific knowledge: clear question 

formulation; comprehensive identification of relevant literature; organization and interpretation; 

and synthesis. In formulating clear questions, we asked: (1) what types of boundary control are 

afforded through different policy types?; and, (2) how is this moderated by implementation?  



WORK- LIFE FLEXIBILITY POLICIES   13 
 

For comprehensive identification of relevant literature and to assess types of boundary 

control afforded through various policies, we entered the following terms into the PsycINFO 

database (widely used in management and industrial organizational psychology) in one search 

field: “parental leave,” “maternity leave,” “part-time work,” “reduced-load work,” “flextime,” 

“schedule flexibility,” “schedule control,” “flexplace,” “telecommuting,” “telework,” “flexible 

work,” “WLB policies,” “work life balance policies,” “WLB practices,” “work life balance 

practices,” “temporal control,” “boundary control,” “workload control,” and “location control.”  

To assess implementation, we entered the following terms in a second search field. First, 

we entered general terminology, including “human resource management,” “HRM,” “HR,” 

“human resources,” and “implementation.” Second, in recognition of the connection between 

work-life flexibility policies and strategic management perspectives (Perry-Smith & Blum, 

2000), we entered “strategy,” “strategic management,” “SHRM,” and “resource-based view.” 

We also entered the terms “practice,” and “high performance work systems” since previous 

research suggests that work-life flexibility policies constitute examples of high-performance 

work practices (Combs et al., 2006). Third, in recognition that institutional pressures influence 

work-life flexibility policy implementation (Goodstein, 1994), we entered “institutional,” 

“mimetic,” “normative,” “coercive,” “space,” and “place.” Fourth, in recognition that work-life 

flexibility policy implementation is used as a form of applicant attraction and recruitment 

(Casper & Harris, 2008), we entered “attraction,” “recruitment,” “retention,” and “signaling.” 

Fifth, because implementation of work-life flexibility policies hinges on various factors 

associated with the strength of the organization’s HRM system (Bowen & Ostroff, 2004); we 

entered the terms “system strength,” “strength,” and “HRM system strength.” All search terms 
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within each field were separated by an “OR” function; the two fields were separated by an 

“AND” function. We did not set a limit for the publication date of studies. 

Our search returned 1,216 articles. In identifying studies for inclusion, we initially 

limited our review to management-focused publications and publications with an Impact Factor 

at or above 2.0 (consistent with approaches of other previous reviews; c.f., Chen et al., 2022; 

Perrigino et al., 2021). Yet during the review process, we were encouraged to remove these 

constraints, which we did in our final analysis presented in this paper to: (1) mitigate the effects 

of any potential publication-related biases that could influence the interpretation of our findings; 

and (2) include as wide of a set of articles as possible that met our other, more relevant criteria. 

To enhance clarity, we were also encouraged to visually depict our review methodology in a 

PRISMA-based figure (i.e., Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic reviews and Meta-

Analyses; Daniels, 2019; Köbis et al., 2021; Page et al., 2021). Figure 1 displays our Protocol 

and the general 3-step process we followed.  

[Insert Figure 1 about here.] 

Step 1 shows the full list of search terminology that returned the initial set of 1,216 

articles. Step 2 shows the final inclusion criteria (after removing the two criteria associated with 

impact factor and management-focused publications). For example, an article had to examine 

access to a work-life flexibility policy (since a boundary condition of the review was to focus on 

formal policies) and had to have data (qualitative or quantitative). Applying these criteria, we 

narrowed down our list of articles to 427 based on our reading of titles and abstracts. In Step 3, 

we read through the 427 articles to ensure that they remained in line with these inclusion criteria; 

this led to the elimination of another 89 studies, and we retained 338 studies for review. To 

complete the interpretation and synthesis stages of the review (Rousseau et al., 2008), we then 
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coded the 338 articles based on the degree to which they theorized or measured different types of 

boundary control and implementation. Our results and synthesis are presented below. 

RESULTS 

We organize our results around Figure 2, an inductive framework reflecting four stages of 

work-life flexibility policy implementation generated from the 338 reviewed studies. First, we 

broadly review all 338 studies in the sample to provide substantiation for the framework in 

Figure 2. This includes our integrative conceptualization of work-life flexibility policies and 

boundary control linkages, and general literature trends. Second, we review the shaded portion of 

Figure 2 – based on quantitative and qualitative findings – where we more accurately pinpoint 

both well-substantiated areas and gaps.  

[Insert Figure 2 about here.] 

Conceptual Support for Framework 

Defining work-life flexibility policies. We conceptualize work-life flexibility policies as 

those which: (1) involve the voluntary employee use of work policies and practices that are 

designed to provide employee control over different forms of the work role boundary (spatial, 

size, temporal, permeability, continuity); (2) are embedded within organizational and 

institutional contexts, with implementation shaped by social influence beyond the individual 

policy user (co-workers, family members, supervisors); and (3) vary in the extent to which they 

are used individually (from zero to partial to full use) and the degree to which they are used 

separately or bundled for multiplicative effects. The model assumes that positive outcomes will 

occur when policies are implemented effectively, which happens when:  policies are readily 

available to employees; access experiences are positive and barriers to use are reduced; policies 
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when used are experienced as fostering employee control over work-nonwork boundaries; and 

negative consequences from use are minimized.  

 Overview of policies studied. Table 1 provides an overview of the different types of 

work-life flexibility policies examined, with the statistics in the first column indicating that over 

half (55%; n = 186) of the 338 studies in our sample examined a single, individual policy. Of 

these, the most studied policies were leaves providing time off (e.g., parental leave) which 

comprised one-fifth (17%; n = 57) of the types of policies examined in the sample. Location 

policies (e.g., telework, remote work, and telecommuting) were the next most studied policy type 

(16 %; n = 54). Location policy studies have seen a recent increase in the literature in part due to 

the Covid-19 pandemic. The remaining studies focused on individual policies as follows: 

scheduling (e.g., flextime: 12%; n = 42) and workload (e.g., part-time work: 9%; n = 33). 

Although the importance of control over the permeability of blurred boundaries such as 

regulating email and texts were often noted in the framing of most telework and remote work 

studies, we were surprised that there were no studies that empirically assessed policies governing 

permeability (e.g., right to disconnect; front line worker personal device access). 

[Insert Table 1 about here.] 

Turning to the rest of the sample, slightly less than half (45%; n = 152) of the studies 

examined access or use of multiple types of flexibility policies in the same study. Researchers 

typically asked employees if they had access to or used (often confounding stages of 

implementation) a range of flexibility policies from telework to flextime. The extent of use and 

timing of use often were not carefully measured (e.g., assessed by counts) and the unique effects 

of using different types of policies, or sequencing them over time (e.g., the effects of being on 

leave, followed by using part time work policies) was rarely if ever assessed in these studies 



WORK- LIFE FLEXIBILITY POLICIES   17 
 

bundling flexibility policies. Most analysis was cross-sectional and correlated access to or use of 

a range of policies (e.g., part time work, leaves) with job satisfaction, turnover intentions, or 

other individual outcomes.    

Types of boundary control afforded by work-life flexibility policies. As shown in the 

right-hand side of Table 1, the literature suggests that work-life flexibility policies afford five 

types of control over job boundaries: spatial, size, temporal, continuity, and permeability. First, 

work location policies – like teleworking – afford spatial control regarding where employees 

conduct their work (Bailey & Kurland, 2002). Second, workload policies – like part-time work 

(also known as reduced-load work) – afford size control regarding how much of a workload 

employees take on (Kossek & Ollier-Malaterre, 2020). Third, scheduling policies – like flextime 

– afford temporal control regarding when employees conduct their work (Allen et al., 2013). 

Fourth, time-off and leave policies – like parental leave – afford continuity control regarding 

whether and when employees choose to pause or interrupt their careers (Rossin-Slater, 2017). 

Fifth, emerging work-life flexibility policies appearing in theory and practice – but not in any 

empirical study included in our final count – like bring your own device to work and the right to 

disconnect afford permeability control regarding the degree to which employees have the 

flexibility to control connectivity.  

Notably, flexibility policies that are bundled together combine elements of the five 

previous categories to afford employees multiple forms of control (which we refer to as 

multiplicity effects) over their work role boundaries (Perry-Smith & Blum, 2000). For example, a 

bundle that encompasses reduced-load work and flextime scheduling provides both temporal and 

size control (Armstrong‐Stassen & Schlosser, 2010).  
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We found a strong conceptual consensus across the 338 studies that the provision of 

boundary control is a key characteristic embedded within policies. Definitions among these 

studies include viewing work-life flexibility policies as providing employees with: “more control 

over work boundaries” (Thompson et al., 2015: 727); “more autonomy in determining where, 

when, and how they conduct work activities” (Reb et al., 2018: 441); “some control over 

temporal boundaries” (Rau & Hyland, 2002: 118); “more choices…[to] gain greater control over 

their personal workplace behavior” (Ng & Feldman, 2015: 894); the ability to “control their 

work schedules” (Lee & Hong, 2011: 874); “greater autonomy in choosing their hours and 

locations of work” (Hari, 2017: 102); and “some level of control over when and where they work 

outside of the standard workday” (Chen et al., 2018: 1309).  

Notably, all definitions focus on control over aspects of work role boundaries while 

varying in their degree of specificity (e.g., temporal boundary control versus multiple types of 

boundary control regarding where, when, and how work is conducted). Moreover, there is broad 

agreement about the key role boundary control holds when considering specific work-life 

flexibility policies. Relying on border theory, Lott (2020: 1111) argues that flexible scheduling 

“provides workers with control over temporal boundaries between work and family domains.” 

Telecommuting is theorized to enhance spatial control over work-family boundaries (Lautsch et 

al., 2009), while Casey and Alach (2004: 477) argue that part-time work makes control, or the 

“ability to pick and choose when and how to work” possible for workers who often otherwise 

lack autonomy, including working and lower middle-class employees. The boundary control 

afforded through work-life flexibility policies is commonly theorized to lead to positive 

outcomes. Gajendran et al. (2015) not only suggest that “telecommuting affords employees 
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greater control over the location and often, the timing, of work” but also that this generates 

positive effects on both task and contextual performance via perceived autonomy.  

Implementation stages. A second main view emerging across the 338 studies is that 

positive outcomes hinge on policy implementation (e.g., Ellingsæter & Jensen, 2019; Hook, 

2010; Murgia & Poggio, 2013). Fiksenbaum (2014: 656) maintains that “flexible work 

arrangements…give employees some level of control over when and where they work” and that 

this control in turn engenders positive outcomes when policies are implemented well. Relatedly, 

there is strong consensus that: (1) the mere presence of work-life flexibility policies ‘on the 

books’ does not in itself have a measurable positive impact on the well-being of parent 

employees” (Galinsky et al., 1996: 129; see also Goodstein, 1994), and (2) supervisors “play a 

critical role in work–family programs and policies and in how they are implemented and utilized” 

(Carlson et al., 2011: 775). As noted, the critical role of the supervisor in implementation 

continues to be predominant in both the work-life literature (Kelly & Kalev, 2006; Koch & 

Binnewies, 2015) and the broader HRM literature (Sikora et al., 2015).   

As shown in Figure 2, our review identifies four stages of work-life flexibility policy 

implementation. Stage 1: Availability is a necessary (but-not-sufficient) requirement for 

advancing implementation: different types of work-life flexibility policies (left-hand side of 

Table 1) must be introduced or already available within an organizational context for 

implementation to evolve toward use. Organizations make various forms of work-life flexibility 

policies available to workers across occupations, either voluntarily (Peters & Heusinkveld, 2010) 

or through adherence to coercive regulatory pressures where policy availability is mandatory 

(Piszczek & Berg, 2014). Stage 2: Access Experiences addresses the extent and quality of 

individual access to available work-life flexibility policies. As we explain below, this is shaped 
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by not only supervisors as policy gatekeepers, but also a variety of interconnected, multilevel, 

dynamic factors that serve as enablers or barriers that exist in tandem for implementation to 

occur as intended. These include societal implementation forces, and organizational, individual, 

and home implementation. Stage 3: Use indicates that policies must be available with access 

enabled and employees – when voluntarily using the policy – experience different forms and/or 

degrees of boundary control (right-hand side of Table 1). Important here is that use occurs in a 

variety of ways (e.g., bundled, intermittent, etc.) rather than through a simple use/non-use 

dichotomization. Finally, Stage 4: Outcomes accounts for how work-life flexibility policies yield 

both positive and negative outcomes spanning domains and levels of analysis.   

Work-life policies availability as symbolic support. We recognize the flexibility 

literature stream that indicates the beneficial signaling effects associated with sheer policy 

availability (e.g., Bainbridge & Townsend, 2020; Casper & Harris, 2008; Thompson et al., 

2015). This research finds policy availability (Stage 1) affords psychological benefits to workers 

through its symbolic meaning – without necessarily implementation (Stage 2: Access) or use of 

boundary control (Stage 3: Use) – and enhances individuals’ work-related attitudes and 

perceptions that the organization is supportive of work-life flexibility (Stage 4; see also Allen et 

al., 2013). In fact, one “surprising benefit” of the availability of flextime and parental leave 

policies is their ability to boost diversity among women and minorities in positions of 

management (Kalev & Dobbin, 2022). We include a direct link between Stages 1 and 4 (Figure 

2) to reflect this evidence.  

Yet the findings and conceptualizations from the 338 studies allows us to integrate Stages 

2 and 3 as more central features, substantiating assertions that work-life flexibility policies “and 

the flexibility they afford, presumably provide employees with the control or discretion to 



WORK- LIFE FLEXIBILITY POLICIES   21 
 

determine the optimal allocation” (Erden Bayazit & Bayazit, 2019: 406), while unfavorable 

outcomes associated with these policies “may lie in the implementation…which sometimes 

undermines the most important benefit of [work-life flexibility policies] i.e., enhanced flexibility 

and autonomy” (Delanoeije & Verbruggen, 2020: 795). Indeed, the value proposition underlying 

the business case for work-life flexibility policies is maximized when implementation is enabled 

and boundary control is used (Beauregard & Henry, 2009); yet the absence of this nuanced 

consideration may account for the mixed findings across previous reviews (e.g., Allen et al., 

2013; De Menezes & Kelliher, 2011). Below we focus on the empirical evidence from the 338 

studies to further explore the criticality of Stages 2 and 3 and the need to better understand the 

conditions under which positive outcomes are likely to occur when access enablers are present 

(or the reverse dynamics associated with barriers) and boundary control is experienced. 

EMPIRICAL FINDINGS FOR FRAMEWORK: AN 80-20 GAP BETWEEN THEORY 

AND MEASUREMENT 

Because of the prevalence in theorizing and discussing the importance of control and 

implementation in the flexibility literature, we coded studies to assess measurement of these 

concepts. While the arguments theorizing boundary control and implementation across the 338 

reviewed studies substantiate the full framework, the shaded areas of Figure 2 reflect what is 

most studied and supported in the literature; the unshaded areas remain understudied to date.  

Only one fifth (20%; n = 68) of the 338 studies measured some form of boundary control, 

with the remaining four-fifths (80%; n = 270) of the studies – despite featuring control as a 

central conceptual element in the framing of their work and definition of work-life flexibility 

policies – failing to do so. Among the 68 studies measuring boundary control, 28 or slightly less 

than half (48%), focused on policy bundles and 23, about a third (34%) focused on the temporal 
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control associated with scheduling policies. Reflected in the unshaded areas in Figure 2, only 

thirteen percent (n=9) of the studies examining control considered the spatial control associated 

with location policies; seven percent (n=5) considered size control associated with workload, and 

four percent (n=3) considered continuity control associated with time-off and leave policies, and 

no studies considered permeability control. We discuss these findings in greater detail below. 

Boundary control 
 

 As noted, one fifth or (20 %, n= 68) of the 338 studies measured boundary control and 

related concepts in relation to flexibility access or use. Investigations – primarily those involving 

bundled policies  (41%; n = 28 of 68 studies) often used a general lens, focusing on autonomy 

(Bathini & Kandathil, 2019; Beugelsdijk, 2008; Cañibano, 2019; Gajendran et al., 2015; Grotto 

& Lyness, 2010; Müller & Niessen, 2019; Pierce & Newstrom, 1983; ten Brummelhuis et al., 

2010; Whyman & Petrescu, 2014), decision latitude, (Kauffeld et al., 2004), and psychological 

empowerment (Kim et al., 2017; Redman et al., 2009). In most cases, the link between work-life 

flexibility policies and control resulted in a pattern of positive outcomes associated with 

improved work attitudes and productivity (Meer & Ringdal, 2009). 

Regarding  the specific types of boundary control most studied, 23 of the 68 studies 

(34%) linked temporal control to primarily positive effects on individual work outcomes 

(reduced turnover and absenteeism, increased engagement, performance, and career outcomes) 

and personal well-being outcomes (health, work-life balance, enrichment, and reduced work-

family conflict) (Atkinson & Hall, 2009; Azar, et al., 2018; Butler, et al., 2009; Carlson, et al., 

2011; Crompton & Lyonette, 2011; Glavin & Schieman, 2012; Golden et al., 2006; Kelly et al., 

2011; Moen, et al., 2013; Pierce & Newstrom, 1983; Swanberg et al., 2011). Hughes and 

Galinsky (1994) found that schedule control had a positive impact on marital interaction quality 
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and reduced marital tension (for individuals with young children), while two qualitative studies 

indicated positive effects of temporal control on parenting and fulfillment of domestic 

responsibilities (Tietze & Nadin, 2011; Sullivan & Smithson, 2007). Studies operationalized 

temporal control in various ways, with quantitative studies utilizing perceptual measures (e.g., 

perceived control over work hours; Swanberg et al., 2011) and qualitative studies reporting on 

displaying boundary control behaviors. Examples of the latter include a mother reporting how 

she restructured work hours during the day around her childrens’ schedules, then worked at night 

to catch up on work while they watched television (Sullivan & Smithson, 2007); or a comptroller 

choosing to work on a contractual basis with several small firms in order to limit work to only 3-

4 days a week (Litrico et al., 2011).  

Despite these exemplar studies, the multiplicity effects of bundling policies remain 

underexamined, with rare exceptions in two of the few longitudinal studies that examined how 

how reduced load work (size control) led to reductions in overwork when schedule control 

(temporal control) was also present (Litrico et al., 2011; Piasna, 2018). Moreover, at times 

multiplicity effects may have been obscured by a single label and broad conceptualization as in 

the case of Kelly et al.’s (2014, p. 487) consideration of schedule control as “employees’ control 

over the timing of their work, the number of hours they work, and the location of their work.” 

Rather than simply capturing temporal control (i.e., the timing of the work), they appeared to 

capture a multiplicity effect that also included spatial control (i.e., location) and size control (i.e., 

the number of work hours), without explicitly examining separate effects or relationships across 

these distinct types of control. While most of the 68 studies (but not all) point to positive effects 

linking Stages 1 (availability) and 4 (outcomes), more work addressing the effects of multiplicity 

and specific types of boundary control is needed to advance knowledge of Stage 3 (use).  
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Implementation 
   

 Similar to the gap in measuring boundary control, we identified a 70-30 gap between 

theory and empirical measurement of implementation access experiences.  Most (70%) or 238 of 

the 338 studies at best alluded to the importance of work-life flexibility policy implementation – 

often generally in their discussion section.  Turning to the one third that empirically measured 

implementation, most (nearly two thirds, or n=61) examined the access experience factors in 

Figure 2 as a central focus. Of this subset, 20 studies considered access experiences associated 

with bundles (33%) and time-off / leave policies (33%), while another 13 studies (21%) 

considered implementation associated with location policies. Seven studies or 11% of studies 

assessing implementation empirically, considered access experiences with workload policies, 

while one study considered access experiences with scheduling policies. 

The remaining studies (n=19) either rigorously evaluated outcomes of a work-life 

flexibility implementation often using quasi-experimental designs, or didn’t measure 

implementation but considered successful outcomes as proxies for implementation success, 

conflating Stages 1 through 4 (n = 20 studies).  

[Insert Table 2 about here.] 

Within the 61 studies that placed a central focus on implementation, we identified four 

categories of factors affecting access experiences: societal forces, organizational, home, and 

individual (defined with their sub-dimensions in Table 2). Reflected in shaded regions of Figure 

2, societal forces were a common focus (33 of 61 studies with empirical data; 54%) as were 

organizational implementation involving the supervisor (24 of 61 studies; 39%) and a supportive 

culture (19 of 61 studies; 31%). Less examined and reflected in the unshaded regions were home 

implementation (20%, n = 12 studies), individual implementation (18%, n = 11 studies), 
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organizational implementation associated with the workgroup (13%, n = 8 studies) and 

alignment with HR systems (7 %, n = 4 studies). Highlighting the interconnectedness across the 

four implementation categories and illustrated in Figure 2, 30 or about half of the 61 studies 

simultaneously considered more than one category.  

Societal implementation forces. Societal implementation pertains to the macro extra-

organizational level – related to national culture or country level of analysis, for example – that 

affects interpretations of work-life flexibility and influences (and is influenced by) individual, 

organizational, and home implementation. Over half (33 of the 61 studies) assessing 

implementation empirically addressed macro-level forces. These consisted of gender norms and 

views, work-life flexibility narratives, and regulatory influences. Gender norms and views are 

defined as broadly salient perceptions associated with gender role expectations that typically 

involve some form of debate or contestation (rather than broad acceptance) about the roles of 

each gender in society. Examples include how cultural configurations of motherhood (Masood & 

Nisar, 2020) and fatherhood (Plantin, 2007), the presence of hegemonic masculinity (Almqvist, 

2008), and the male breadwinning model (Suwada, 2017) influence the uptake of parental leave, 

typically rendering maternity leave as acceptable while discouraging paternity leave. Gender 

socialization involving expectations about traditional role norms (Chandra, 2012), notions of the 

“ideal worker” (Ewald & Hogg, 2022), masculinist and heterosexist biases (Hari, 2017), and the 

patriarchal labor model (Gálvez et al., 2018) typically discouraged the uptake of other work-life 

flexibility policies – for both men and women alike – including teleworking.  

Another societal implementation force pertained to prevailing work-life flexibility 

narratives – that is, various discourses that provide for interpretations of work-life flexibility 

policies. Often times integrating or overlapping with the gender views and norms, some 
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narratives surrounding work-family backlash and career penalties discouraged the use of work-

life flexibility policies including part-time work and telework (Hylmö & Buzzanell, 2002; 

Kossek et al., 2016). In other cases, narratives around the construal of “space” that focused on 

how nonwork spaces were becoming increasingly acceptable and adaptable for work-related 

purposes (even prior to the pandemic) fostered the implementation of telework (Richardson & 

McKenna, 2014; Rossitto & Lampinen, 2018; Sewell & Taskin, 2015). This also illustrates the 

recursive nature of the relationship between the top-down effects of macro forces and the 

bottom-up effects of individual, organizational, and home interpretations reflected in Figure 2.  

These narratives closely align with regulatory influences – that is, laws or other coercive 

pressures (in line with neo-institutional theory; DiMaggio & Powell, 1983) that mandate 

organizational adoption of forms of work-life flexibility. Among the reviewed studies, this was 

most notable in terms of parental leave policies adopted at the country level and, in particular, 

paternity leave and fathers’ quota leave policies in Scandinavian countries (Lammi-Taskula, 

2008; Närvi & Salmi, 2019; Pajumets, 2010; Plantin, 2007). Highlighting the interconnectedness 

of societal forces with organizational implementation and Stage 1 of Figure 2, these regulatory 

influences account for policy adoption at the organizational level (e.g., Giannikis & Mihail, 

2011; Kelly, 2010; Paxson, 1995). Despite the lack of empirical research, these same regulatory 

influences – including the right to request flexibility – also apply to the other types of work-life 

flexibility policies beyond just parental leave (Kossek & Kelliher, 2022). 

Organizational implementation. Organizational implementation – addressed in 39 out 

of the 61 studies examining implementation – resides at the firm, workgroup, or dyadic (i.e., 

supervisor-subordinate) levels of analysis and refers to the intra-organizational factors that 

enable or hinder work-life flexibility policy implementation. Specifically, this form of 
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implementation consists of the supervisor (n = 24), organizational culture (n = 19), the 

workgroup (n = 8) and HR systems (n = 4). The supervisor – that is, the gatekeeping role of the 

manager associated with work-life flexibility policy access – is also by far the most studied actor 

in flexibility implementation (e.g., Crain & Stevens, 2018; Kossek et al., 2022). Although studies 

collectively note the gatekeeping role that supervisors play in providing access to work-life 

flexibility policies (Collins et al., 2013; Kossek et al., 2016; Williams et al., 2018), much of the 

research reveals the complexities of supervision in workplaces with a blend of flexible and 

traditional work. While supervisors are sometimes identified as unsupportive of work-life 

flexibility policy implementation and unwilling to give up control (Anderson, et al., 2002; Galea 

et al., 2020; McDonald, et al., 2007) or as the source of “uneven implementation” (Kossek et al., 

2006), other studies point to managers themselves as being constrained by organizational 

demands such as the expectation to coordinate sufficient onsite presence for health and safety 

(Dick, 2004) or being limited by staffing constraints (Kossek et al., 2020).  

Likewise, the potential benefits of the organizational culture – that is, signals and shared 

understandings (including the degree to which acceptance of policy use is widespread) 

throughout all levels of the organization – are well-understood (Brandth & Kvande, 2019; Casper 

& Harris, 2008; Choi, 2018; Erden Bayazit & Bayazit, 2019; Giannikis & Mihail, 2011; Todd & 

Binns, 2013). Indeed, “even the most family-friendly workplace policies are at best useless, or 

worse, counter-productive, if the work climate does not support them” (Grover & Crooker, 1995: 

285), with effective implementation requiring “broad acceptance among fellow employees” 

(Kröll et al., 2018: 549). Yet the complexities of implementation involve not only acceptance but 

also sometimes “a whole new way of looking at things” (Coenen & Kok, 2014: 568) when 
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efforts begin and senior management acts as “the one force that can abolish existing structural 

inertia and direct organizational resources toward an implementation effort.”  

Two other implementation factors are comparatively understudied. First, the ways in 

which work-life flexibility policies are embedded within HR systems – that is, synergies between 

and alignment with (or lack thereof) other HR practices (e.g., compensation, performance 

management) – is a critical consideration. While the implementation of work-life flexibility 

policies must occur in tandem with implementing a wider variety of resource-related strategies 

including staffing tailored to their workforce’s needs that ultimately maximizes organizational 

success (Michie & Sheehan-Quinn, 2001; Stavrou, 2005), consideration of work-life flexibility 

as part of a high-performance work system has received more theoretical than empirical 

examination. Consistent with strategic HRM theory (Becker & Huselid, 1998), work-life 

flexibility policies that are integrated with the broader competitive strategy and practices of the 

firm will be more effective. Yet the poor execution of performance evaluation systems that are 

perceived as negative or unfair can increase employees’ perceptions of stress and negate any 

positive effects that work-life flexibility policies may offer (Topcic et al., 2016). Effective 

implementation “requires that workplace structures and cultures are changed to fit the policies,” 

but few organizations put in this full effort due to constraints associated with resources and time 

(Kotey & Sharma, 2019: 734). One participant in Harris’s (2003: 427) study lamented the 

implementation of a telework policy came without sufficient preparation: it was “like the last day 

at school, we were handed a satchel with an information pack and then packed off home to get 

on with it.” Connecting back to the role of the supervisor, Lirio et al. (2008: 458) note: “even a 

supportive and forward-thinking manager cannot control the career progress of a talented 



WORK- LIFE FLEXIBILITY POLICIES   29 
 

reduced-load professional if…work-life policies are not integrated into the reward systems, 

performance evaluation systems, and procedures for career advancement.” 

Second, the workgroup – that is, co-workers’ actions and reactions to other unit 

members’ work-life flexibility use – remains generally under-studied in much of the flexibility 

implementation literature. Nonetheless, workgroup members play a vital role in implementation. 

Reflecting perspectives of work-family backlash, uneven implementation across workgroup 

members can create perceptions of inequity – as in the case of when part-time workers are 

assigned shifts involving nights and unsocial hours (Dick, 2004) or when positions aren’t 

appropriately backfilled for parental leave, forcing the remaining workgroup members to work 

“ten times harder” (Cant et al., 2001: 44). Connecting again to the roles of the supervisor and 

organizational culture, this point underscores that supervisors’ implementation-related actions do 

not occur in a dyadic vacuum but affect other members of the team or unit: effective 

implementation will not occur in the absence of supportive co-worker attitudes (Galinsky et al., 

1996; Martens, et al., 1999; McDonald, et al., 2007), particularly in situations where there is 

stronger interdependence among team members (Gerdenitsch, et al., 2016; Pedersen & Lewis, 

2012). Indeed, successful implementation of teleworking policies not only should encompass 

increased cross-functional cooperation, knowledge sharing, and intra-organizational involvement 

but also should coincide with a culture change when needed (Coenen & Kok, 2014; Nordbäck et 

al., 2017). Finally, the effects on collegiality are another relevant consideration. In some cases, 

teleworkers reported concerns about non-teleworking colleague’s perceptions of their work 

commitment, as well as unwelcome “rigidity” in interactions that could no longer be spontaneous 

and unplanned (Sewell & Taskin, 2015: 1517; ten Brummelhuis et al., 2010). Yet in other cases, 

strong collegiality – as well as the presence of positive workgroup norms – facilitates 
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implementation where employees willingly cover for other individuals using work-life flexibility 

policies to tend to personal needs (Dousin et al., 2021; Haas et al., 2002). 

Home implementation. Only 12 studies (eight – or two-thirds – of which involved 

parental leave policies) focused on home implementation, which resides beyond the workplace 

(at either the dyadic or group-level) and is defined as the ways in which the employee and other 

family members’ collectively make decisions about whether and how to use organizational 

policies. Albeit based on a small number of studies and typically only focusing on spouses’ 

dyadic interactions, home implementation involves the dynamic interplay of negotiations, 

decision making, and preferences. The combination of negotiations – that is, attempts to reach 

agreement about work-life flexibility policy use (Almqvist, 2008; Lammi-Taskula, 2008; McKay 

& Doucet, 2010) and the reconciliation of divergent preferences – that is, comparative views 

between spouses and/or among other family members about optimal work-life flexibility policy 

use (Delanoeije & Verbruggen, 2019; Närvi, 2012) – appear to result in shared decision making, 

or collaborative efforts resulting in a definitive choice about policy use (Lundquist et al., 2012; 

Pajumets, 2010; Plantin, 2007). Notably, seven of these studies focusing on parental leave 

concurrently examined how gender norms and views shaped preferences and negotiations about 

parenthood and the division of household labor. Tietze and Musson (2005) combined societal 

forces and home implementation with a focus on teleworking by examining how the space 

narrative alters family dynamics for individuals working from home. Richardson and McKenna 

(2014: 733) report that such attempts at reordering the home space and interruptions can be 

difficult, leading to “family members feeling left out or ignored,” or conversely, where 

successful, to better work productivity, balance, and marriage strength. 
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 Individual implementation. Like home implementation, individual implementation was 

rarely featured in the reviewed studies (11 of 61 studies). Yet, Delanoeije and Verbruggen (2019: 

12) admonish that the role of the individual must not be lost among these top-down influences, 

stressing the need for an “employee-centered approach…to evaluate the success of a work-home 

policy implementation.” In line with social constructivism, implementation and use of control are 

best understood from the individual’s perspective and evolve based on prior experiences in 

combination with the other forms of implementation (Cañibano, 2019; Kelliher & Anderson, 

2010). We define individual implementation as the varied within-person ways in which 

individuals assess and enact individual decision-making regarding the use of work-life flexibility 

policies. We recognize that individual implementation is a  nested phenomenon occurring in a 

context, shaped by societal forces, organizational implementation, and home implementation. 

Individual implementation consists of boundary preferences, career considerations, and agency. 

 Boundary preferences – that is, the desired ways in which individuals seek to manage 

their work-nonwork boundaries – influence the enactment of boundary control (Kossek et al., 

2006). This includes, for example, how individual characteristics including a high need for 

autonomy or low need for structure encourage individual use of policies offering spatial and 

temporal flexibility (Wörtler et al., 2021). Individual implementation is also affected by career 

considerations – that is, projections about one’s future work-related opportunities that affect 

policy uptake – as use decisions are weighed regarding the potential for lost future opportunities 

associated with promotion and pay (Horvath et al., 2018) due to backlash perceptions.  Although 

both areas are well-studied in the broader work-life literature, there was surprisingly little 

connection to policy implementation and decisions associated with policy use. 
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Perhaps because behaviors are central to implementation, the majority of the 11 studies 

examining individual implementation emphasized employees’ agency – that is, specific, 

conscious behaviors or deliberate actions associated with policy use (e.g., Björk, 2013; Gálvez et 

al., 2018; Rossitto & Lampinen, 2018). Greer and Payne (2014) identified a dozen different 

strategies individuals use to overcome telework challenging including preparing the physical 

environment, communicating with family about expectations (linking to home implementation), 

and remaining accessible for co-workers (linking to workgroup implementation). Similarly, 

Kossek and Lee (2008) identified the importance of communication, coordination, and problem 

solving for successful individual implementation associated with part-time work. Individuals 

also consciously choose – sometimes through discussions with their supervisors and other times 

on their own – whether to alter the length of their parental leave (Nordberg, 2019). Across these 

examples, it is important to note that agency is exercised within the context of individuals 

choosing to use formal work-life flexibility policies (rather than the negotiation of an 

idiosyncratic deal or some other informal arrangement where the formal policy is absent). Yet 

with only 11 studies in this category, this remains an under investigated area. We elaborate on 

opportunities to address such gaps with our research agenda below reflecting the critical 

takeaways from our review. 

FUTURE AGENDA FOR ADVANCING THE WORK-LIFE FLEXIBILITY 

FIELD: FOCUS ON POLICIES, CONTROL & IMPLEMENTATION  

  Drawing on over four decades of research, we conducted a comprehensive review of the 

work-life flexibility policy literature organizing studies around an integrative boundary control 

and implementation perspective and deriving a 4-stage model of work-life flexibility policy 

implementation (policy availability, access experiences, use, and outcomes). Our review-driven 
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and theoretically-grounded framework (Figure 2) synthesized this research. In doing so, we 

developed a taxonomy of boundary control (temporal, spatial, size, continuity, permeability; 

Table 1) afforded in the design of work-life flexibility policies and identified four types of 

implementation influences (societal, organizational, home, individual; Table 2). Our review 

exposed that many studies do not empirically assess several core prevailing assumptions in the 

literature, including: (1) the conditions under which using formal work-life flexibility policies 

leads to greater control over the work boundary; (2) greater boundary control as the mechanism 

that benefits key work (e.g., attraction, performance, turnover) and nonwork (e.g. work-family 

conflict, well-being) outcomes; and (3) the dynamic, inter-connected, multi-level work-home 

conditions for successful implementation. We elaborate on these issues below.  

State of the Science Summary: What We Currently Know and Don’t Know about Work-

Life Flexibility  

Our review reveals several conclusions about the current literature.  

Ambiguity in conceptualization and understanding. A key issue that our review shows 

is that both the research and popular work-life flexibility literatures have a lot of ambiguity 

about what “work-life flexibility” is conceptually, and lacks consensus about how to study it 

empirically and methodologically. Disparate conceptualization and measurement approaches 

limit the development of accumulative knowledge in the field.  It also perpetuates a lack of 

alignment between workers and firms, families and society – including shared understandings 

about what work-life flexibility is (and is not). Future studies must identify how to align these 

gaps in stakeholder interests and experiences in conceptualization and measurement.  

The flexibility “black box” of implementation. A second key observation is that the 

flexibility research is generally plagued by having a “black box” of implementation knowledge 
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(cf Lawrence, 1997), which limits practical impact as well as conceptual understanding.  We 

noted that a stream of studies that simply linked policy access to outcomes, which may be 

justified based on a symbolic psychological social exchange relationship. However, this 

approach obscures understanding of implementation effectiveness, creating a “black box” 

surrounding the dynamics of availability, access experiences, use, and consequences. While such 

evidence supports the broad assumption that work-life flexibility policies benefits workers and 

the firm, the ways in which different types of flexibility policies, forms of boundary control, and 

implementation enablers and barriers affect access experiences occur in tandem (or not), lack 

clarity. Without insight into the mechanisms of effective implementation, the full potential of 

work-life flexibility programs is likely to remain unrealized: the conditions underlying positive 

effects will be neither fully understood nor maximized.  In essence, even if studies document the 

positive effects of flexibility availability, access experiences, or use, without stronger 

implementation research, researchers will not fully know why these positive effects occur or how 

to replicate effective policy implementation. 

  Prevailing theory-empirical gap. Third, we found evidence of a wide gap between 

theory and measurement of boundary control and implementation effectiveness in the literature. 

While all the reviewed studies theorized the importance of flexibility as giving workers some 

boundary control over their job conditions, only 20% empirically assessed experiences of control 

over the work boundary. Yet in studies where control was measured, the patterns of outcomes 

(when control was higher) tended to trend much more positively compared to both the findings 

from the studies in our overall sample and the mixed findings documented in previous reviews. 

Similarly, while all the reviewed studies acknowledged the importance of effective 

implementation, only about a 30%, defined and empirically assessed at least one form of 
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implementation.  Another telling finding was that roughly half of these studies simultaneously 

considered multiple aspects of implementation, demonstrating the interconnectedness of 

implementation across society, work, home, and the individual.  

Wide unevenness in what work-life flexibility scholars choose to study. Fourth, 

consistent with previous reviews (e.g., Fox et al., 2022), our review adds further support for the 

positive relationship between work-life flexibility policy use and improved well-being on and off 

the job. Yet our findings revealed tremendous unevenness in what aspects of work-life flexibility 

policies were studied in the literature, ultimately obscuring understanding of when and how 

positive results occur for which types of policies. Focusing on the shaded boxes in Figure 2, our 

results show that research addresses the availability of most types of work-life flexibility policies 

(Stage 1); does well to substantiate the implementation implications associated with perceived 

supervisor support for flexibility and a supportive organizational culture (Stage 2); has most 

studied the effects of temporal control over other forms (Stage 3); and theoretically (and 

sometimes empirically as well) suggests positive linkages between boundary control to 

individual work and nonwork outcomes (Stage 4). Yet despite ample conceptual evidence, there 

remains limited empirical examination of many other areas of the framework such as the 

emergence of permeability policies (Stage 1), home and individual access implementation 

experiences (Stage 2), in-depth examination of how use is enacted with other forms of boundary 

control and multiplicity effects (Stage 3), and outcomes involving the workgroup, organization, 

and family members (Stage 4). Thus, considerable gaps remain. 

In sum, our review redirects the field to focus on 1) formal work-life flexibility policies, 

2) types of boundary control, and 3) the interconnected dynamics of different forms of 

implementation (e.g., societal, organization, home, and individual) across these linked realms.   
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What the Field Gains by Focusing on Work-Life Flexibility Policies, Boundary Control, 

and Implementation 

Our insights for future research below are organized along these three themes: policies, 

boundary control and implementation. We discuss our rationale for focusing on each, including 

what the literature can gain from this focus and a research agenda.  

  Why focus on work-life flexibility policies? By focusing on recognized policies – which 

can more easily be measured empirically than informal arrangements – researchers can more 

transparently compare work-life flexibility access and use across societies, replicate studies, 

design interventions, and advance the science underlying best practices. Policy measurement will 

enable the evidence-based assessment of the availability, access experiences, and use of work-

life flexibility within and across industries and societies, providing needed information and 

guidance for policymakers to pass regulations and legislation. This can, for example, enhance the 

accuracy of data captured in reports on government laws, union contracts, company and NGO 

(e.g., ILO, OECD, UN) annual reports, and social responsibility indices (Ollier-Malaterre & 

Foucreault, 2017). Such policy-capturing data is critical for reducing work-life inequality and 

may enhance societal interest in policies in a way that creates or establishes a set of minimum 

occupational health protections in terms of formal availability and access opportunities for all 

workers regardless of one’s current level of supervisor or organizational support (Kossek & 

Kelliher, 2022). Instead of organizations viewing flexibility as a public relations tool when 

facing a tight labor market (to try and lure workers back to the workplace after the recent “great 

resignation,” Klotz, 2022), but where they retain full discretion to withdraw or limit use at will, a 

policy approach can shift organizational and broader societal thinking to view flexibility and 

access opportunities as a fundamental right of workers that must be upheld and protected. 
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A formal policy focus is also important given that policy implications are sorely under-

developed in management research (Eby & Facteau, 2022), which is holding back understanding 

of how to create and sustain healthy workplaces that can jointly advance productivity and well-

being. Focusing on disentangling the relationships between availability, access experiences, use, 

and outcomes, not only will enhance clearer measurement of cultural support for implementing 

policies (rather than blurring constructs), but also can capture real time changes in how 

flexibility policies evolve and are enacted. For example, it is possible that the use and access of 

hybrid work – a growing new policy form – may harm workers if individuals are not allowed to 

control the days during which they need flexibility.  Without this empowerment, working 

caregivers who use spatial control more heavily than employees who do not have to juggle 

caregiving with work (Kossek, Gettings, & Misra, 2021; Kossek, Perrigino, & Gounden-Rock, 

2021) – may experience adverse impact outcomes such as lower pay and greater risk for job loss.  

Future research on policies: Addressing bundles, improving measurement, and 

considering permeability policies.  Unfortunately, measures of policies are still very rudimentary 

and often at a binary level. More refined measures that move beyond dichotomous yes/no 

measures of policy availability or counts of the number of policies accessed are required to 

assess bundles of policy use. This includes identifying what creates or inhibits the synergies 

associated with “good” and “bad” bundles, respectively. Consider, for example, part-time work 

with limited permeability control. If permeability control is afforded in tandem with size control, 

the use of part-time work may then create greater schedule control over the work-nonwork-

boundary. Turning to the need for measurement innovation, the field should consider moving 

beyond self-report data and determining how to access archival measures in partnership with IT 

researchers and HR analytics. For example, non-same source measures could be used with 
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interdisciplinary teams involving HR data or software that tracks connectivity-related metrics 

like work and nonwork teleconference and email use, time of use, while teleworking, linking 

these metrics to work schedules and identifying how work gets dispersed into evenings and 

weekends (i.e., during personal and family time).    

 Future studies also need to conduct multi-level assessment of policy availability at the 

societal (e.g., legal) and firm levels in ways that not only carefully differentiate availability, 

access experiences and use within each level but also recognize and account for the ways in 

which access is experienced differently at the individual and workgroup levels and accumulative 

experiences over time. Attention to levels of analysis is important and – despite the inherent 

interconnectedness and dynamic interactions across levels – future investigations can be more 

deliberate in considering the top-down nested effects of how organization and workgroup levels 

affect individual experiences at both work and home. Given these dynamics, future studies 

should also account for the temporal aspects of use when teasing apart these differences (e.g., use 

for a day versus use over the course of a week or – more long-term – over the course of a career), 

and the downstream career effects of early decisions to heavily use flexibility policies. 

Although location, workload, scheduling, and time-off /leave policies receive scholarly 

attention, more work in particular is required to address permeability policies. On the one hand, 

it is possible that few organizations are offering policies like bring-your-own-device (BYOD) to 

work or those which allow for accessing personal email during the workday – perhaps because of 

the unknown associated benefits and costs (corresponding to the lack of empirical research). On 

the other hand, perhaps employers are already offering these understudied forms and practice is 

simply outpacing research. And despite research hype, we could find no studies assessing the 

effectiveness of the right to disconnect policies.  Thus, policy-capturing studies on permeability 
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policies are needed as these and other forms of flexibility grow. Whether it is front-line 

employees engaging in customer-facing work who do not have access to the flexibility they need 

(e.g., to take a call from a doctor, child or elderly parent during the work day when on the floor) 

or employer post-pandemic expectations for greater nonwork-to-work permeability as a quid pro 

quo for continuing remote work), permeability policy research is ripe for attention and on the 

precipice of significant growth. Moreover, it is often linked with other flexibility forms from 

spatial to temporal control. 

Why focus on boundary control? Even though different forms of boundary control are 

afforded to employees through formal work-life flexibility policies, we noted a significant gap 

between the degree to which control is conceptualized and theorized as a central aspect of these 

policies versus the amount of times control was operationalized or assessed empirically. While 

these policies are designed to give control, it is likely there will be variation in the degree to 

which workers report they experience this control as intended. Offering employees access to 

policies that on paper are designed to provide control for achieving “better work-life balance” 

may not achieve this intended result (even when employers may assume that this is the case by 

their mere offering of flexibility). Without directly measuring boundary control and outcomes 

(e.g., work-life balance in this example), there remains a critical lack of understanding as to why 

the outcome was (or was not) achieved. In other words, did the policy fail to generate or provide 

control? Did the policy provide control which was undermined by access and use barriers? Or 

did control link to other outcomes such as work commitment, but didn’t influence balance?  

Thus, assessment of boundary control is required to begin to address any of these questions.  

A focus on boundary control is also important because policies may not confer boundary 

control equally across individuals – indicative of inequality across jobs and demographic groups 
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– nor will links between control and outcomes necessarily be uniform across all populations. For 

example, while workers with access to teleworking during the pandemic were privileged 

compared to essential workers who had greater exposure to COVID-19, not all teleworkers 

experienced a freedom to control work-nonwork boundaries. Instead, heightened multi-tasking of 

work and nonwork demands (e.g., virtual schooling, childcare) led some to feel even less in 

control, with negative effects on mental health and families (Kossek, Dumas et al., 2021). Going 

forward, scholars – by assessing boundary control – can better determine the extent to which 

workers’ interests in hybrid working (a growing post-pandemic trend) aligns with employers as 

companies vary in their efforts to increase (or reverse) access (Cutter, Bindley, & Dill, 2022).   

Future research on boundary control: Specificity and multiplicity, incorporating 

critical views, and assessing limits. Future studies should build on our conceptual taxonomy of 

types of boundary control afforded through different work-life flexibility policies with the 

recognition that control can be used in varying degrees. Research should focus on identifying the 

nuanced effects of different types of boundary control and take care to match conceptualization 

with operationalization. For example, while we applaud studies that assessed job autonomy, such 

measures are too vague and imprecise to account for which type(s) of boundary control are 

experienced in relation to different flexibility policies. Similarly, general measures of schedule 

control (cf Kelly et al., 2014) should either focus specifically on temporal control or should parse 

apart the different types of control that are embedded within. Without doing so, it will be nearly 

impossible for researchers to pinpoint the benefits of multiplicity effects and align them carefully 

to core work-life enrichment and conflict theories.  

It will also be interesting to consider whether multiplicity effects entail diminishing 

returns or a “too much of a good thing” effect (Pierce & Aguinis, 2013). For example, 
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individuals who prefer structure and routine in industries where theses work patterns are needed 

for high productivity might benefit when only one type (rather than multiple types) of control are 

accessible. Alternatively, as noted in our above discussion of the need to investigate “good” and 

“bad” flexibility bundles, societal increases in location control could come in tandem with 

decreases in size or permeability control, and lead to unintended negative consequences. 

Studies grounded in cultural discourse and critical theory are also needed to countervail 

the predominance of positivist views in the literature. Although “control” is a widely shared and 

inherent definitional element embedded within work-life flexibility, our review indicated that 

work-life flexibility seems to hold different meanings across different stakeholders. It also occurs 

in many different forms with varied motivations from health to family needs (Thompson et al., 

2022) and in the presence of shifting narratives (Padavic et al., 2020). For many years work-life 

flexibility was viewed as an “accommodation”, yet during the pandemic took on new meaning to 

be viewed by employers as a “performance tool,” perhaps signalling a shift in the employer goals 

of and level of commitment to implementation of policies (Kossek et al., 2021). New terms 

growing rapidly in the management field – like “hybrid” flexibility– also remain unclear 

conceptually. Does this, for example, refer to whether workers can control only certain days or 

times they have flexibility?  Or perhaps “hybrid” refers to work-life flexibility that is socially co-

constructed with employers to take on an organization-specific meaning? Or do some firms 

culturally view flexibility as something limited to only certain types of policies (e.g., flextime, 

and telework but not part time professional work) and only for certain types of workers? Or do 

they see flexibility as something that is a buffet-style offering of different types of control for 

employees to determine their working arrangements – which is granted, idiosyncratic but 

through formal policies nonetheless? These are the types of questions that underscore our 
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emphasis for research to assess the alignment of boundary control in relation to work-life 

flexibility meanings, narratives, and policies between stakeholders and contexts.  

Future work can build on our model to measure the effects of using policies over time, 

focusing on linking different policies to experiences of boundary control. While our review 

demonstrates strong conceptual and empirical support for this finding, more research is required 

to advance understanding of when and how much boundary control matters for the effectiveness 

of flexibility users. Research is required to identify when individuals are less likely to experience 

boundary control when accessing policies, and whether there are limits to the benefits of control. 

To this end, understanding agentic-related individual characteristics – including boundary 

management preferences – is important to integrate and measure in studies since individuals 

differ in their ability to adapt, innovate, and utilize the control made available to them effectively 

(e.g., Wu et al., 2015; 2020). If someone is using telework to multi-task performing their job 

while watching their children, will this simply lead to work intensification, burnout, and poorer 

performance in both realms? Although more work is required to understand how boundary 

control impacts family-specific and nonwork outcomes, the limited evidence is largely positive. 

Recall that Hughes and Galinsky (1994) found that schedule control enhanced marital support 

and reduced marital tension for individuals with children, while temporal control was beneficial 

for parenting and domestic outcomes (Tietze & Nadin, 2011; Sullivan & Smithson, 2007). 

Nonetheless, the fact that Hughes and Galinsky (1994) did not find support for the direct effect 

of schedule control on other marital outcomes serves as a useful reminder that not every type of 

boundary control will (or should) have a positive effect on every outcome. Future research can 

undertake nuanced, theory-driven investigations to more accurately connect different forms of 

boundary control with work and nonwork outcomes alike. 
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Why focus on implementation?  We significantly lack benchmark data to advance the 

understanding of the science of implementation effectiveness. Right now, there is limited 

understanding of implementation conditions which makes it difficult to compare types of 

flexibility and assess synergies or disconnects. The lack of detail about work-life flexibility 

policy features, about the extent of use (rather than a dichotomous measure of use or non-use), 

stakeholder perspectives (e.g., management, employee, co-worker, family members) and context 

of implementation makes it unclear whether the policies being compared and the extent of 

employee’s exposure to the policies are really the same across studies.  We also lack information 

where policies are bundled and considered in aggregate, without also considering individual 

effects and testing synergies within bundles. Examining policy implementation holds the promise 

of revealing the underlying reasons for mixed policy effects that have been documented in prior 

reviews, and of identifying best practices for optimal implementation and outcomes in future.  

For example, boundary control is likely to vary across contexts in how policies are 

implemented within and across cultures, and this should be assessed in terms of organizational 

and institutional implementation support.  In-depth multi-level implementation cross-national 

studies are needed including a wider range of countries than the U.S. and Europe which is where 

most studies were conducted.  Such studies might examine whether a secretary who is able to 

have temporal control to flex hours each week to take her child to a recurring medical 

appointment, may have more positive use experiences in a country such as Australia or the U.K. 

where there is a legal right to request a flexible schedule, than unlike in many other countries 

from the U.S. to Africa or South America, where there may not be a legal right to request 

flexibility.  We really don’t know whether individuals needing flexibility to care for family 

health, for example, are less likely to access policies due to fears of backlash and potential job 
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loss for flexibility use, since most workers are employed at will or policies may not even be 

available if there is limited institutional level implementation. Thus, management research on 

how control relates to implementation must simultaneously consider many realms.  Relatedly, 

gender not only affects implementation in the workplace, but also drives implementation in the 

home space (Kossek, et al., 2021). What happens when working women who use telework 

policies heavily because they are motivated to take on additional domestic tasks – such as 

providing childcare and completing housework chores – as they jointly manage their work and 

family roles related to gender identity? How will they be viewed by professional colleagues in 

terms of competency? If women continue to use flexibility more than men for work-life-related 

reasons, will this create a negative spiral of lower career advancement and pay and will they be 

devalued in society?   Does likely greater flexibility by women reinforce and rigidify traditional 

gender roles in home implementation for couples with long lasting societal impacts on women’s 

career outcomes? 

Future research on implementation: Filling out the implementation framework, 

identifying unintentional barriers, and learning from history. Future research could draw on 

the work of Daniels et al. (2021) to better understand models of implementation and best 

practices. Implementation should involve assessment of several stakeholder perspectives and 

multiple levels of analysis to understand ripple effects and under-examined views. For example, 

the coworkers’ perspective often remains overlooked. Yet supervisors’ implementation decisions 

are not as dyadic as they appear since these decisions affect and are influenced by workgroup 

members.  For instance, the success of reduced-load work arrangements hinges on support from 

other team members to cover the reduced-load, and the ways in which the work arrangement is 

not only discussed between the supervisor and subordinate but also how it is communicated to 
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other team members (Friede et al., 2008). Studies can address what the nature of these 

conversations are like and how linkages between flexibility policies and the use of team-based 

structures and enabling social dynamics (e.g., collegiality, conscientiousness cultures) can foster 

innovation and other workgroup-level outcomes (Beugelsdijk, 2008). In terms of 

operationalization, future studies might adapt the family-supportive coworker behavior measure 

developed by Toretz and Mills (2022: 2) to better understand how coworkers provide “tangible 

assistance” in the implementation of work-life flexibility policies. More generally, as illustrated 

by our examples, we encourage future work to examine the dynamics between at least two 

contexts (e.g., home, group) shaping implementation a flexibility policy at a time. 

Another area ripe for further study relates to a need for more in-depth investigation of 

implementation barriers that move beyond their presence toward identifying if they are 

intentional or unintentional in order to advance meaningful change.  The field has long 

understood that organizations may intentionally undermine implementation such as by providing 

policies as window dressing (Goodstein, 1994) in order to attract workers, without top 

management commitment to strong cultural integration. Yet far more limited study has been 

done using recent conceptualizations of “backlash” against work-life flexibility policies which 

recognize that barriers also exist for unintended reasons (Perrigino et al., 2018). For instance, at 

the organizational level, an unintentional barrier could be misalignment of a flexibility policy 

with other HR systems (e.g., leaders lacking understanding or foresight as to how the 

compensation structure would discourage policy use). Turning to the supervisory level, a 

supervisor might be viewed as an intentional barrier when s/he deliberately denies a request to 

work remotely. However, the supervisor might be an unintentional barrier if they are unaware of 
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existing corporate policies (Beauregard & Henry, 2009) or misinterpret application of policies 

(Aryee et al., 2013) that might support effective remote work implementation.  

In filling the multiple gaps to be addressed in Figure 2, studies can investigate how home 

implementation impacts the effectiveness of many other work-life flexibility policies such as 

telework and part time work beyond leaves (which has had the most studies on home 

implementation).  For example, prevailing work-life discourse affects the division of household 

labor among dual-earner couples and expectations as far as whether and to what extent a spouse 

should use flexibility policies. Even if all of the organizational implementation factors are 

enabling – the supervisor, culture, alignment with HRM systems, and workgroup – unintentional 

barriers from home implementation can curb boundary control (Sewell & Taskin, 2015), thereby 

attenuating positive outcomes. 

There is also a need for scholars to continue to learn from history and how organizational 

routines of how many employers approach work-life flexibility may continue to be culturally 

reproduced. For example, early organizational implementation of flexibility often limited access 

to employees who were the best (i.e., highest performers) or the most visibly in need of 

accommodations (e.g., women with children; Grover, 1991), which may have created skewed 

samples and a confound in early research findings on the positive performance effects of using 

flexibility. As major organizations (e.g., IBM, Deloitte, Accenture) moved to a mobile workforce 

in the 2000s, flexibility was often provided with condition that employees would maintain 

permeable boundaries for 24/7 availability (Kossek, et al, 2021). Now society, organizations, 

families and workers are adjusting to the “new normal” of post-pandemic flexibility that firms 

vary in how they are adopting. This variation in employer response represents a significant 

opportunity for future research in two ways. First, the recent reversal of some firms from 
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opening up long term remote and flexibility reinforces our call to integrate critical views since 

this early history shapes employees’ and managers’ current understanding and reflects their lived 

experiences of what “effective” implementation entails and what it does not. For example, 

implementation may continue to be targeted to certain employee groups based on need or 

performance rather than mainstreamed as widely accepted work form. Second, this history serves 

as a reminder that work-life flexibility policy implementation has not only evolved in the past 

but also will continue to evolve in the future. As this evolution occurs, studies addressing the 

benefits and risks of emergent work-life flexibility policies in a post-pandemic era can integrate 

ideas from the organizational change literature. For example, will CEOs and HR leaders disagree 

on which implementation approach to take (i.e., a return to the office, or widespread flexibility) 

creating an organization implementation barrier (Peters & Heusinkveld, 2010)? Which 

coworkers will be champions of the change and who will be doubters (Jansen et al., 2016)?  

Studies should and can pull from other disciplines outside of management such as 

integrating a family-systems view to determine whether this potential societal evolution of 

moving more of the workplace into the home space and time, will generate or deplete resources 

at home and in the family (Ferguson et al., 2016). Studies addressing societal implementation 

forces might integrate an institutional work perspective to address how work-life narratives 

surrounding post-pandemic expectations shift, gain momentum, and become entrained over time 

(Granqvist & Gustafsson, 2016). These are all pressing questions for future research as the “new 

normal – in its infancy– offering researchers a rich opportunity to develop a better understanding 

of the ever-evolving implementation of work-life flexibility policies. 

Recent business press suggests that rising divergence in opinions between workers and 

managers regarding whether and how flexibility should be implemented post-pandemic is 
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heating up “workplace wars.”  Overall, these conflicts regarding what “work looks like” and 

“who defines how it gets done,” has the potential to substantially alter the long-term dynamics of 

the employer-employee relationship (Cutter et al., 2022: B4). Work-life flexibility is increasingly 

important as a cultural symbol of work as a “contested terrain” (Edwards, 1980) reflecting rising 

societal tensions over who has the ultimate power to control workers’ time, energy and lives.   

CONCLUSION 

Our goal was to reinvigorate research on work-life flexibility policies by directing the 

field’s focus to the importance of and connections among policy use, boundary control, and 

implementation. We offered a framework that we hope will set a course for advancing theory and 

future research for years to come, guiding the field forward in a way that: (1) ties research more 

closely to the importance of understanding policy availability, access experiences, use, and 

multi-domain outcomes; and (2) considers the roles of effective policy implementation and 

theoretical and empirical linkages to different forms of boundary control in advancing well-being 

and productivity for individuals, families, workgroups, and the organization to help foster 

societies that support effectiveness across the life span on and off the job. 

REFERENCES 

(References marked with an asterisk * are included for Review; n = 338) 
*Adame, C., Caplliure, E. M., & Miquel, M. J. 2016. Work–life balance and firms: a matter of 

women?. Journal of Business Research, 69: 1379-1383.  
*Adame-Sánchez, C., González-Cruz, T. F., & Martínez-Fuentes, C. 2016. Do firms implement 

work–life balance policies to benefit their workers or themselves?. Journal of Business 
Research, 69: 5519-5523.  

*Ainsworth, S., & Cutcher, L. 2008. Expectant mothers and absent fathers: Paid maternity leave 
in Australia. Gender, Work & Organization, 15: 375-393.  

Allen, T. D., Golden, T. D., & Shockley, K. M. 2015. How effective is telecommuting? 
Assessing the status of our scientific findings. Psychological Science in the Public 
Interest, 16: 40-68. 

Allen, T. D., Johnson, R. C., Kiburz, K. M., & Shockley, K. M. 2013. Work–family conflict and 
flexible work arrangements: Deconstructing flexibility. Personnel Psychology, 66(: 345-
376.  



WORK- LIFE FLEXIBILITY POLICIES   49 
 

*Almqvist, A. L. 2008. Why most Swedish fathers and few French fathers use paid parental 
leave: An exploratory qualitative study of parents. Fathering: A Journal of Theory, 
Research & Practice about Men as Fathers, 6: 192-200. 

*Anderson, S. E., Coffey, B. S., & Byerly, R. T. 2002. Formal organizational initiatives and 
informal workplace practices: Links to work-family conflict and job-related 
outcomes. Journal of Management, 28: 787-810.  

*Armstrong‐Stassen, M., & Schlosser, F. 2010. When hospitals provide HR practices tailored to 
older nurses, will older nurses stay? It may depend on their supervisor. Human Resource 
Management Journal, 20: 375-390.  

*Arthur, M. M. 2003. Share price reactions to work-family initiatives: An institutional 
perspective. Academy of Management Journal, 46: 497-505.  

*Asgari, H., Jin, X., & Rojas IV, M. B. 2019. Time geography of daily activities: A closer look 
into telecommute impacts. Travel Behaviour and Society, 16: 99-107. 

Ashforth, B. E., Kreiner, G. E., & Fugate, M. 2000. All in a day's work: Boundaries and micro 
role transitions. Academy of Management Review, 25: 472-491. 

*Atkinson, C., & Hall, L. 2009. The role of gender in varying forms of flexible working. Gender, 
Work & Organization, 16: 650-666.  

*Atkinson, C., & Sandiford, P. 2016. An exploration of older worker flexible working 
arrangements in smaller firms. Human Resource Management Journal, 26: 12-28.  

*Avgoustaki, A., & Bessa, I. 2019. Examining the link between flexible working arrangement 
bundles and employee work effort. Human Resource Management, 58: 431-449.  

Aryee, S., Chu, C. W., Kim, T. Y., & Ryu, S. 2013. Family-supportive work environment and 
employee work behaviors: An investigation of mediating mechanisms. Journal of 
Management, 39: 792-813. 

*Azar, S., Khan, A., & Van Eerde, W. 2018. Modelling linkages between flexible work 
arrangements' use and organizational outcomes. Journal of Business Research, 91: 134-
143.  

Bailey, D. E., & Kurland, N. B. 2002. A review of telework research: Findings, new directions, 
and lessons for the study of modern work. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 23: 383-
400.  

*Bainbridge, H. T., & Townsend, K. 2020. The effects of offering flexible work practices to 
employees with unpaid caregiving responsibilities for elderly or disabled family 
members. Human Resource Management, 59: 483-495.  

Baltes, B. B., Briggs, T. E., Huff, J. W., Wright, J. A., & Neuman, G. A. 1999. Flexible and 
compressed workweek schedules: A meta-analysis of their effects on work-related 
criteria. Journal of Applied Psychology, 84: 496-513. 

*Barrah, J. L., Shultz, K. S., Baltes, B., & Stolz, H. E. 2004. Men's and Women's Eldercare-
Based Work-Family Conflict: Antecedents and Work-Related Outcomes. Fathering: A 
Journal of Theory, Research & Practice about Men as Fathers, 2: 305-330. 

*Basile, K., & Beauregard, T. A. 2018. Oceans apart: work-life boundaries and the effects of an 
oversupply of segmentation. The International Journal of Human Resource Management, 
32: 1139-1170.  

*Bathini, D. R., & Kandathil, G. M. 2019. An orchestrated negotiated exchange: Trading home-
based telework for intensified work. Journal of Business Ethics, 154: 411-423.  

Beauregard, T. A., & Henry, L. C. 2009. Making the link between work-life balance practices 
and organizational performance. Human Resource Management Review, 19: 9-22. 



WORK- LIFE FLEXIBILITY POLICIES   50 
 

Becker, B.E., & Huselid, M.A. 1998. High performance work systems and firm performance:  A 
synthesis of research and managerial implications. Research in Personnel and Human 
Resource Management, 16: 53-101. 

*Been, W. M., van der Lippe, T., den Dulk, L., das Dores Guerreiro, M., Mrcela, K. K., & 
Niemistö, C. 2017. European top managers' support for work-life arrangements. Social 
Science Research, 65: 60-74. 

*Beham, B., Baierl, A., & Poelmans, S. 2015. Managerial telework allowance decisions–a 
vignette study among German managers. The International Journal of Human Resource 
Management, 26: 1385-1406.  

*Beugelsdijk, S. 2008. Strategic human resource practices and product innovation. Organization 
Studies, 29: 821-847.  

*Björk, S. 2013. Doing morally intelligible fatherhood: Swedish fathers' accounts of their 
parental part-time work choices. Fathering: A Journal of Theory, Research & Practice 
about Men as Fathers, 11: 221-238. 

*Björk, S., Larsson, J., & Lundberg, E. 2020. Choosing to work part-time–combinations of 
motives and the role of preferences and constraints. Scandinavian Journal of Work and 
Organizational Psychology, 5: 7, 1-14. 

*Bohle, P., Willaby, H., Quinlan, M., & McNamara, M. 2011. Flexible work in call centres: 
Working hours, work-life conflict & health. Applied Ergonomics, 42: 219-224. 

*Boreham, P., Povey, J., & Tomaszewski, W. 2016. Work and social well-being: the impact of 
employment conditions on quality of life. The International Journal of Human Resource 
Management, 27: 593-611.  

*Børve, H. E., & Bungum, B. 2015. Norwegian working fathers in global working life. Gender, 
Work & Organization, 22: 309-323.  

Bourdeau, S., Ollier-Malaterre, A., & Houlfort, N. 2019. Not all work-life policies are created 
equal: Career consequences of using enabling versus enclosing work-life policies. 
Academy of Management Review, 44: 172-193. 

Bowen, D. E., & Ostroff, C. 2004. Understanding HRM–firm performance linkages: The role of 
the “strength” of the HRM system. Academy of Management Review, 29(2): 203-221.  

*Brandth, B., & Kvande, E. 2019. Workplace support of fathers’ parental leave use in Norway. 
Community, Work & Family, 22: 43-57. 

*Brandth, B., & Kvande, E. 2018. Masculinity and fathering alone during parental leave. Men 
and Masculinities, 21: 72-90. 

*Brandth, B., & Kvande, E. 2002. Reflexive fathers: Negotiating parental leave and working 
life. Gender, Work & Organization, 9: 186-203.  

*Breaugh, J. A., & Frye, N. K. 2008. Work–family conflict: The importance of family-friendly 
employment practices and family-supportive supervisors. Journal of Business and 
Psychology, 22: 345-353.  

*Brewer, A. M. 2000. Work design for flexible work scheduling: Barriers and gender 
implications. Gender, Work & Organization, 7: 33-44.  

*Brewster, C., Mayne, L., & Tregaskis, O. 1997. Flexible working in Europe. Journal of World 
Business, 32: 133-151.  

*Brewster, C., Suutari, V., & Minbaeva, D. B. 2005. HRM practices and MNC knowledge 
transfer. Personnel Review, 34: 125-144.  



WORK- LIFE FLEXIBILITY POLICIES   51 
 

*Brough, P., O'Driscoll, M. P., & Kalliath, T. J. 2005. The ability of ‘family friendly’ 
organizational resources to predict work–family conflict and job and family 
satisfaction. Stress and Health, 21: 223-234.  

*Brown, T. J., Ferrara, K., & Schley, N. 2002. The relationship of pregnancy status to job 
satisfaction: An exploratory analysis. Journal of Business and Psychology, 17: 63-72.  

*Butler, A. B., Grzywacz, J. G., Ettner, S. L., & Liu, B. 2009. Workplace flexibility, self-
reported health, and health care utilization. Work & Stress, 23: 45-59.  

Byron, K. 2005. A meta-analytic review of work–family conflict and its antecedents. Journal of 
Vocational Behavior, 67: 169-198. 

*Byun, S. Y., & Won, S. Y. 2020. Are they ideological renegades? Fathers' experiences on 
taking parental leave and gender dynamics in Korea: A qualitative study. Gender, Work 
& Organization, 27: 592-614.  

*Caillier, J. G. 2016. Does satisfaction with family-friendly programs reduce turnover? A panel 
study conducted in US federal agencies. Public Personnel Management, 45: 284-307. 

*Caillier, J. G. 2013. Are teleworkers less likely to report leave intentions in the United States 
federal government than non-teleworkers are?. The American Review of Public 
Administration, 43: 72-88. 

*Cañibano, A. 2019. Workplace flexibility as a paradoxical phenomenon: Exploring employee 
experiences. Human Relations, 72: 444-470.  

*Cant, R., O'Loughlin, K., & Legge, V. 2001. Sick leave--Cushion or entitlement? A study of 
age cohorts' attitudes and practices in two Australian workplaces. Work, 17: 39-48. 

*Carlson, D. S., Ferguson, M., Kacmar, K. M., Grzywacz, J. G., & Whitten, D. 2011. Pay it 
forward: The positive crossover effects of supervisor work—family enrichment. Journal 
of Management, 37: 770-789.  

*Casey, C., & Alach, P. 2004. ‘Just a temp?’ Women, temporary employment and lifestyle. 
Work, Employment and Society, 18: 459-480.  

*Casper, W. J., & Buffardi, L. C. 2004. Work-life benefits and job pursuit intentions: The role of 
anticipated organizational support. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 65: 391-410.  

*Casper, W. J., & Harris, C. M. 2008. Work-life benefits and organizational attachment: Self-
interest utility and signaling theory models. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 72: 95-109.  

*Castillo, J. T., Welch, G. W., & Sarver, C. M. 2012. Walking a high beam: The balance 
between employment stability, workplace flexibility, and nonresident father involvement. 
American Journal of Men's Health, 6: 120-131. 

*Cegarra‐Leiva, D., Sánchez‐Vidal, M. E., & Cegarra‐Navarro, J. G. 2012. Understanding the 
link between work life balance practices and organisational outcomes in SMEs. 
Personnel Review, 41: 359-379.  

*Cegarra-Leiva, D., Sánchez-Vidal, M. E., & Cegarra-Navarro, J. G. 2012a. Work life balance 
and the retention of managers in Spanish SMEs. The International Journal of Human 
Resource Management, 23: 91-108.  

*Chakrabarti, S. 2018. Does telecommuting promote sustainable travel and physical activity?. 
Journal of Transport & Health, 9: 19-33. 

*Chandra, V. 2012. Work–life balance: eastern and western perspectives. The International 
Journal of Human Resource Management, 23: 1040-1056.  

*Charlesworth, S., & Robertson, D. 2012. Policing, gender, and working time: An Australian 
case study. Police Practice and Research, 13: 241-253. 



WORK- LIFE FLEXIBILITY POLICIES   52 
 

Chen, H., Mehra, A., Tasselli, S., & Borgatti, S. P. (2022). Network dynamics and organizations: 
A review and research agenda. Journal of Management, 48: 1602-1660. 

*Chen, W., Zhang, Y., Sanders, K., & Xu, S. 2018. Family-friendly work practices and their 
outcomes in China: The mediating role of work-to-family enrichment and the moderating 
role of gender. The International Journal of Human Resource Management, 29: 1307-
1329.  

*Chen, Y., & Fulmer, I. S. 2018. Fine‐tuning what we know about employees' experience with 
flexible work arrangements and their job attitudes. Human Resource Management, 57: 
381-395.  

*Chiang, F. F., Birtch, T. A., & Kwan, H. K. 2010. The moderating roles of job control and 
work-life balance practices on employee stress in the hotel and catering industry. 
International Journal of Hospitality Management, 29: 25-32. 

*Choi, S. 2018. Managing flexible work arrangements in government: Testing the effects of 
institutional and managerial support. Public Personnel Management, 47: 26-50. 

*Chou, K. L., & Cheung, K. C. K. 2013. Family-friendly policies in the workplace and their 
effect on work–life conflicts in Hong Kong. The International Journal of Human 
Resource Management, 24: 3872-3885.  

Choudhury, P. (2020). Our work-from-anywhere future. Harvard Business Review. November-
December: 58–63 

*Chuang, E., Dill, J., Morgan, J. C., & Konrad, T. R. 2012. A configurational approach to the 
relationship between high‐performance work practices and frontline health care worker 
outcomes. Health Services Research, 47: 1460-1481. 

*Chung, H., & Tijdens, K. 2013. Working time flexibility components and working time regimes 
in Europe: using company-level data across 21 countries. The International Journal of 
Human Resource Management, 24: 1418-1434.  

*Chung, H., & Van der Horst, M. 2020. Flexible working and unpaid overtime in the UK: The 
role of gender, parental and occupational status. Social Indicators Research, 151: 495-
520. 

Clark, S. C. 2000. Work/family border theory: A new theory of work/family balance. Human 
Relations, 53: 747-770. 

*Clarke, N., Alshenalfi, N., & Garavan, T. 2019. Upward influence tactics and their effects on 
job performance ratings and flexible working arrangements: The mediating roles of 
mutual recognition respect and mutual appraisal respect. Human Resource 
Management, 58: 397-416.  

*Coenen, M., & Kok, R. A. 2014. Workplace flexibility and new product development 
performance: The role of telework and flexible work schedules. European Management 
Journal, 32: 564-576.  

*Collins, A. M., Cartwright, S., & Hislop, D. 2013. Homeworking: Negotiating the 
psychological contract. Human Resource Management Journal, 23: 211-225.  

Combs, J., Liu, Y., Hall, A., & Ketchen, D. 2006. How much do high‐performance work 
practices matter? A meta‐analysis of their effects on organizational performance. 
Personnel Psychology, 59: 501-528.  

*Conway, N., & Sturges, J. 2014. Investigating unpaid overtime working among the part‐time 
workforce. British Journal of Management, 25: 755-771.   



WORK- LIFE FLEXIBILITY POLICIES   53 
 

Crain, T. L., & Stevens, S. C. 2018. Family‐supportive supervisor behaviors: A review and 
recommendations for research and practice. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 39: 869-
888. 

*Crompton, R., & Lyonette, C. 2011. Women's career success and work–life adaptations in the 
accountancy and medical professions in Britain. Gender, Work & Organization: 18: 231-
254.  

*Croucher, R., & Rizov, M. 2015. MNEs and flexible working practices in Mauritius. The 
International Journal of Human Resource Management, 26: 2701-2717.  

*Crowley, J. E., & Kolenikov, S. 2014. Flexible work options and mothers' perceptions of career 
harm. The Sociological Quarterly, 55: 168-195. 

Cutter, C., Bindley, K. & Dill, K. 2022. The war to define what work looks like. The Wall Street 
Journal,  October 22,23: B1, B4. https://www.wsj.com/articles/the-war-to-define-what-
work-looks-like-11666411221 

*Daehlen, M. 2007. Job values, gender and profession: A comparative study of the transition  
from school to work. Journal of Education and Work, 20: 107-121. 

*Dancaster, L., & Baird, M. 2016. Predictors of the adoption of work–care arrangements: A 
study of South African firms. The International Journal of Human Resource 
Management, 27: 456-475.  

Daniels, K. 2019. Guidance on conducting and reviewing systematic reviews (and meta-
analyses) in work and organizational psychology. European Journal of Work and 
Organizational Psychology, 28: 1-10.  

Daniels, K., Watson, D., Nayani, R., Tregaskis, O., Hogg, M., Etuknwa, A., & Semkina, A. 
2021. Implementing practices focused on workplace health and psychological wellbeing: 
A systematic review. Social Science & Medicine, 277: 113888. 

*Dasgupta, S. A., Suar, D., & Singh, S. (2014). Managerial communication practices and 
employees’ attitudes and behaviours: A qualitative study. Corporate Communications: 
An International Journal, 19: 287-302. 

*Davey, B., Murrells, T., & Robinson, S. 2005. Returning to work after maternity leave: UK 
nurses’ motivations and preferences. Work, Employment and Society, 19: 327-348.  

*De Menezes, L. M., & Kelliher, C. 2017. Flexible working, individual performance, and 
employee attitudes: Comparing formal and informal arrangements. Human Resource 
Management, 56: 1051-1070.  

De Menezes, L. M., & Kelliher, C. 2011. Flexible working and performance: A systematic  
review of the evidence for a business case. International Journal of Management 
Reviews, 13: 452-474.  

*Delanoeije, J., & Verbruggen, M. 2019. The use of work-home practices and work-home 
conflict: Examining the role of volition and perceived pressure in a multi-method study. 
Frontiers in Psychology, 10: 2362.  

*Delanoeije, J., & Verbruggen, M. 2020. Between-person and within-person effects of telework: 
a quasi-field experiment. European Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, 29: 
795-808.  

*Den Dulk, L., Groeneveld, S., Ollier-Malaterre, A., & Valcour, M. 2013. National context in 
work-life research: A multi-level cross-national analysis of the adoption of workplace 
work-life arrangements in Europe. European Management Journal, 31: 478-494.  

*Dettmers, J., Wendt, C., & Biemelt, J. 2020. Already exhausted when arriving at work? a diary 
study of morning demands, start-of-work-day fatigue and job performance and the 

https://www.wsj.com/articles/the-war-to-define-what-work-looks-like-11666411221
https://www.wsj.com/articles/the-war-to-define-what-work-looks-like-11666411221


WORK- LIFE FLEXIBILITY POLICIES   54 
 

buffering role of temporal flexibility. European Journal of Work and Organizational 
Psychology, 29: 809-821.  

*Dhaini, S. R., Denhaerynck, K., Bachnick, S., Schwendimann, R., Schubert, M., De Geest, S., 
Simon, M., & Match RN study group. 2018. Work schedule flexibility is associated with 
emotional exhaustion among registered nurses in Swiss hospitals: A cross-sectional 
study. International Journal of Nursing Studies, 82: 99-105. 

*Dick, P. 2004. Between a rock and a hard place: The dilemmas of managing part‐time working 
in the police service. Personnel Review, 33: 302-321. 

*Dick, P., & Hyde, R. 2006. Line manager involvement in work-life balance and career 
development: can't manage, won't manage?. British Journal of Guidance & Counselling, 
34: 345-364. 

DiMaggio, P. J., & Powell, W. W. 1983. The iron cage revisited: Institutional isomorphism and 
collective rationality in organizational fields. American Sociological Review, 48: 147-
160. 

*Donnelly, R. 2015. Gender, careers and flexibility in consultancies in the UK and the USA: a 
multi-level relational analysis. The International Journal of Human Resource 
Management, 26: 80-99.  

*Dousin, O., Collins, N., Bartram, T., & Stanton, P. 2021. The relationship between work‐life 
balance, the need for achievement, and intention to leave: mixed‐method study. Journal 
of Advanced Nursing, 77: 1478-1489. 

*Downes, C., & Koekemoer, E. 2012. Work-life balance policies: The use of flexitime. Journal 
of Psychology in Africa, 22: 201-208. 

*Duvander, A. Z., & Andersson, G. 2006. Gender equality and fertility in Sweden: A study on 
the impact of the father's uptake of parental leave on continued childbearing. Marriage & 
Family Review, 39: 121-142. 

Eby, L. T., & Facteau, D. 2022. Much ado about the lack of policy implications in scholarly 
journals?. Academy of Management Perspectives. https://doi.org/10.5465/amp.2022.0035 

Eddleston, K. A., & Mulki, J. 2017. Toward understanding remote workers’ management of 
work–family boundaries: The complexity of workplace embeddedness. Group & 
Organization Management, 42: 346-387. 

Edwards, R. 1980.  Contested terrain: The transformation of work in the 20th century. NY: Basic 
Books. 

*Eek, F., & Axmon, A. 2013. Attitude and flexibility are the most important work place factors 
for working parents’ mental wellbeing, stress, and work engagement. Scandinavian 
Journal of Public Health, 41: 692-705. 

*Ellingsæter, A. L., & Jensen, R. S. 2019. Politicising women’s part-time work in Norway: a 
longitudinal study of ideas. Work, Employment and Society, 33: 444-461.  

*Erden Bayazit, Z., & Bayazit, M. 2019. How do flexible work arrangements alleviate work-
family-conflict? The roles of flexibility i-deals and family-supportive cultures. The 
International Journal of Human Resource Management, 30: 405-435.  

*Estes, S. B. 2004. How are family-responsive workplace arrangements family friendly? 
Employer accommodations, parenting, and children's socioemotional well-being. The 
Sociological Quarterly, 45: 637-661. 

*Ewald, A., & Hogg, R. 2022. Invisible boundaries: Barriers to flexible working arrangements 
for fathers. Community, Work & Family, 25: 408-424. 

https://doi.org/10.5465/amp.2022.0035


WORK- LIFE FLEXIBILITY POLICIES   55 
 

*Fathima, F. N., Awor, P., Yen, Y. C., Gnanaselvam, N. A., & Zakham, F. 2020. Challenges and 
coping strategies faced by female scientists—A multicentric cross sectional study. PLoS 
One, 15: e0238635. 

*Fechter, C. 2020. The role of health in flexible working arrangements in Germany. Zeitschrift 
für Gerontologie und Geriatrie, 53: 334-339. 

Ferguson, M., Carlson, D., Boswell, W., Whitten, D., Butts, M. M., & Kacmar, K. M. 2016. 
Tethered to work: A family systems approach linking mobile device use to turnover 
intentions. Journal of Applied Psychology, 101: 520-534. 

*Field, J. C., & Chan, X. W. 2018. Contemporary knowledge workers and the boundaryless 
work–life Interface: Implications for the human resource management of the knowledge 
workforce. Frontiers in Psychology, 9: 2414.  

*Fiksenbaum, L. M. 2014. Supportive work–family environments: implications for work–family 
conflict and well-being. The International Journal of Human Resource Management, 25: 
653-672.  

*Fitzenberger, B., Steffes, S., & Strittmatter, A. 2016. Return-to-job during and after parental 
leave. The International Journal of Human Resource Management, 27: 803-831.  

*Fox, E., Pascall, G., & Warren, T. 2009. Work–family policies, participation, and practices: 
fathers and childcare in Europe. Community, Work & Family, 12: 313-326. 

Fox, K. E., Johnson, S. T., Berkman, L. F., Sianoja, M., Soh, Y., Kubzansky, L. D., & Kelly, E. 
L. 2022. Organisational-and group-level workplace interventions and their effect on 
multiple domains of worker well-being: A systematic review. Work & Stress, 36: 30-59. 

*Friede, A., Kossek, E. E., Lee, M. D., & Macdermid, S. 2008. Human resource manager 
insights on creating and sustaining successful reduced‐load work arrangements. Human 
Resource Management, 47: 707-727.  

*Fritz, C., & van Knippenberg, D. 2018. Gender and leadership aspiration: The impact of work–
life initiatives. Human Resource Management, 57: 855-868.  

*Fullerton, A. S., Dixon, J. C., & McCollum, D. B. 2020. The institutionalization of part-time 
work: Cross-national differences in the relationship between part-time work and 
perceived insecurity. Social Science Research, 87: 102402. 

Gajendran, R. S., & Harrison, D. A. 2007. The good, the bad, and the unknown about 
telecommuting: meta-analysis of psychological mediators and individual consequences. 
Journal of applied psychology, 92: 1524-1541. 

*Gajendran, R. S., Harrison, D. A., & Delaney‐Klinger, K. 2015. Are telecommuters remotely 
good citizens? Unpacking telecommuting's effects on performance via i‐deals and job 
resources. Personnel Psychology, 68: 353-393.  

*Galea, C., Houkes, I., & De Rijk, A. 2014. An insider's point of view: how a system of flexible 
working hours helps employees to strike a proper balance between work and personal 
life. The International Journal of Human Resource Management, 25: 1090-1111.  

*Galea, N., Powell, A., Loosemore, M., & Chappell, L. 2020. The gendered dimensions of 
informal institutions in the Australian construction industry. Gender, Work & 
Organization, 27: 1214-1231.  

*Galinsky, E., Bond, J. T., & Friedman, D. E. 1996. The role of employers in addressing the 
needs of employed parents. Journal of Social Issues, 52: 111-136.  

*Gallie, D., & Zhou, Y. 2011. The changing job skills of female part‐time workers in Britain 
1992–2006. Human Resource Management Journal, 21: 28-44.  



WORK- LIFE FLEXIBILITY POLICIES   56 
 

*Gálvez, A., Tirado, F., & Alcaráz, J. M. 2018. Resisting long working hours: The case of 
Spanish female teleworkers. German Journal of Human Resource Management, 32: 195-
216. 

*Gangl, M., & Ziefle, A. 2015. The making of a good woman: Extended parental leave 
entitlements and mothers’ work commitment in Germany. American Journal of 
Sociology, 121: 511-563.  

*Gatrell, C. 2007. A fractional commitment? Part-time work and the maternal body. The 
International Journal of Human Resource Management, 18: 462-475.  

*Gerdenitsch, C., Scheel, T. E., Andorfer, J., & Korunka, C. 2016. Coworking spaces: A source 
of social support for independent professionals. Frontiers in Psychology, 7: 581.  

*Giannikis, S. K., & Mihail, D. M. 2011. Flexible work arrangements in Greece: a study of 
employee perceptions. The International Journal of Human Resource Management, 22: 
417-432.  

*Gjerdingen, D. K., & Chaloner, K. M. 1994. The relationship of women's postpartum mental 
health to employment, childbirth, and social support. Journal of Family Practice, 38: 
465-472. 

*Glavin, P., & Schieman, S. 2012. Work–family role blurring and work–family conflict: The 
moderating influence of job resources and job demands. Work and Occupations, 39: 71-
98.  

*Gloor, J. L., Li, X., Lim, S., & Feierabend, A. 2018. An inconvenient truth? Interpersonal and 
career consequences of “maybe baby” expectations. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 104: 
44-58.  

*Golden, L. 2008. Limited access: Disparities in flexible work schedules and work-at-home. 
Journal of Family and Economic Issues, 29: 86-109. 

*Golden, T. D. 2012. Altering the effects of work and family conflict on exhaustion: Telework 
during traditional and nontraditional work hours. Journal of Business and 
Psychology, 27: 255-269.  

*Golden, T. D., & Eddleston, K. A. 2020. Is there a price telecommuters pay? Examining the 
relationship between telecommuting and objective career success. Journal of Vocational 
Behavior, 116: 103348.  

*Golden, T. D., & Gajendran, R. S. 2019. Unpacking the role of a telecommuter’s job in their 
performance: examining job complexity, problem solving, interdependence, and social 
support. Journal of Business and Psychology, 34: 55-69.  

*Golden, T. D., Veiga, J. F., & Dino, R. N. 2008. The impact of professional isolation on 
teleworker job performance and turnover intentions: does time spent teleworking, 
interacting face-to-face, or having access to communication-enhancing technology 
matter?. Journal of Applied Psychology, 93: 1412–1421.  

*Golden, T. D., Veiga, J. F., & Simsek, Z. 2006. Telecommuting's differential impact on work-
family conflict: Is there no place like home?. Journal of Applied Psychology, 91: 1340–
1350.  

*Goñi-Legaz, S., & Ollo-López, A. 2016. The impact of family-friendly practices on work–
family balance in Spain. Applied Research in Quality of Life, 11: 983-1007. 

*Goñi-Legaz, S., & Ollo-López, A. 2015. Factors that determine the use of flexible work 
arrangement practices in Spain. Journal of Family and Economic Issues, 36: 463-476. 



WORK- LIFE FLEXIBILITY POLICIES   57 
 

*Goodman, J. M., Richardson, D. M., Steeves-Reece, A., Poma, L. D., Plumb, A., Wray, K., & 
Hurtado, D. A. 2019. Understanding parental leave experiences: connecting the dots with 
a multiple-methods approach. Community, Work & Family, 22: 512-526. 

*Goodstein, J. 1995. Employer involvement in eldercare: An organizational adaptation 
perspective. Academy of Management Journal, 38: 1657-1671.  

*Goodstein, J. D. 1994. Institutional pressures and strategic responsiveness: Employer 
involvement in work-family issues. Academy of Management Journal, 37: 350-382.  

Granqvist, N., & Gustafsson, R. 2016. Temporal institutional work. Academy of Management 
Journal, 59: 1009-1035. 

*Grawitch, M. J., & Barber, L. K. 2010. Work flexibility or nonwork support? Theoretical and 
empirical distinctions for work–life initiatives. Consulting Psychology Journal: Practice 
and Research, 62: 169-188. 

*Greer, T. W., & Payne, S. C. 2014. Overcoming telework challenges: Outcomes of successful 
telework strategies. The Psychologist-Manager Journal, 17: 87-111. 

*Groen, B. A., Van Triest, S. P., Coers, M., & Wtenweerde, N. 2018. Managing flexible work 
arrangements: Teleworking and output controls. European Management Journal, 36(6): 
727-735.  

*Grotto, A. R., & Lyness, K. S. 2010. The costs of today’s jobs: Job characteristics and 
organizational supports as antecedents of negative spillover. Journal of Vocational 
Behavior, 76: 395-405.  

Grover, S. L. (1991). Predicting the perceived fairness of parental leave policies. Journal of 
Applied Psychology, 76: 247-255. 

*Grover, S. L., & Crooker, K. J. 1995. Who appreciates family‐responsive human resource 
policies: The impact of family‐friendly policies on the organizational attachment of 
parents and non‐parents. Personnel Psychology, 48: 271-288.  

*Haar, J. M., & Spell, C. S. 2004. Programme knowledge and value of work-family practices 
and organizational commitment. The International Journal of Human Resource 
Management, 15: 1040-1055.  

*Haas, L., Allard, K., & Hwang, P. 2002. The impact of organizational culture on men's use of 
parental leave in Sweden. Community, Work & Family, 5: 319-342. 

*Haas, L., & Hwang, P. C. 2009. Is fatherhood becoming more visible at work? Trends in 
corporate support for fathers taking parental leave in Sweden. Fathering: A Journal of 
Theory, Research & Practice about Men as Fathers, 7: 303-321. 

Hackman, J. R., & Oldham, G. R. 1975. Development of the job diagnostic survey. Journal of 
Applied Psychology, 60: 159-170. 

*Haddock, S. A., Zimmerman, T. S., Lyness, K. P., & Ziemba, S. J. 2006. Practices of dual 
earner couples successfully balancing work and family. Journal of Family and Economic 
Issues, 27: 207-234. 

Hammer, L. B., Kossek, E. E., Yragui, N. L., Bodner, T. E., & Hanson, G. C. 2009. 
Development and validation of a multidimensional measure of family supportive 
supervisor behaviors (FSSB). Journal of Management, 35: 837-856. 

Hammer, L. B., Neal, M. B., Newsom, J. T., Brockwood, K. J., & Colton, C. L. 2005. A 
longitudinal study of the effects of dual-earner couples' utilization of family-friendly 
workplace supports on work and family outcomes. Journal of Applied Psychology, 90: 
799-810. 



WORK- LIFE FLEXIBILITY POLICIES   58 
 

*Hang-Yue, N. 2002. Part-time employment in Hong Kong: a gendered phenomenon?. The 
International Journal of Human Resource Management, 13: 361-377.  

*Hardy, C., Griffiths, A., & Hunter, M. S. 2017. What do working menopausal women want? A 
qualitative investigation into women’s perspectives on employer and line manager 
support. Maturitas, 101: 37-41. 

*Hari, A. 2017. Who gets to ‘work hard, play hard’? Gendering the work–life balance rhetoric in 
Canadian tech companies. Gender, Work & Organization, 24: 99-114.  

*Harris, L. 2003. Home‐based teleworking and the employment relationship. Personnel Review, 
32: 422-437.  

*Hartig, T., Kylin, C., & Johansson, G. 2007. The telework tradeoff: Stress mitigation vs. 
constrained restoration. Applied Psychology, 56: 231-253.  

*Hartman, R. I., Stoner, C. R., & Arora, R. 1991. An investigation of selected variables affecting 
telecommuting productivity and satisfaction. Journal of Business and Psychology, 6: 207-
225.  

*Harvey, V., & Tremblay, D. G. 2020. Paternity leave in Québec: Between social objectives and 
workplace challenges. Community, Work & Family, 23: 253-269. 

*Herrbach, O., Mignonac, K., Vandenberghe, C., & Negrini, A. 2009. Perceived HRM practices, 
organizational commitment, and voluntary early retirement among late‐career 
managers. Human Resource Management, 48: 895-915.  

Herrera-Sánchez, I. M., León-Pérez, J. M., & León-Rubio, J. M. 2017. Steps to ensure a 
successful implementation of occupational health and safety interventions at an 
organizational level. Frontiers in Psychology, 8: 2135. 

Hesselberth, P. 2018. Discourses on disconnectivity and the right to disconnect. New Media & 
Society, 20: 1994-2010. 

*Hewitt, B., Strazdins, L., & Martin, B. 2017. The benefits of paid maternity leave for mothers' 
post-partum health and wellbeing: Evidence from an Australian evaluation. Social 
Science & Medicine, 182: 97-105. 

*Hideg, I., Krstic, A., Trau, R. N., & Zarina, T. 2018. The unintended consequences of maternity 
leaves: How agency interventions mitigate the negative effects of longer legislated 
maternity leaves. Journal of Applied Psychology, 103: 1155–1164.  

*Hill, E. J., Ferris, M., & Märtinson, V. 2003. Does it matter where you work? A comparison of 
how three work venues (traditional office, virtual office, and home office) influence 
aspects of work and personal/family life. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 63: 220-241.  

Hill, E. J., Grzywacz, J. G., Allen, S., Blanchard, V. L., Matz-Costa, C., Shulkin, S., & Pitt-
Catsouphes, M. 2008. Defining and conceptualizing workplace flexibility. Community, 
Work and Family, 11: 149-163.  

*Hill, E. J., Hawkins, A. J., & Miller, B. C. 1996. Work and family in the virtual office: 
Perceived influences of mobile telework. Family Relations, 45: 293-301. 

*Hofferth, S. L., & Curtin, S. C. 2006. Parental leave statutes and maternal return to work after 
childbirth in the United States. Work and Occupations, 33: 73-105.  

Hogan, K. 2020. Embracing a flexible workplace. Accessed on June 20, 2022 from: 
https://blogs.microsoft.com/blog/2020/10/09/embracing-a-flexible-workplace/ 

*Hook, J. L. 2006. Care in context: Men's unpaid work in 20 countries, 1965–2003. American 
Sociological Review, 71: 639-660.  

*Hook, J. L. 2010. Gender inequality in the welfare state: Sex segregation in housework, 1965–
2003. American Journal of Sociology, 115: 1480-1523.  

https://blogs.microsoft.com/blog/2020/10/09/embracing-a-flexible-workplace/


WORK- LIFE FLEXIBILITY POLICIES   59 
 

*Hornung, S., Rousseau, D. M., & Glaser, J. 2008. Creating flexible work arrangements through 
idiosyncratic deals. Journal of Applied Psychology, 93: 655–664.  

*Horvath, L. K., Grether, T., & Wiese, B. S. 2018. Fathers’ realizations of parental leave plans: 
leadership responsibility as help or hindrance?. Sex Roles, 79: 163-175. 

*Hughes, D., & Galinsky, E. 1994. Work experiences and marital interactions: Elaborating the 
complexity of work. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 15: 423-438.  

*Hyatt, E., & Coslor, E. 2018. Compressed lives: how “flexible” are employer-imposed 
compressed work schedules?. Personnel Review, 47: 278-293.  

*Hylmö, A., & Buzzanell, P. 2002. Telecommuting as viewed through cultural lenses: An 
empirical investigation of the discourses of utopia, identity, and mystery. Communication 
Monographs, 69: 329-356. 

*Idiagbon‐Oke, M., & Oke, A. 2011. Implementing innovative flexible work practices in 
Nigerian local firms: Implications for management of change in less‐developed 
countries. Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 84: 518-543.  

*Ingram, P., & Simons, T. 1995. Institutional and resource dependence determinants of 
responsiveness to work-family issues. Academy of Management Journal, 38: 1466-1482.  

Jansen, K. J., Shipp, A. J., & Michael, J. H. 2016. Champions, converts, doubters, and defectors: 
The impact of shifting perceptions on momentum for change. Personnel Psychology, 69: 
673-707. 

*Jaoko, J. 2012. An analysis of supervisor support of policies on workplace flexibility. Journal 
of Social Service Research, 38: 541-548. 

*Jenkins, S., Bhanugopan, R., & Lockhart, P. 2016. A framework for optimizing work–life 
balance practices in Australia: Perceived options for employee support. Journal of 
Employment Counseling, 53: 112-129. 

*Jesmin, S. S., & Seward, R. R. 2011. Parental leave and fathers’ involvement with children in 
Bangladesh: a comparison with United States. Journal of Comparative Family Studies, 
42: 95-112. 

*Jou, J., Kozhimannil, K. B., Abraham, J. M., Blewett, L. A., & McGovern, P. M. 2018. Paid 
maternity leave in the United States: associations with maternal and infant health. 
Maternal and Child Health Journal, 22: 216-225. 

*Kachi, Y., Inoue, K., & Toyokawa, S. 2010. Associations between contractual status, part-time 
work, and intent to leave among professional caregivers for older people: Results of a 
national cross-sectional survey in Japan. International journal of Nursing Studies, 47: 
1028-1036. 

Kalev, A. & Dobbin, R. 2022. The surprising benefits of work/life support. Harvard Business 
Review. Accessed on September 2, 2022 from: https://hbr.org/2022/09/the-surprising-
benefits-of-work-life-support 

*Kalleberg, A. L., Reynolds, J., & Marsden, P. V. 2003. Externalizing employment: Flexible 
staffing arrangements in US organizations. Social Science Research, 32(4), 525-552. 

Karasek, R. A. 1979. Job demands, job decision latitude, and mental strain: Implications for job 
redesign. Administrative Science Quarterly, 24: 285-308. 

*Kauffeld, S., Jonas, E., & Frey, D. 2004. Effects of a flexible work-time design on employee-
and company-related aims. European Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, 
13: 79-100.  

https://hbr.org/2022/09/the-surprising-benefits-of-work-life-support
https://hbr.org/2022/09/the-surprising-benefits-of-work-life-support


WORK- LIFE FLEXIBILITY POLICIES   60 
 

*Kelliher, C., & Anderson, D. 2008. For better or for worse? An analysis of how flexible 
working practices influence employees' perceptions of job quality. The International 
Journal of Human Resource Management, 19: 419-431.  

*Kelliher, C., & Anderson, D. 2010. Doing more with less? Flexible working practices and the 
intensification of work. Human Relations, 63: 83-106.  

*Kelly, C. M., Rofcanin, Y., Las Heras, M., Ogbonnaya, C., Marescaux, E., & Bosch, M. J. 
2020. Seeking an “i-deal” balance: Schedule-flexibility i-deals as mediating mechanisms 
between supervisor emotional support and employee work and home 
performance. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 118: 103369.  

*Kelly, E. L. 2010. Failure to update: An institutional perspective on noncompliance with the 
Family and Medical Leave Act. Law & Society Review, 44: 33-66. 

Kelly, E. L., & Kalev, A. 2006. Managing flexible work arrangements in US organizations: 
Formalized discretion or ‘a right to ask’. Socio-Economic Review, 4: 379-416. 

Kelly, E. L., Kossek, E. E., Hammer, L. B., Durham, M., Bray, J., Chermack, K., Murphy, L. A., 
& Kaskubar, D. 2008. Getting there from here: research on the effects of work–family 
initiatives on work–family conflict and business outcomes. Academy of Management 
Annals, 2: 305-349.  

*Kelly, E. L., Moen, P., & Tranby, E. 2011. Changing workplaces to reduce work-family 
conflict: Schedule control in a white-collar organization. American Sociological Review, 
76: 265-290.  

*Kelly, E. L., Moen, P., Oakes, J. M., Fan, W., Okechukwu, C., Davis, K. D., Hammer, L. B., 
Kossek, E. E., King, R. B., Hanson, G. C., Mierzwa, F., & Casper, L. M. 2014. Changing 
work and work-family conflict: Evidence from the work, family, and health 
network. American Sociological Review, 79: 485-516.  

*Kim, P. B., Lee, G., & Jang, J. 2017. Employee empowerment and its contextual determinants 
and outcome for service workers. Management Decision, 55: 1022-1041.  

*Klein, K. J., Berman, L. M., & Dickson, M. W. 2000. May I work part-time? An exploration of 
predicted employer responses to employee requests for part-time work. Journal of 
Vocational Behavior, 57: 85-101.  

Köbis, N. C., Soraperra, I., & Shalvi, S. 2021. The consequences of participating in the sharing 
economy: a transparency-based sharing framework. Journal of Management, 47: 317-
343. 

Koch, A. R., & Binnewies, C. 2015. Setting a good example: Supervisors as work-life-friendly 
role models within the context of boundary management. Journal of Occupational Health 
Psychology, 20: 82-92. 

Klotz, A. 2022, June 3.The great resignation is still here, but whether it stays is up to leaders. 
Paris, France: OECD Forum. https://www.oecd-forum.org/posts/the-great-resignation-is-
still-here-but-whether-it-stays-is-up-to-leaders 

*Koh, C. W., Allen, T. D., & Zafar, N. 2013. Dissecting reasons for not telecommuting: Are 
nonusers a homogenous group?. The Psychologist-Manager Journal, 16: 243-260. 

*Koivisto, S., & Rice, R. E. 2016. Leader prototypicality moderates the relation between access 
to flexible work options and employee feelings of respect and leader endorsement. The 
International Journal of Human Resource Management, 27: 2771-2789.  

*Kossek, E. E. 1989. The acceptance of human resource innovation by multiple 
constituencies. Personnel Psychology, 42: 263-281.  

https://www.oecd-forum.org/posts/the-great-resignation-is-still-here-but-whether-it-stays-is-up-to-leaders
https://www.oecd-forum.org/posts/the-great-resignation-is-still-here-but-whether-it-stays-is-up-to-leaders


WORK- LIFE FLEXIBILITY POLICIES   61 
 

*Kossek, E. E., Dass, P., & DeMarr, B. 1994. The dominant logic of employer-sponsored work 
and family initiatives: Human resource managers' institutional role. Human Relations, 47: 
1121-1149.  

Kossek, E. E., Dumas, T. L., Piszczek, M. M., & Allen, T. D. 2021. Pushing the boundaries: A 
qualitative study of how stem women adapted to disrupted work–nonwork boundaries 
during the COVID-19 pandemic. Journal of Applied Psychology, 106: 1615-1629. 

Kossek, E., Gettings, P. & Misra, K. 2021. The future of flexibility at work. Harvard Business  
Review. https://hbr.org/2021/09/the-future-of-flexibility-at-work 

Kossek, E. E., & Kelliher, C. 2022. Making flexibility more i-deal: Advancing work-life equality 
collectively. Group & Organization Management. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/10596011221098823 

Kossek, E. E., & Lautsch, B. A. 2018. Work–life flexibility for whom? Occupational status and 
work–life inequality in upper, middle, and lower level jobs. Academy of Management 
Annals, 12: 5-36.  

Kossek, E. & Lautsch, B. 2012. Work-family boundary management styles in organizations: A  
cross-level model, Organizational Psychology Review, 2: 152–171.  

*Kossek, E. E., Lautsch, B. A., & Eaton, S. C. 2006. Telecommuting, control, and boundary 
management: Correlates of policy use and practice, job control, and work–family 
effectiveness. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 68: 347-367. 

*Kossek, E. E., & Lee, M. D. 2008. Implementing a reduced-workload arrangement to retain 
high talent: A case study. The Psychologist-Manager Journal, 11: 49-64. 

Kossek, E. E., & Michel, J. S. 2011. Flexible work schedules. In S. Zedeck (Ed.), APA 
Handbooks in Psychology. APA handbook of industrial and organizational psychology, 
Vol. 1. Building and developing the organization (pp. 535-572). Washington, DC, US: 
American Psychological Association.  

*Kossek, E. E., & Nichol, V. 1992. The effects of on‐site child care on employee attitudes and 
performance. Personnel Psychology, 45: 485-509.  

*Kossek, E. E., & Ollier-Malaterre, A. 2020. Desperately seeking sustainable careers: 
Redesigning professional jobs for the collaborative crafting of reduced-load 
work. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 117: 103315.  

*Kossek, E. E., Ollier‐Malaterre, A., Lee, M. D., Pichler, S., & Hall, D. T. 2016. Line managers’ 
rationales for professionals’ reduced‐load work in embracing and ambivalent 
organizations. Human Resource Management, 55: 143-171.  

Kossek, E., Perrigino, M. B., & Gounden-Rock, A. 2021. From ideal workers to ideal work  
for all: A review integrating the careers and work-family literatures. Journal of 
Vocational Behavior, 26: 103504. 

Kossek, E. E., Perrigino, M. B., Russo, M., & Morandin, G. 2022. Missed connections between 
the leadership and work-life fields: Work-life supportive leadership for a dual agenda. 
Academy of Management Annals. https://doi.org/10.5465/annals.2021.0085 

Kossek, E. E., Pichler, S., Bodner, T., & Hammer, L. B. 2011. Workplace social support and 
work–family conflict: A meta‐analysis clarifying the influence of general and work–
family‐specific supervisor and organizational support. Personnel Psychology, 64(2): 289-
313. 

Kossek, E. E., Rosokha, L. M., & Leana, C. 2020. Work schedule patching in health care: 
Exploring implementation approaches. Work and Occupations, 47: 228-261. 

https://hbr.org/2021/09/the-future-of-flexibility-at-work
https://doi.org/10.1177/10596011221098823
https://doi.org/10.5465/annals.2021.0085


WORK- LIFE FLEXIBILITY POLICIES   62 
 

Kossek, E. & Thompson, R. 2016. Workplace flexibility:  Integrating employer and employee 
perspectives to close the research-practice implementation gap. In T. Allen & L. Eby, 
(Eds.). Oxford Handbook of Work and Family. (pp. 255-270), New York: Oxford. 

*Kotey, B. A. 2017. Flexible working arrangements and strategic positions in SMEs. Personnel 
Review, 46: 355-370.  

*Kotey, B. A., & Sharma, B. 2019. Pathways from flexible work arrangements to financial 
performance. Personnel Review, 48: 731-747.  

*Kotey, B., & Sharma, B. 2016. Predictors of flexible working arrangement provision in small 
and medium enterprises (SMEs). The International Journal of Human Resource 
Management, 27: 2753-2770.  

*Kotsadam, A., & Finseraas, H. 2011. The state intervenes in the battle of the sexes: Causal 
effects of paternity leave. Social Science Research, 40: 1611-1622. 

*Krausz, M., & Hermann, E. 1991. Who is afraid of flexitime: Correlates of personal choice of a 
flexitime schedule. Applied Psychology, 40: 315-326.  

Kreiner, G. E., Hollensbe, E. C., & Sheep, M. L. 2009. Balancing borders and bridges: 
Negotiating the work-home interface via boundary work tactics. Academy of 
Management Journal, 52: 704-730. 

*Kröll, C., & Nüesch, S. 2019. The effects of flexible work practices on employee attitudes: 
evidence from a large-scale panel study in Germany. The International Journal of Human 
Resource Management, 30: 1505-1525.  

*Kröll, C., Nüesch, S., & Foege, J. N. 2018. Flexible work practices and organizational 
attractiveness in Germany: The mediating role of anticipated organizational support. The 
International Journal of Human Resource Management, 32: 543-572.  

*Kvande, E., & Brandth, B. 2017. Individualized, non-transferable parental leave for European 
fathers: Migrant perspectives. Community, Work & Family, 20: 19-34. 

*Lai, L., Besen, E., Sarkisian, N., & Xu, Q. 2022. A Sino-US comparison on workplace 
flexibility: evidence from multinational firms. The International Journal of Human 
Resource Management, 33: 561-593. 

*Lamane-Harim, J., Cegarra-Leiva, D., & Sánchez-Vidal, M. E. 2021. Work–life balance 
supportive culture: a way to retain employees in Spanish SMEs. The International 
Journal of Human Resource Management, 
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2021.1878255 

*Lammi-Taskula, J. 2008. Doing fatherhood: Understanding the gendered use of parental leave 
in Finland. Fathering: A Journal of Theory, Research & Practice About Men as Fathers, 
6:133-148. 

Lannan, P. & Schreiber, P. 2016. Bring your own device policies: What employers need to 
know. Retrieved on June 30, 2021 from: https://www.shrm.org/hr-today/news/hr-
magazine/pages/bring-your-own-device-policies-what-employers-need-to-know.aspx 

*Lappegård, T. 2012. Couples’ parental leave practices: The role of the workplace situation. 
Journal of Family and Economic Issues, 33: 298-305. 

*Larsson, J., & Björk, S. 2017. Swedish fathers choosing part-time work. Community, Work & 
Family, 20: 142-161. 

*Lautsch, B. A., Kossek, E. E., & Eaton, S. C. 2009. Supervisory approaches and paradoxes in 
managing telecommuting implementation. Human Relations, 62: 795-827.  

Lawrence, B. 1997.  Perspective- The black box of organizational demography. Organization 
Science,8:1-22. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2021.1878255
https://www.shrm.org/hr-today/news/hr-magazine/pages/bring-your-own-device-policies-what-employers-need-to-know.aspx
https://www.shrm.org/hr-today/news/hr-magazine/pages/bring-your-own-device-policies-what-employers-need-to-know.aspx


WORK- LIFE FLEXIBILITY POLICIES   63 
 

*Lee, M. D., MacDermid, S. M., Williams, M. L., Buck, M. L., & Leiba‐O'Sullivan, S. 2002. 
Contextual factors in the success of reduced‐load work arrangements among managers 
and professionals. Human Resource Management, 41: 209-223.  

*Lee, S., Hale, L., Berger, L. M., & Buxton, O. M. 2019. Maternal perceived work schedule 
flexibility predicts child sleep mediated by bedtime routines. Journal of Child and Family 
Studies, 28: 245-259. 

*Lee, S. Y., & Hong, J. H. 2011. Does family‐friendly policy matter? Testing its impact on 
turnover and performance. Public Administration Review, 71: 870-879.  

*Leslie, L. M., Manchester, C. F., Park, T. Y., & Mehng, S. A. 2012. Flexible work practices: a 
source of career premiums or penalties?. Academy of Management Journal, 55: 1407-
1428.  

*Lewis, S., Anderson, D., Lyonette, C., Payne, N., & Wood, S. 2017. Public sector austerity cuts 
in Britain and the changing discourse of work–life balance. Work, Employment and 
Society, 31: 586-604.  

*Lirio, P., Lee, M. D., Williams, M. L., Haugen, L. K., & Kossek, E. E. 2008. The inclusion 
challenge with reduced‐load professionals: The role of the manager. Human Resource 
Management, 47: 443-461.  

*Litrico, J. B., Lee, M. D., & Kossek, E. E. 2011. Cross-level dynamics between changing 
organizations and career patterns of reduced-load professionals. Organization 
Studies, 32: 1681-1700.  

*Lott, Y. 2020. Is maternal labor market re-entry after childbirth facilitated by mothers’ and 
partners’ flextime?. Human Relations, 73: 1106-1128.  

*Lott, Y., & Klenner, C. 2018. Are the ideal worker and ideal parent norms about to change? 
The acceptance of part-time and parental leave at German workplaces. Community, Work 
& Family, 21: 564-580. 

*Lucove, J. C., Huston, S. L., & Evenson, K. R. 2007. Workers' perceptions about worksite 
policies and environments and their association with leisure-time physical activity. 
American Journal of Health Promotion, 21: 196-200. 

*Lundquist, J. H., Misra, J., & O'Meara, K. 2012. Parental leave usage by fathers and mothers at 
an American university. Fathering: A Journal of Theory, Research & Practice About 
Men as Fathers, 10: 337-363. 

*MacEachen, E., Polzer, J., & Clarke, J. 2008. “You are free to set your own hours”: Governing 
worker productivity and health through flexibility and resilience. Social Science & 
Medicine, 66: 1019-1033. 

*Major, D. A., Verive, J. M., & Joice, W. 2008. Telework as a dependent care solution: 
Examining current practice to improve telework management strategies. The 
Psychologist-Manager Journal, 11: 65-91. 

*Mandal, B., Roe, B. E., & Fein, S. B. 2010. The differential effects of full-time and part-time 
work status on breastfeeding. Health Policy, 97: 79-86. 

*Månsdotter, A., & Lundin, A. 2010. How do masculinity, paternity leave, and mortality 
associate?–A study of fathers in the Swedish parental & child cohort of 1988/89. Social 
Science & Medicine, 71: 576-583. 

*Martens, M. F. J., Nijhuis, F. J., Van Boxtel, M. P., & Knottnerus, J. A. 1999. Flexible work 
schedules and mental and physical health. A study of a working population with non‐
traditional working hours. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 20: 35-46.  



WORK- LIFE FLEXIBILITY POLICIES   64 
 

*Martínez-León, I. M., Olmedo-Cifuentes, I., & Sanchez-Vidal, M. E. 2019. Relationship 
between availability of WLB practices and financial results. Personnel Review, 48: 935-
956.  

*Masood, A., & Nisar, M. A. 2020. Crushed between two stones: Competing institutional logics 
in the implementation of maternity leave policies in Pakistan. Gender, Work & 
Organization, 27: 1103-1126.  

*Massu, J., Caroff, X., Souciet, H., & Lubart, T. I. 2018. Managers’ intention to innovate in a 
change context: Examining the role of attitudes, control and support. Creativity Research 
Journal, 30: 329-338. 

*Masuda, A. D., Poelmans, S. A., Allen, T. D., Spector, P. E., Lapierre, L. M., Cooper, C. L., 
Abarca, N., Brough, P., Ferreiro, P., Fraile, G., Lu, L., Lu, C.-Q., Siu, O. L., O'Driscoll, 
M. P., Simoni, A. S., Shima, S., & Moreno‐Velazquez, I. 2012. Flexible work 
arrangements availability and their relationship with work‐to‐family conflict, job 
satisfaction, and turnover intentions: A comparison of three country clusters. Applied 
Psychology, 61: 1-29.  

*Maxwell, N., Connolly, L., & Ní Laoire, C. 2019. Informality, emotion and gendered career 
paths: The hidden toll of maternity leave on female academics and researchers. Gender, 
Work & Organization, 26: 140-157.  

*Maynard, D. C., Joseph, T. A., & Maynard, A. M. 2006. Underemployment, job attitudes, and 
turnover intentions. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 27: 509-536.  

*Mayo, M., Pastor, J. C., Gomez‐Mejia, L., & Cruz, C. (2009). Why some firms adopt 
telecommuting while others do not: A contingency perspective. Human Resource 
Management, 48: 917-939.  

*McDonald, P., Bradley, L., & Brown, K. 2008. Visibility in the workplace: still an essential 
ingredient for career success?. The International Journal of Human Resource 
Management, 19: 2198-2215.  

*McDonald, P., Pini, B., & Bradley, L. 2007. Freedom or fallout in local government? How 
work–life culture impacts employees using flexible work practices. The International 
Journal of Human Resource Management, 18: 602-622.  

*McKay, L., & Doucet, A. 2010. " Without taking away her leave": a Canadian case study of 
couples' decisions on fathers' use of paid parental leave. Fathering: A Journal of Theory, 
Research & Practice About Men as Fathers, 8: 300-321. 

*McNamara, T. K., Brown, M., & Pitt-Catsouphes, M. 2012. Motivators for and barriers against 
workplace flexibility: comparing nonprofit, for-profit, and public sector organizations. 
Community, Work & Family, 15:  487-500. 

*Meer, P. H., & Ringdal, K. 2009. Flexibility practices, wages and productivity: Evidence from 
Norway. Personnel Review, 38: 526-543.  

*Meil, G., Romero-Balsas, P., & Castrillo-Bustamante, C. 2019. The effectiveness of corporate 
gender equality plans in improving leave provisions for fathers in Spain. Community, 
Work & Family, 22: 96-110. 

*Mennino, S. F., Rubin, B. A., & Brayfield, A. 2005. Home-to-job and job-to-home spillover: 
The impact of company policies and workplace culture. The Sociological Quarterly, 46: 
107-135. 

*Meroño-Cerdán, A. L. 2017. Perceived benefits of and barriers to the adoption of teleworking: 
Peculiarities of Spanish family firms. Behaviour & Information Technology, 36: 63-74. 



WORK- LIFE FLEXIBILITY POLICIES   65 
 

Mesmer-Magnus, J. R., & Viswesvaran, C. 2006. How family-friendly work environments affect 
work/family conflict: A meta-analytic examination. Journal of Labor Research, 27: 555-
574. 

*Michie, J., & Sheehan‐Quinn, M. 2001. Labour market flexibility, human resource management 
and corporate performance. British Journal of Management, 12: 287-306.  

*Milliken, F. J., Martins, L. L., & Morgan, H. 1998. Explaining organizational responsiveness to 
work-family issues: The role of human resource executives as issue interpreters. Academy 
of Management Journal, 41: 580-592.  

*Moen, P., Kelly, E. L., & Lam, J. 2013. Healthy work revisited: Do changes in time strain 
predict well-being?. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 18: 157–172.  

*Moreira, H., Fonseca, A., Caiado, B., & Canavarro, M. C. 2019. Work-family conflict and 
mindful parenting: the mediating role of parental psychopathology symptoms and 
parenting stress in a sample of Portuguese employed parents. Frontiers in 
Psychology, 10: 635.  

*Müller, T., & Niessen, C. 2019. Self‐leadership in the context of part‐time teleworking. Journal 
of Organizational Behavior, 40: 883-898.  

*Murgia, A., & Poggio, B. 2013. Fathers' stories of resistance and hegemony in organizational 
cultures. Gender, Work & Organization, 20: 413-424.  

*Murphy, C., & Cross, C. 2021. Blurred lines: work, eldercare and HRM. The International 
Journal of Human Resource Management, 32: 1460-1485.  

*Närvi, J. 2012. Negotiating care and career within institutional constraints–work insecurity and 
gendered ideals of parenthood in Finland. Community, Work & Family, 15: 451-470. 

*Närvi, J., & Salmi, M. 2019. Quite an encumbrance? Work-related obstacles to Finnish fathers’ 
take-up of parental leave. Community, Work & Family, 22:  23-42. 

Nippert-Eng, C. E. 1996. Home and work. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press. 
*Nijp, H. H., Beckers, D. G., van de Voorde, K., Geurts, S. A., & Kompier, M. A. 2016. Effects 

of new ways of working on work hours and work location, health and job-related 
outcomes. Chronobiology International, 33: 604-618. 

*Ng, T. W., & Feldman, D. C. 2015. Idiosyncratic deals and voice behavior. Journal of 
Management, 41: 893-928.  

*Nordbäck, E. S., Myers, K. K., & McPhee, R. D. 2017. Workplace flexibility and 
communication flows: a structurational view. Journal of Applied Communication 
Research, 45: 397-412. 

*Nordberg, T. H. 2019. Managers’ views on employees’ parental leave: Problems and solutions 
within different institutional logics. Acta Sociologica, 62: 81-95. 

*Ojala, S., & Pyöriä, P. 2018. Mobile knowledge workers and traditional mobile workers: 
Assessing the prevalence of multi-locational work in Europe. Acta Sociologica, 61: 402-
418. 

Ollier-Malaterre, A., & Foucreault, A. 2017. Cross-national work-life research: Cultural and 
structural impacts for individuals and organizations. Journal of Management, 43: 111-
136. 

*Olsen, H. M., Brown, W. J., Kolbe-Alexander, T., & Burton, N. W. 2018. Flexible work: The 
impact of a new policy on employees’ sedentary behavior and physical activity. Journal 
of Occupational and Environmental Medicine, 60: 23-28. 

*Olsen, K. M., & Dahl, S. Å. 2010. Working time: implications for sickness absence and the 
work–family balance. International Journal of Social Welfare, 19: 45-53. 



WORK- LIFE FLEXIBILITY POLICIES   66 
 

*Orpen, C. 1981. Effect of flexible working hours on employee satisfaction and performance: A 
field experiment. Journal of Applied Psychology, 66: 113–115.  

*Osterman, P. 1995. Work/family programs and the employment relationship. Administrative 
Science Quarterly, 40: 681-700.  

Padavic, I., Ely, R. J., & Reid, E. M. 2020. Explaining the persistence of gender inequality: The 
work–family narrative as a social defense against the 24/7 work culture. Administrative 
Science Quarterly, 65: 61-111. 

Page, M. J., McKenzie, J. E., Bossuyt, P. M., Boutron, I., Hoffmann, T. C., Mulrow, C. D., 
Shamseer, L., Tetzlaff, J. M., Akl, E. A., Brennan, S. E., Chou, R., Glanville, J., 
Grimshaw, J. M., Hróbjartsson, A., Lalu, M. M., Li, T., Loder, E. W., Mayo-Wilson, E., 
McDonald, S., McGuinness, L. A., Stewart, L. A., Thomas, J., Tricco, A. C., Welch, V. 
A., Whiting, P., & Moher, D. 2021. The PRISMA 2020 statement: An updated guideline 
for reporting systematic reviews. Systematic Reviews, 10: 1-11. 

*Pajumets, M. 2010. Estonian couples' rationalizations for fathers' rejection of parental leave. 
Fathering: A Journal of Theory, Research & Practice About Men as Fathers, 8: 226-244. 

*Park, S., & Cho, Y. J. 2022. Does telework status affect the behavior and perception of 
supervisors? Examining task behavior and perception in the telework context. The 
International Journal of Human Resource Management, 33: 1326-1351.  

*Pas, B., Peters, P., Doorewaard, H., Eisinga, R., & Lagro‐Janssen, T. 2011. Feminisation of the 
medical profession: a strategic HRM dilemma? The effects of family‐friendly HR 
practices on female doctors' contracted working hours. Human Resource Management 
Journal, 21: 285-302.  

*Paxson, M. C. 1995. State parental leave law compliance in the United States: an industry 
comparison. International Journal of Hospitality Management, 14: 157-169. 

*Pedersen, V. B., & Jeppesen, H. J. 2012. Contagious flexibility? A study on whether schedule 
flexibility facilitates work‐life enrichment. Scandinavian Journal of Psychology, 53: 347-
359. 

*Pedersen, V. B., & Lewis, S. 2012. Flexible friends? Flexible working time arrangements, 
blurred work-life boundaries and friendship. Work, Employment and Society, 26: 464-
480.  

*Peretz, H., Fried, Y., & Levi, A. 2018. Flexible work arrangements, national culture, 
organisational characteristics, and organisational outcomes: A study across 21 
countries. Human Resource Management Journal, 28: 182-200.  

*Pérez, M. P., Sanchez, A. M., & de Luis Carnicer, M. P. 2003. The organizational implications 
of human resources managers’ perception of teleworking. Personnel Review, 32: 733-
755.  

Perlow, L. A. 1998. Boundary control: The social ordering of work and family time in a high-
tech corporation. Administrative Science Quarterly, 43: 328-357. 

Perrigino, M. B., Chen, H., Dunford, B. B., & Pratt, B. R. 2021. If we see, will we agree? 
Unpacking the complex relationship between stimuli and team climate strength. Academy 
of Management Annals, 15: 151-187. 

Perrigino, M. B., Dunford, B. B., & Wilson, K. S. 2018. Work–family backlash: The “dark side” 
of work–life balance (WLB) policies. Academy of Management Annals, 12: 600-630.  

*Perry-Smith, J. E., & Blum, T. C. 2000. Work-family human resource bundles and perceived 
organizational performance. Academy of Management Journal, 43: 1107-1117.  



WORK- LIFE FLEXIBILITY POLICIES   67 
 

*Peters, P., Den Dulk, L., & Van Der Lippe, T. 2009. The effects of time-spatial flexibility and 
new working conditions on employees’ work–life balance: The Dutch case. Community, 
Work & Family, 12: 279-297. 

*Peters, P., & Heusinkveld, S. 2010. Institutional explanations for managers’ attitudes towards 
telehomeworking. Human Relations, 63(1): 107-135.  

*Peters, P., & van der Lippe, T. 2007. The time-pressure reducing potential of telehomeworking: 
The Dutch case. The International Journal of Human Resource Management, 18: 430-
447.  

*Peters, P., Ligthart, P. E., Bardoel, A., & Poutsma, E. 2016. ‘Fit’for telework’? Cross-cultural 
variance and task-control explanations in organizations’ formal telework practices. The 
International Journal of Human Resource Management, 27: 2582-2603.  

*Peters, V., Houkes, I., de Rijk, A. E., Bohle, P. L., Engels, J. A., & Nijhuis, F. J. 2016. Which 
resources moderate the effects of demanding work schedules on nurses working in 
residential elder care? A longitudinal study. International Journal of Nursing Studies, 58: 
31-46. 

*Petts, R. J. 2018. Time off after childbirth and mothers’ risk of depression, parenting stress, and 
parenting practices. Journal of Family Issues, 39: 1827-1854. 

*Petts, R. J., Knoester, C., & Li, Q. 2020. Paid paternity leave-taking in the United States. 
Community, Work & Family, 23: 162-183. 

*Phillips, C. R., & Phillips, A. S. 1998. The tables turned: Factors MBA students use in deciding 
among prospective employers. Journal of Employment Counseling, 35(4), 162-168. 

*Piasna, A. 2018. Scheduled to work hard: The relationship between non‐standard working 
hours and work intensity among European workers (2005–2015). Human Resource 
Management Journal, 28: 167-181.  

*Pierce, J. L., & Newstrom, J. W. 1983. The design of flexible work schedules and employee 
responses: Relationships and process. Journal of Occupational Behaviour, 4: 247-262.  

Pierce, J. R., & Aguinis, H. 2013. The too-much-of-a-good-thing effect in management. Journal 
of Management, 39: 313-338. 

Piszczek, M. M., & Berg, P. 2014. Expanding the boundaries of boundary theory: Regulative 
institutions and work–family role management. Human Relations, 67: 1491-1512. 

*Plantin, L. 2007. Different classes, different fathers? On fatherhood, economic conditions and 
class in Sweden. Community, Work & Family, 10: 93-110. 

*Platman, K. 2004. ‘Portfolio careers’ and the search for flexibility in later life. Work, 
Employment and Society, 18: 573-599.  

Posthuma, R. A., Campion, M. C., Masimova, M., & Campion, M. A. 2013. A high performance 
work practices taxonomy: Integrating the literature and directing future research. Journal 
of Management, 39: 1184-1220. 

*Radcliffe, L. S., & Cassell, C. 2015. Flexible working, work–family conflict, and maternal 
gatekeeping: The daily experiences of dual‐earner couples. Journal of Occupational and 
Organizational Psychology, 88: 835-855.  

*Raghuram, S., & Fang, D. 2014. Telecommuting and the role of supervisory power in China. 
Asia Pacific Journal of Management, 31: 523-547.  

*Raghuram, S., London, M., & Larsen, H. H. 2001. Flexible employment practices in Europe: 
country versus culture. International Journal of Human Resource Management, 12: 738-
753.  



WORK- LIFE FLEXIBILITY POLICIES   68 
 

*Raghuram, S., Wiesenfeld, B., & Garud, R. 2003. Technology enabled work: The role of self-
efficacy in determining telecommuter adjustment and structuring behavior. Journal of 
Vocational Behavior, 63: 180-198.  

*Raj, J. D., Nelson, J. A., & Rao, K. S. P. 2006. A study on the effects of some reinforcers to 
improve performance of employees in a retail industry. Behavior Modification, 30: 848-
866. 

*Ralston, D. A., Anthony, W. P., & Gustafson, D. J. 1985. Employees may love flextime, but 
what does it do to the organization's productivity?, Journal of Applied Psychology, 70: 
272–279.  

*Ratcliffe, P. 1999. Geographical mobility, children and career progress in British professional 
nursing. Journal of Advanced Nursing, 30: 758-768. 

*Rau, B. L., & Hyland, M. A. M. 2002. Role conflict and flexible work arrangements: The 
effects on applicant attraction. Personnel Psychology, 55: 111-136.  

*Reb, J., Li, A., & Bagger, J. 2018. Decoy effect, anticipated regret, and preferences for work–
family benefits. Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 91: 441-464.  

*Redman, T., Snape, E., & Ashurst, C. 2009. Location, location, location: does place of work 
really matter?. British Journal of Management, 20: S171-S181.  

*Richardson, J., & McKenna, S. (2014). Reordering spatial and social relations: A case study of 
professional and managerial flexworkers. British Journal of Management, 25: 724-736.  

*Robèrt, M., & Börjesson, M. 2006. Company incentives and tools for promoting 
telecommuting. Environment and Behavior, 38: 521-549. 

*Roeters, A. 2013. Cross-national differences in the association between parental work hours 
and time with children in Europe: a multilevel analysis. Social Indicators Research, 110: 
637-658. 

*Romero‐Balsas, P., Muntanyola‐Saura, D., & Rogero‐García, J. 2013. Decision‐making factors 
within paternity and parental leaves: Why Spanish fathers take time off from 
work. Gender, Work & Organization, 20: 678-691.  

*Ronen, S. 1981. Arrival and departure patterns of public sector employees before and after 
implementation of flexitime. Personnel Psychology, 34: 817-822.  

*Ronen, S., & Primps, S. B. 1980. The impact of flexitime on performance and attitudes in 25 
public agencies. Public Personnel Management, 9:, 201-207. 

*Rosendaal, B. W. 2003. Dealing with part‐time work. Personnel Review, 32: 474-491.  
Rossin-Slater, M. 2017. Signing up new fathers: Do paternity establishment initiatives increase 

marriage, parental investment, and child well-being?. American Economic Journal: 
Applied Economics, 9: 93-130. 

*Rossitto, C., & Lampinen, A. 2018. Co-creating the Workplace: Participatory efforts to enable 
individual work at the Hoffice. Computer Supported Cooperative Work (CSCW), 27: 
947-982. 

Rothbard, N. P., Phillips, K. W., & Dumas, T. L. 2005. Managing multiple roles: Work-family 
policies and individuals’ desires for segmentation. Organization Science, 16: 243-258. 

*Rousculp, M. D., Johnston, S. S., Palmer, L. A., Chu, B. C., Mahadevia, P. J., & Nichol, K. L. 
2010. Attending work while sick: implication of flexible sick leave policies. Journal of 
Occupational and Environmental Medicine, 52: 1009-1013. 

Rousseau, D. M., Manning, J., & Denyer, D. 2008. Evidence in management and organizational 
science: Assembling the field’s full weight of scientific knowledge through synthesis. 
Academy of Management Annals, 2: 475–515. 



WORK- LIFE FLEXIBILITY POLICIES   69 
 

*Sánchez, A. M., Pérez, M. P., de Luis Carnicer, P., & Jiménez, M. J. V. 2007. Teleworking and 
workplace flexibility: a study of impact on firm performance. Personnel Review, 36: 42-
64.  

*Sánchez-Vidal, M. E., Cegarra-Leiva, D., & Cegarra-Navarro, J. G. 2012. Gaps between 
managers' and employees' perceptions of work–life balance. The International Journal of 
Human Resource Management, 23: 645-661.  

*Schein, V. E., Maurer, E. H., & Novak, J. F. 1977. Impact of flexible working hours on 
productivity. Journal of Applied Psychology, 62: 463–465.  

*Scholarios, D., Hesselgreaves, H., & Pratt, R. 2017. Unpredictable working time, well-being 
and health in the police service. The International Journal of Human Resource 
Management, 28: 2275-2298.  

*Schuster, M. A., Chung, P. J., Elliott, M. N., Garfield, C. F., Vestal, K. D., & Klein, D. J. 2009. 
Perceived effects of leave from work and the role of paid leave among parents of children 
with special health care needs. American Journal of Public Health, 99: 698-705. 

*Schuster, M. A., Chung, P. J., Elliott, M. N., Garfield, C. F., Vestal, K. D., & Klein, D. J. 2008. 
Awareness and use of California's paid family leave insurance among parents of 
chronically ill children. Journal of the American Medical Association (JAMA), 300(9): 
1047-1055. 

*Seitz, J., & Rigotti, T. 2018. How do differing degrees of working-time autonomy and overtime 
affect worker well-being? A multilevel approach using data from the German Socio-
Economic Panel (SOEP). German Journal of Human Resource Management, 32: 177-
194. 

*Sewell, G., & Taskin, L. 2015. Out of sight, out of mind in a new world of work? Autonomy, 
control, and spatiotemporal scaling in telework. Organization Studies, 36: 1507-1529.  

*Shapiro, M., Ingols, C., O'Neill, R., & Blake‐Beard, S. 2009. Making sense of women as career 
self‐agents: Implications for human resource development. Human Resource 
Development Quarterly, 20: 477-501.  

*Sherman, E. L. 2020. Discretionary remote working helps mothers without harming non-
mothers: Evidence from a field experiment. Management Science, 66: 1351-1374.  

*Shumbusho, D. I., Kucera, C. W., & Keyser, E. A. 2020. Maternity leave length impact on 
breastfeeding and postpartum depression. Military Medicine, 185: 1937-1940. 

Sikora, D. M., Ferris, G. R., & Van Iddekinge, C. H. 2015. Line manager implementation 
perceptions as a mediator of relations between high-performance work practices and 
employee outcomes. Journal of Applied Psychology, 100(: 1908-1918. 

*Smithson, J., & Stokoe, E. H. 2005. Discourses of work–life balance: negotiating 
‘genderblind’terms in organizations. Gender, Work & Organization, 12: 147-168.  

*Smithson, J., Lewis, S., Cooper, C., & Dyer, J. 2004. Flexible working and the gender pay gap 
in the accountancy profession. Work, Employment and Society, 18: 115-135.  

*Song, Y., & Gao, J. 2020. Does telework stress employees out? A study on working at home 
and subjective well-being for wage/salary workers. Journal of Happiness Studies, 21: 
2649-2668. 

*Spieler, I., Scheibe, S., Stamov-Roßnagel, C., & Kappas, A. 2017. Help or hindrance? Day-
level relationships between flextime use, work–nonwork boundaries, and affective well-
being. Journal of Applied Psychology, 102: 67–87.  

*Stanworth, C. M. 1999. A best case scenario? Non-manual part-time work and job-sharing in 
UK local government in the 1990s. Community, Work & Family, 2: 295-310. 



WORK- LIFE FLEXIBILITY POLICIES   70 
 

*Stavrou, E. T. 2005. Flexible work bundles and organizational competitiveness: a cross‐national 
study of the European work context. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 26: 923-947.  

*Stavrou, E. T., Casper, W. J., & Ierodiakonou, C. 2015. Support for part-time work as a channel 
to female employment: The moderating effects of national gender empowerment and 
labour market conditions. The International Journal of Human Resource 
Management, 26: 688-706.  

*Stavrou, E., & Kilaniotis, C. 2010. Flexible work and turnover: An empirical investigation 
across cultures. British Journal of Management, 21: 541-554.  

*Stirpe, L., & Zárraga-Oberty, C. 2017. Are High-Performance Work Systems always a valuable 
retention tool? The roles of workforce feminization and flexible work arrangements. 
European Management Journal, 35: 128-136.  

*Stirpe, L., Trullen, J., & Bonache, J. 2018. Retaining an ageing workforce: The effects of high‐
performance work systems and flexible work programmes. Human Resource 
Management Journal, 28: 585-604.  

*Storey, J., Quintas, P., Taylor, P., & Fowle, W. 2002. Flexible employment contracts and their 
implications for product and process innovation. International Journal of Human 
Resource Management, 13: 1-18.  

Straub, C. 2012. Antecedents and organizational consequences of family supportive supervisor 
behavior: A multilevel conceptual framework for research. Human Resource 
Management Review, 22: 15-26. 

*Sulaiman, Z., Liamputtong, P., & Amir, L. H. 2018. Timing of return to work and women's 
breastfeeding practices in urban Malaysia: A qualitative study. Health & Social Care in 
the Community, 26: 48-55. 

*Sullivan, C., & Smithson, J. 2007. Perspectives of homeworkers and their partners on working 
flexibility and gender equity. The International Journal of Human Resource 
Management, 18: 448-461.  

*Suwada, K. 2017. “It was necessary at the beginning to make this whole revolution”: Men’s 
attitudes to parental leaves in Sweden and Poland. Men and Masculinities, 20:570-587. 

*Swanberg, J. E., James, J. B., Werner, M., & McKechnie, S. P. 2008. Workplace flexibility for 
hourly lower-wage employees: A strategic business practice within one national retail 
firm. The Psychologist-Manager Journal, 11: 5-29. 

*Swanberg, J. E., McKechnie, S. P., Ojha, M. U., & James, J. B. 2011. Schedule control, 
supervisor support and work engagement: A winning combination for workers in hourly 
jobs?. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 79: 613-624.  

*Swanberg, J. E., & Simmons, L. A. 2008. Quality jobs in the new millennium: Incorporating 
flexible work options as a strategy to assist working families. Social Service Review, 82: 
119-147. 

*Sweet, S., Besen, E., Pitt-Catsouphes, M., & McNamara, T. K. 2014. Do options for job 
flexibility diminish in times of economic uncertainty?. Work, Employment and 
Society, 28: 882-903.  

*Sweet, S., Pitt-Catsouphes, M., Besen, E., & Golden, L. 2014. Explaining organizational 
variation in flexible work arrangements: Why the pattern and scale of availability matter. 
Community, Work & Family, 17: 115-141. 

*ten Brummelhuis, L. L., Haar, J. M., & van der Lippe, T. 2010. Collegiality under pressure: The 
effects of family demands and flexible work arrangements in the Netherlands. The 
International Journal of Human Resource Management, 21: 2831-2847.  



WORK- LIFE FLEXIBILITY POLICIES   71 
 

*Thompson, L. F., & Aspinwall, K. R. 2009. The recruitment value of work/life 
benefits. Personnel Review, 38: 195-210.  

Thompson, R. J., Payne, S. C., Alexander, A. L., Gaskins, V. A., & Henning, J. B. 2022. A 
taxonomy of employee motives for telework. Occupational Health Science, 6: 149-178. 

*Thompson, R. J., Payne, S. C., & Taylor, A. B. 2015. Applicant attraction to flexible work 
arrangements: Separating the influence of flextime and flexplace. Journal of 
Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 88: 726-749.  

*Tietze, S., & Musson, G. 2005. Recasting the home-work relationship: A case of mutual 
adjustment?. Organization Studies, 26: 1331-1352.  

*Tietze, S., & Nadin, S. 2011. The psychological contract and the transition from office‐based to 
home‐based work. Human Resource Management Journal, 21: 318-334.  

*Todd, P., & Binns, J. 2013. Work–life balance: Is it now a problem for management?. Gender, 
Work & Organization, 20: 219-231.  

*Topcic, M., Baum, M., & Kabst, R. 2016. Are high-performance work practices related to 
individually perceived stress? A job demands-resources perspective. The International 
Journal of Human Resource Management, 27: 45-66.  

Tortez, L. M., & Mills, M. J. (2022). In good company? Development and validation of the 
family-supportive coworker behavior scale. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 136: 
103724. 

*Townsend, K., McDonald, P., & Cathcart, A. 2017. Managing flexible work arrangements in 
small not-for-profit firms: the influence of organisational size, financial constraints and 
workforce characteristics. The International Journal of Human Resource 
Management, 28: 2085-2107.  

*Tregaskis, O., Brewster, C., Mayne, L., & Hegewisch, A. 1998. Flexible working in Europe: the 
evidence and the implications. European Journal of Work and Organizational 
Psychology, 7: 61-78.  

*Tremblay, D. G., & Genin, É. 2011. Parental leave: an important employee right, but an 
organizational challenge. Employee Responsibilities and Rights Journal, 23: 249-268. 

*Troup, C., & Rose, J. 2012. Working from home: Do formal or informal telework arrangements 
provide better work–family outcomes?. Community, Work & Family, 15: 471-486. 

UN Women. 2022. Families in a changing world: Progress of the world’s women 2019-2020. 
Accessed on June 20, 2022 from: https://www.unwomen.org/en/digital-library/progress-
of-the-worlds-women 

*Valcour, M., & Ladge, J. J. 2008. Family and career path characteristics as predictors of 
women’s objective and subjective career success: Integrating traditional and protean 
career explanations. Journal of Vocational behavior, 73: 300-309.  

*Valcour, M., Ollier-Malaterre, A., Matz-Costa, C., Pitt-Catsouphes, M., & Brown, M. 2011. 
Influences on employee perceptions of organizational work–life support: Signals and 
resources. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 79: 588-595.  

*Van Rijswijk, K., Bekker, M. H., Rutte, C. G., & Croon, M. A. 2004. The relationships among 
part-time work, work-family interference, and well-being. Journal of Occupational 
Health Psychology, 9: 286–295.  

*Vega, R. P., Anderson, A. J., & Kaplan, S. A. 2015. A within-person examination of the effects 
of telework. Journal of Business and Psychology, 30: 313-323.  

https://www.unwomen.org/en/digital-library/progress-of-the-worlds-women
https://www.unwomen.org/en/digital-library/progress-of-the-worlds-women


WORK- LIFE FLEXIBILITY POLICIES   72 
 

*Villablanca, A. C., Li, Y., Beckett, L. A., & Howell, L. P. 2017. Evaluating a medical school's 
climate for women's success: outcomes for faculty recruitment, retention, and promotion. 
Journal of Women's Health, 26: 530-539. 

*Virick, M., DaSilva, N., & Arrington, K. 2010. Moderators of the curvilinear relation between 
extent of telecommuting and job and life satisfaction: the role of performance outcome 
orientation and worker type. Human Relations, 63: 137-154.  

*Walden, J. 2019. Communicating role expectations in a coworking office. Journal of 
Communication Management, 23: 316-330. 

*Warren, T., Fox, E., & Pascall, G. 2009. Innovative social policies: Implications for Work–life 
balance among Low‐waged women in England. Gender, Work & Organization, 16: 126-
150.  

*Wayne, J. H., & Casper, W. J. 2016. Why having a family-supportive culture, not just policies, 
matters to male and female job seekers: An examination of work-family conflict, values, 
and self-interest. Sex Roles, 75: 459-475. 

*Whyman, P. B., & Petrescu, A. I. 2014. Partnership, flexible workplace practices and the 
realisation of mutual gains: evidence from the British WERS 2004 dataset. The 
International Journal of Human Resource Management, 25: 829-851.  

*Wiese, B. S., & Ritter, J. O. 2012. Timing matters: Length of leave and working mothers' daily 
reentry regrets. Developmental Psychology, 48: 1797-1807. 

Williams, J. C., Blair‐Loy, M., & Berdahl, J. L. 2013. Cultural schemas, social class, and the 
flexibility stigma. Journal of Social Issues, 69: 209-234. 

*Williams, P., Cathcart, A., & McDonald, P. 2018. Signals of support: flexible work for mutual 
gain. The International Journal of Human Resource Management, 32: 738-762.  

*Windeler, J. B., Chudoba, K. M., & Sundrup, R. Z. 2017. Getting away from them all: 
Managing exhaustion from social interaction with telework. Journal of Organizational 
Behavior, 38: 977-995.  

*Winett, R. A., Neale, M. S., & Williams, K. R. 1982. The effects of flexible work schedules on 
urban families with young children: Quasi-experimental, ecological studies. American 
Journal of Community Psychology, 10; 49-64. 

*Wörtler, B., Van Yperen, N. W., & Barelds, D. P. 2021. Do blended working arrangements 
enhance organizational attractiveness and organizational citizenship behaviour 
intentions? An individual difference perspective. European Journal of Work and 
Organizational Psychology, 30: 581-599. 

Wright, P. M., & Boswell, W. R. 2002. Desegregating HRM: A review and synthesis of micro 
and macro human resource management research. Journal of Management, 28: 247-276. 

Wu, C. H., de Jong, J. P., Raasch, C., & Poldervaart, S. 2020. Work process-related lead userness 
as an antecedent of innovative behavior and user innovation in organizations. Research 
Policy, 49: 103986. 

Wu, C. H., Griffin, M. A., & Parker, S. K. 2015. Developing agency through good work: 
Longitudinal effects of job autonomy and skill utilization on locus of control. Journal of 
Vocational Behavior, 89: 102-108. 

*Xiang, N., Whitehouse, G., Tomaszewski, W., & Martin, B. 2021. The benefits and penalties of 
formal and informal flexible working-time arrangements: evidence from a cohort study of 
Australian mothers. The International Journal of Human Resource Management, 
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2021.1897642  

https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2021.1897642


WORK- LIFE FLEXIBILITY POLICIES   73 
 

*Yanadori, Y., & Kato, T. 2009. Work and family practices in Japanese firms: their scope, nature 
and impact on employee turnover. The International Journal of Human Resource 
Management, 20: 439-456.  

*Yang, S., & Zheng, L. 2011. The paradox of de-coupling: A study of flexible work program and 
workers’ productivity. Social Science Research, 40: 299-311. 

*Zagorsky, J. L. 2017. Divergent trends in US maternity and paternity leave, 1994–2015. 
American Journal of Public Health, 107: 460-465. 

Zerubavel, E. 1996. Lumping and splitting: Notes on social classification. In Sociological 
Forum, 11: 421-433. 

*Zhao, W., & Zhang, Z. 2020. How and when does corporate giving lead to getting? An 
investigation of the relationship between corporate philanthropy and relative competitive 
performance from a micro-process perspective. Journal of Business Ethics, 166: 425-440.  

 
 



WORK- LIFE FLEXIBILITY POLICIES   74 
 

Table 1: Conceptual Taxonomy of Types of Boundary Control Afforded through Different Work-Life Flexibility Policies 
Policy Type Policy Examples     Definition / Conceptualization Boundary Control Type 
Work Location  
(n = 54)    

Telework, virtual 
work, flexplace  

“Working outside the conventional workplace and 
communicating with it by way of telecommunications or 
computer-based technology” (Bailey & Kurland, 2002: 383) 
  

Spatial: The ability to 
control the spatial 
characteristics of the work 
role boundary 

Workload  
(n = 33)  

Reduced-load work Practices allowing employees to reduce their workload, by 
taking a pay cut, and reducing hours while actively remaining 
on a career path. (Kossek & Ollier-Malaterre, 2020). 

Size: The ability to control 
the size of the work role 
boundary 

Scheduling 
(n = 41) 

Flextime and 
worktime schedule 
control 

Employees have discretion to vary work arrival and departure 
times to meet personal needs, often with a core work hour 
band or less structured work schedule control (Allen et al. 
2013).  
  

Temporal: The ability to 
control the temporal work 
role boundary 

Work-Home 
Permeability  
(n = 0)   

Bring your own 
device (BYOD) to 
work policies; 
Right to disconnect 

Policies enabling employee choice to control whether to use 
personal devices (e.g., cell phone) to access work enterprise 
systems to perform job tasks, as well as being able to access 
personal email during the day (Lannan & Schreiber, 2016), or 
the right to disconnect (Hesselberth, 2018).  
  

Permeability: The ability 
to control the permeability 
of the work role boundary 

Time-Off and Leaves   
(n = 57) 

Parental leave Policies providing partial paid leave to mothers after maternity 
(Rossin-Slater, 2017).  

Continuity: The ability to 
control the continuity of 
the work role boundary 
 

Bundle Approach 
(n = 152) 

Combination of two 
or more policy 
examples  

“A group of complementary, highly related and, in some cases, 
overlapping human resource policies that may help employees 
manage nonwork roles” (Perry-Smith & Blum, 2000: 1107) 

Multiplicity The ability to 
control multiple 
characteristics of the 
work role boundary  

 
Notes: The number of studies in each category is based on the inclusion and coding of 338 studies for our review. Although we denote 
the primary type of boundary control afforded through specific policy types, we recognize the potential for a single policy to include 
multiple forms (e.g., a telework policy that affords spatial control can also include elements of temporal control).   
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Table 2: Summary of Work-Life Flexibility Policy Implementation Types  
 
Type of Implementation Sub-Categories  
Societal implementation: Extra-
organizational influences – typically 
residing at the societal or country level of 
analysis – that affect interpretations of 
work-life flexibility and influence (and 
are influenced by) individual, 
organizational, and home implementation  

Gender norms and views: Broadly salient perceptions associated with gender role expectations that 
typically involve some form of debate or contestation (rather than broad societal acceptance) 
 
Meaning of narratives: Various discourses that provide for interpretations of work-life flexibility 
 
Regulatory influences: Laws or other coercive pressures (in line with neo-institutional theory) 
mandating forms of work-life flexibility 
 

Organizational implementation: Resides 
at the firm, workgroup, or dyadic (i.e., 
supervisor-subordinate) levels of analysis 
and refers to the intra-organizational 
factors that enable or hinder work-life 
flexibility policy implementation 
 

Organizational culture: Signals and shared understandings (including the degree to which 
acceptance of policy use is widespread) throughout all levels of the organization 
 
HR Systems: Synergies between and alignment with (or lack thereof) other HR practices (e.g., 
compensation, performance management) 
 
Supervisor: The gatekeeping role of the manager associated with work-life flexibility policy access  
 
Workgroup: Co-workers’ actions and reactions to other unit members’ work-life flexibility use 
 

Home implementation: Resides beyond 
the workplace (at either the dyadic or 
group-level) and is defined as the ways in 
which the potential work-life flexibility 
policy user and other family members’ 
collectively make decisions about policy 
use as offered by the organization  
 

Negotiations: Attempts to reach agreement about work-life flexibility policy use 
 
Preferences: Comparative views between spouses and/or among other family members about 
optimal work-life flexibility policy use 
 
Decision making: Collaborative efforts resulting in a definitive choice about policy use  
 

Individual implementation: The varied 
within-person ways in which individuals 
utilize work-life flexibility policies 

Boundary preferences: The desired ways in which individuals seek to manage their work-nonwork 
boundaries 
 
Career management: Projections about one’s future work-related opportunities that affect policy 
uptake 
 
Agency: Specific, conscious behaviors or deliberate actions associated with policy use 
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Figure 1:  Protocol for Reviewing Studies 

 

Note: Format adapted from Chen et al. (2022). 
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Figure 2: A Boundary Control and Implementation Perspective on Work-Life Flexibility 

 

Notes: (1) This conceptual framework inductively emerged from insights from our review of 338 studies. It is illustrative but not exhaustive. (2) 
The shaded areas of the model are where there is the strongest empirical support in the current literature. (3) The unshaded boxes reflect 
relationships theorized or suggested in the literature but with limited – or in need of – further empirical research to validate. (4) This framework is 
inherently (a) multilevel, assuming interconnectedness within and across each level, and (b) recursive, occurring in stages of policy availability, 
access, use, and outcomes over time.  


