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Abstract 

Work-family conflicts are common and consequential for employees, their families, and work 
organizations. Can workplaces be changed to reduce work-family conflict? Previous research 
has not been able to assess whether workplace policies or initiatives succeed in reducing 
work-family conflict or increasing work-family fit. Using longitudinal data collected from 
608 employees of a white-collar organization before and after a workplace initiative was 
implemented, we investigate whether the initiative affects work-family conflict and fit, 
whether schedule control mediates these effects, and whether work demands, including 
long hours, moderate the initiative's effects on work-family outcomes. Analyses clearly dem­
onstrate that the workplace initiative positively affects the work-family interface, primarily 
by increasing employees' schedule control. This study points to the importance of schedule 
control for our understanding of job quality and for management policies and practices. 
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Work-family conflicts are common among 
workers in the United States and other indus­
trialized nations. Among U.S. men and 
women, 70 percent report some interference 
between work and non-work responsibilities 
(Schieman, Milkie, and Glavin 2009; see 
also Jacobs and Gerson 2004; Tausig and 
Fenwick 2001). These conflicts are mani­
fested as time strains, missed work or family 
activities, and the spillover of stress from 
work to home or vice versa. Individuals and 
couples employ a variety of adaptive strate­
gies to reduce work-family conflicts--­
including one spouse exiting the labor force, 
one spouse reducing work hours, or spouses 
working different shifts---but these strategies 
often reinforce gender inequality because 

women are more likely to leave jobs or cut 
back at work (Ammons and Edgell 2007; 
Becker and Moen 1999; Reynolds 2005; 
Stone 2007). Changes in work conditions 
and workplace policies would arguably do 
more than these individual strategies to 
reduce work-family conflicts and the 
inequality associated with these gendered 
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responses to work-family dilemmas (Moen 
and Roehling 2005; Williams 2000). 

This study extends recent research on the 
work side of the work-family interface by 
investigating whether changes in workplace 
policies and practices reduce work-family 
conflict and improve work-family fit. l 

Because previous research relies almost 
exclusively on cross-sectional data, studies 
have not demonstrated that work-family con­
flicts can be reduced by changing work con­
ditions, nor have scholars evaluated which 
workplace changes are most promising 
(Kelly et al. 2008). This article more rigor­
ously demonstrates the effects of work condi­
tions by studying changes in a white-collar 
organization and related changes in employ­
ees' experiences of the work-family inter­
face. We investigate schedule control as 
a key mechanism for managing multiple 
responsibilities on and off the job. We use 
longitudinal data from a natural experiment, 
the implementation of the Results Only 
Work Environment (ROWE) ImtIatlVe 
designed and implemented at the Best Buy 
Co., Inc. corporate headquarters. Our data 
include two waves of surveys completed by 
employees; approximately half the respond­
ents were in departments participating in 
the workplace initiative, and half were in 
comparison departments that began ROWE 
after our study period. 

We investigate three research questions. 
First, does this workplace initiative reduce 
work-family conflict and improve work­
family fit? Second, does the initiative work 
by increasing schedule control? In other 
words, does schedule control mediate the 
relationship between workplace changes 
and work-family conflict and fit? Third, do 
workplace changes bring similar benefits to 
employees with high work demands and to 
employees with less intense work demands? 
More broadly, this research examines how 
workplaces produce-and may be altered to 
ameliorate-work-family conflicts. 

We find clear evidence that workplace ini­
tiatives can alter the work environment to 
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help employees manage work and non-work 
responsibilities. In particular, increasing 
employees' appraisal of control over their 
work time is an important mechanism for 
alleviating work-family conflicts. ROWE 
reduces employees' sense of work-family 
conflict and improves work-family fit, and 
the effects of ROWE on these outcomes are 
mediated by increased schedule control. 
The benefits of ROWE and increased sched­
ule control are similar for employees work­
ing long hours and for those working fewer 
hours and for employees reporting high or 
low job demands. 

CHANGING WORKPLACES 
AND THE ROLE OF SCHEDULE 
CONTROL 

Our research on the effects of workplace ini­
tiatives is grounded in previous studies of 
specific work conditions and the work-family 
interface. Work-family conflict and fit are 
associated with the demands placed on 
employees at work and the resources avail­
able to individuals at work, as well as home 
demands and resources (Bakker and Geurts 
2004; Schieman et al. 2009; Voydanoff 
2004). Yet because the vast majority of these 
studies use cross-sectional data (Kelly et al. 
2008), scholars have not shown that changes 
in workplace policies and practices succeed 
in reducing work-family conflict and improv­
ing work-family fit. This is our first research 
question. 

Our second research question examines 
a specific work-related resource: is schedule 
control the mechanism through which this 
workplace initiative affects the work-family 
interface? It is important to identify the 
mechanism through which employees benefit 
from workplace changes because the policies 
and programs adopted by organizations vary. 
Knowing how employees benefit from a spe­
cific initiative helps to properly target new 
initiatives, even ones that differ from 
ROWE. We define schedule control as 
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employees' sense of latitude or control 
regarding the timing of their work, the num­
ber of hours they work, and the location 
where they work, which affects their com­
muting time and total time away from 
home (see similar definitions in Berg and 
colleagues [2004] and Kelly and Moen 
[2007]). In work-family research and in pop­
ular discourse, this is often referred to as 
flexibility (Hill et al. 2008) or flexible work 
arrangements.2 We prefer the term schedule 
control, because the broader terms include 
employers' flexible deployment of labor 
through contingent or contract work (Barker 
and Christensen 1998; Kalleberg 2001) and 
just-in-time staffing (e.g., retail workers 
sent home when the floor is slow), which is 
flexible but unpredictable from employees' 
perspective (Lambert 2008). Additionally, 
schedule control complements the concept 
of job control developed by Karasek 
(Karasek 1979; Karasek and Theorell 1990), 
which has been linked to employee health, 
job satisfaction, and organizational commit­
ment. While job control refers to control 
over how work is done, this construct does 
not attend to control over when, how much, 
or where one works. Schedule control turns 
our attention to work conditions that affect 
employees' lives off the job by determining 
their ability to manage work and non-work 
responsibilities more fluidly and effectively. 

Previous research and meta-analytic 
reviews indicate that employees who report 
more control over their schedules have less 
work-family conflict (Byron 2005; Galinsky, 
Bond, and Friedman 1996; Hammer, Allen, 
and Grigsby 1997; Kossek, Lautsch, and 
Eaton 2006; Moen et al. 2008) and better 
work-life balance (Hill et al. 2001; Tausig 
and Fenwick 2001). In addition to the ability 
to decide when they begin and end work, 
employees' ability to take time off during 
the workday and to control when they bring 
work home is negatively associated with 
work-family conflict (Mennino, Rubin, and 
Brayfield 2005; Thomas and Ganster 1995; 
Voydanoff 2004). 
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While this literature consistently finds 
relationships between schedule control and 
work-family conflict and fit, it relies almost 
entirely on cross-sectional data (but see 
Jansen and colleagues [2004] for a prospec­
tive study of Dutch employees). This is 
problematic because there is unequal access 
to schedule control. Professional and mana­
gerial employees report greater flexibility 
and schedule control (Golden 2008; 
Schieman et al. 2009; Weeden 2005),3 but 
they may differ systematically from other 
workers in ways that affect their work­
family conflict and fit, so the relationship 
between schedule control and work-family 
conflict may be spurious. Higher-status 
workers likely have more economic resour­
ces (e.g., income to purchase more reliable 
and more flexible childcare or eldercare), 
fewer family demands (e.g., fewer children 
or adult dependents in the home), and 
more family resources (e.g., a spouse in 
the household who is not employed or who 
works part-time). All of these circumstances 
may minimize work-family conflict and cre­
ate work-family fit. On the other hand, 
higher-status workers are likely to work 
long hours and to be highly engaged in their 
work--circumstances that may increase 
work-family conflict and reduce work­
family fit. 

We improve upon previous research by 
asking whether organizational changes 
increase schedule control (including bringing 
more control to employees who report lower 
levels of schedule control at baseline) and 
whether increases in schedule control reduce 
work-family conflict and increase work­
family fit. Our research design allows us to 
move from examining who has supportive 
work conditions and whether those condi­
tions are associated with work-family out­
comes in cross-sectional data of employees 
scattered across many organizations, to 
examining whether and how work environ­
ments can be altered to benefit employees 
who continue to be located in the same job 
and the same organization. 
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WORK DEMANDS AND WORK­
F AMIL Y CONFLICT 

Work demands, as measured by hours 
worked, are perhaps the most consistent 
predictor of work-family conflict (see Batt 
and Valcour 2003; Berg, Kalleberg, and 
Appelbaum 2003; Kossek et al. 2006; 
Thompson and Prottas 2006; Voydanoff 
2004). Other work demands associated with 
work-family conflict include mandatory or 
unexpected overtime, job pressure and per­
ceived overload, job stress, and psychologi­
cal job demands such as working fast or hav­
ing many interruptions (Berg et al. 2003; 
Byron 2005; Jansen et al. 2003; Schieman 
et al. 2009). Our third research question 
asks whether workplace changes, specifically 
increases in schedule control, benefit 
employees who experience high work 
demands. The literature suggests two com­
peting hypotheses. 

First, building on Karasek's Job 
Demands-Job Control model, we might 
expect that schedule control is particularly 
useful to employees with high work 
demands, as indicated by long work hours 
or high perceived job demands (e.g., working 
hard, working fast, or interruptions). This 
model claims that high job control-that is, 
autonomy and control over how work is 
done----buffers the effects of high job 
demands such that employees with high 
demands and high job control will experience 
better health and more satisfaction with their 
work than will employees with high demands 
and low job control or low demands and high 
job control (Karasek 1979; Karasek and The­
orell 1990). Applying this buffering hypothe­
sis to schedule control, we would expect that 
employees facing high job demands will fmd 
high schedule control especially helpful in 
managing all they are trying to do. 

Second, recent sociological research sug­
gests that schedule control will be less effec­
tive for individuals with high job demands. 
Employees who put in long hours may find 
that schedule control increases the 
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permeability of work into family and per­
sonal life and therefore creates more work­
family conflict (Blair-Loy 2009; Chesley 
2005). This may be particularly true of pro­
fessionals and managers who are expected 
to invest most of their time and energy in 
their work (Blair-Loy 2003; Williams 
2000). In support of this hypothesis, Schie­
man and colleagues (2009:986) recently 
found that employees working 50 or more 
hours per week "report a higher level of 
interference than those working fewer hours; 
[and] this association is stronger among indi­
viduals with some or full schedule control." 
They interpret this as evidence that "sched­
ule control may be indicative of 'work that 
never ends' and a devotion to work that 
responds to the demands of high status." 

GENDER AND WORK-FAMILY 
CONFLICT 

We recognize that workplace changes and 
increased schedule control may affect 
employees differently, depending on their 
gender and parental status, and that subjec­
tive reports of work-family conflict are influ­
enced by broader cultural expectations. In 
particular, expectations of mothers and 
fathers continue to differ, even for employed 
parents (Hays 1996; Townsend 2002). 
Employed mothers may experience greater 
work-family conflict, given the continued 
gender differences in time spent in caregiv­
ing and household labor (Bianchi et al. 
2000) and the cultural expectation that wom­
en's devotion to their families requires their 
availability and intense focus on family 
needs. Some research finds that fathers are 
more likely to report having too little time 
with children--a specific measure of time 
inadequacy-"due to gender differences in 
the amount of time spent in paid work and 
away from children" (Milkie et al. 
2004:757). However, consistent with inten­
sive mothering expectations, mothers' well­
being suffers more than fathers' when they 
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feel they do not have enough time with 
children or a spouse (Nomaguchi, Milkie, 
and Bianchi 2005). Assessments of gender 
differences in work-family conflict are com­
plicated by (1) different comparisons in 
different studies (i.e., men and women or 
married fathers and married mothers); (2) 
the fact that women facing the greatest 
potential conflicts may leave the labor force, 
selecting themselves out of the risk pool for 
work-family conflict; and (3) women's con­
centration in lower-status, lower-paid jobs 
with fewer resources (e.g., schedule control) 
for managing work-family conflicts (Moen 
at al. 2008; Schieman et al. 2009). With 
this sample of employees from one organiza­
tion, we cannot resolve these questions but 
we can investigate whether gendered parental 
status moderates the relationships between 
changing work conditions and work-family 
conflict and fit. This analysis allows us to 
determine whether mothers, fathers, and 
male and female non-parents all benefit sim­
ilarly from this workplace initiative and 
related increases in schedule control. 

THE CASE OF ROWE AT BEST 
BUY 

The ROWE (Results-Only Work Environ­
ment) initiative was developed internally 
and then implemented at the corporate head­
quarters for Best Buy Co., Inc., a Fortune 500 
retail company with approximately 3,500 
employees at its headquarters.4 ROWE dif­
fers from more common flexible work arran­
gements----such as flextime, telecommuting, 
compressed work weeks, and reduced-hours 
schedules--in several important ways. Most 
flexible work arrangements allow a select 
few employees to deviate from standard 
work hours and routines with their supervi­
sors' permission (Kelly and Kalev 2006). 
By contrast, ROWE attempts to shift the 
organizational culture so that the norm is 
flexibility regarding when and where 
employees do their work. The desired work 

269 

environment IS defined as one in which 
employees and managers can "do whatever 
they want, whenever they want, as long as 
the work gets done" (Ressler and Thompson 
2008:3). Employees can routinely change 
when and where they work based on their 
individual needs and job responsibilities 
(including a responsibility to coordinate 
work within the team as needed), without 
seeking permission from a manager or 
even notifying one. Creating a Results-Only 
Work Environment is presented as an ongo­
ing, collective effort to change the organiza­
tional culture. ROWE engages employees 
who prefer to work fairly traditional hours 
in the office as well as employees who 
want to work at different times and places. 
Work groups are described as "a ROWE 
team" or "in a ROWE," rather than labeling 
individuals as telecommuters or users offlex­
time. The focus on collective culture change 
should reduce the risk that individual 
employees who work uncommon hours or 
away from the office will be penalized in 
performance evaluations--a common con­
cern for most flexible work arrangements. 

ROWE begins after an executive decides 
that a department or a whole division will 
participate in the initiative.5 Employees in 
participating departments attend four ses­
sions, with an additional session for manag­
ers, totaling six hours over a period of about 
three months. The first session orients 
employees to the ROWE philosophy and 
the process of change in their teams (see 
Kelly and colleagues [2010] on the sessions 
and employees' responses). This is followed 
by a session that critically examines the cur­
rent organizational culture and develops 
a vision of the desired culture. For example, 
in this session, employees role-play by shar­
ing comments that arise from the current cul­
ture (e.g., "Just getting in?" "Your kid is 
sick again?") and practice responding in 
ways that do not reinforce old expectations 
about time norms (e.g., "Is there something 
you need?"). In the third session, employees 
are prompted to clarify the outcomes (i.e., the 
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results) they are tasked with and to identify 
low-value activities that do not contribute 
to the team's performance. Employees are 
encouraged to identify strategies for meeting 
business goals that will simultaneously 
increase their control over their work time. 
For example, some teams began cross-training 
so they could rotate working off-site and 
know that any questions could be handled 
by co-workers. Other teams began sending 
one or two representatives to meetings in 
other departments rather than having everyone 
attend. A final session brings together 
employees from multiple teams to brainstorm 
about problems they have encountered and to 
publicize new practices that are working well. 

This participatory initiative is both highly 
scripted and highly interactive, with employ­
ees discussing their particular concerns and 
identifying new work practices that are sensi­
ble from their perspectives. Scholars have 
documented that restructuring management 
practices is a negotiated phenomenon influ­
enced by employees, rather than simply 
imposed in a top-down manner by manage­
ment (Vallas 2003:220, 2006). ROWE delib­
erately engages employees and their managers 
to reflect on and change organizational culture 
and practices. This approach is similar in 
some ways to the work redesign experiments 
that attempt to improve productivity and gen­
der equity while addressing work-family con­
flicts (Perlow 1997; Rapoport et al. 2002). 

STUDY DESIGN 

Because the ROWE initiative would have 
occurred regardless of whether we studied 
it, we call this a natural experiment (Bronfen­
brenner 1979); it may also be called a quasi­
experimental nonequivalent control group 
design with pretest and posttest (Shadish, 
Cook, and Campbell 2002). We exploit the 
phased implementation of ROWE across cor­
porate headquarters by using the teams that 
began the initiative during the study period 
as a treatment group and using other 
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departments as a comparison group. We 
address the limitations of this design, relative 
to a true experiment, below. We use evidence 
from a longitudinal survey to compare the 
experiences of employees in teams beginning 
ROWE with those in teams that continued to 
operate under the organization's traditional 
management practices. 

We collected two waves of survey data 
using a self-administered Web survey. 
Employees completed the baseline survey 
in the month before ROWE sessions began 
and the second survey approximately six 
months after a department's first ROWE ses­
sion. Comparison groups were surveyed at 
parallel times. We drew the sample from 
non-contingent employees working in 10 
business units (or divisions, using our hierar­
chy labels) at the Best Buy Co, Inc. corporate 
headquarters. Executives from each division 
notified employees in their units that univer­
sity researchers would soon e-mail them 
directly. Using e-mail addresses provided 
by the firm, the research team invited 
employees to participate in the survey and 
provided a unique user code to each 
employee. This invitation described the study 
as an investigation of "how your work envi­
ronment affects your effectiveness at work, 
your health and well-being, and your per­
sonal life." The invitation and consent did 
not mention ROWE and made it clear that 
the survey was designed, implemented, and 
analyzed by university researchers. Employ­
ees were assured that no individual or identi­
fying information would be shared with the 
organization. Employees had three to four 
weeks to complete the Web survey (which 
required about 45 minutes) and were sent 
e-mail reminders with their unique user 
code. Participants were offered a $20 gift 
card that could be redeemed at either a chain 
of coffee shops or a chain of movie theaters. 

Wave 1 of the survey had an 80 percent 
response rate; 92 percent of Wave 1 respond­
ents also completed Wave 2. Response rates 
are similar for employees in the ROWE and 
the comparison departments, with Wave 1 
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response rates of 78 and 81 percent, respec­
tively, and retention rates of 93 and 90 per­
cent, respectively. Using human resources 
data on the population of non-contingent 
employees in the sampled departments, we 
examine potential response bias. Respond­
ents are significantly younger than non­
respondents, with less tenure and lower 
incomes. Executives (i.e., directors, vice­
presidents, and senior vice-presidents) were 
significantly less likely to participate. 
Women were more likely than men to com­
plete the first survey. All analyses are done 
on an analytic sample that is limited to 
respondents who completed both survey 
waves and have non-missing information on 
all independent variables, for a total of 608 
employees.6 Analyses not shown here reveal 
no substantive differences between this 
analytic sample and the sample that completed 
both survey waves. Among the participants, 
302 were in departments undergoing ROWE, 
and 306 were in comparison departments. 

The average age of these white-collar 
respondents is 32 years. They work an aver­
age of 48.15 hours per week (with 41 percent 
working at least 50 hours). Mean organiza­
tional tenure is 4.31 years. Of our respond­
ents, 86 percent have a college degree or 
more, and 33 percent are in a managerial 
position (i.e., supervise at least one person). 
Among our sample, 91.5 percent are white 
(n = 551), 5 percent are Asian (n = 30), 2 per­
cent are African American (n = 12), and 2.5 
percent are other races. Fifty percent of the 
respondents are female, 69 percent are mar­
ried or cohabiting, 35 percent have at least 
one child under age 18 at home, and 12 per­
cent care for an adult relative (usually a par­
ent). Because this sample clearly represents 
a young, educated, middle-class, Midwest­
ern popUlation, additional research is 
needed to determine whether ROWE or sim­
ilar workplace changes would produce sim­
ilar effects in a more diverse sample of 
workers. 

There are several limitations of this 
design. Because this is not a true experiment 
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with groups randomized to ROWE, we 
address potential selection bias below. Con­
tamination is a concern because there is 
likely some interaction between employees 
in ROWE and employees in traditional 
departments. Any contamination between 
different departments would result in greater 
similarity between the two groups in our 
measured outcomes and create a conservative 
test of the hypothesized effects. We recog­
nize the possibility of treatment misidentifi­
cation (particularly a Hawthorne effect) in 
which participation in the study influences 
individuals' responses. As detailed earlier, 
we reduced this possibility by not mentioning 
ROWE in the context of the survey. We are 
reassured that treatment misidentification is 
not a persistent problem in our data because 
we find that many of our measures of interest 
are not different between the two groups at 
either wave (null results available from the 
authors on request). Finally, we are sensitive 
to the possibility of other changes in the 
organizational setting that might affect one 
group more than the other, a threat to validity 
that is often called "history" (Shadish et al. 
2002). Although there were other changes 
in the organization during the study 
period-including a round of layoffs, train­
ing about lean management, and new diver­
sity initiatives--there is no evidence of 
differential exposure to these changes. 

Because six months is a rather brief period 
to assess these changes, the significance and 
magnitude of our findings could change in 
either direction in follow-up studies. The 
fact that human resources staff are charged 
with continuing to implement and monitor 
ROWE, and ROWE is incorporated in new 
employees' training, suggests the initiative 
continues to be important within this site. 
However, research on the longer-term 
impacts of this initiative or increased sched­
ule control might reveal negative effects, 
such as reduced promotion rates or slower 
wage growth, that offset the improvements 
in work-family conflict and fit experienced 
by employees. Unfortunately, we are unable 
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to continue gathering data in this site because 
of time and funding constraints. 

An additional limitation of this study is 
that ROWE, and thus our study, is limited 
to employees at corporate headquarters; there 
are no data on any effects of ROWE for con­
tingent workers at this site, nor any indica­
tion of how the initiative might affect retail 
workers employed by Best Buy. Further 
research on the effects of increased schedule 
control for a more diverse sample of workers, 
including low-wage and contingent workers, 
is clearly needed. 

MEASURES 

Table 1 presents descriptive statistics for the 
dependent and independent variables at 
Wave 1 and Wave 2 for the full sample, the 
ROWE sample, and the comparison sample. 
We analyze several established measures 
that capture employees' perceptions of 
work-family strains or fit. 7 The work-to­
family conflict scale captures primarily time 
strains (Netemeyer et al. 1996), while nega­
tive spillover from work to family empha­
sizes the emotional transmission of stress 
and energy depletion (Grzywacz and Marks 
2000). We measure work-family fit by 
a time adequacy scale assessing employees' 
sense of having enough time to pursue a vari­
ety of personal and family activities (Van 
Hom, Bellis, and Snyder 2001) and by the 
work-schedule fit scale that asks how well 
work schedules are working for employees 
and their families (Barnett et al. 1999). 
Schedule control measures employees' abil­
ity to decide about the time and timing of 
their work and is modified from Thomas 
and Ganster (1995). Previous research (e.g., 
Schieman et al. 2009; Tausig and Fenwick 
2001) has relied on a single item to measure 
schedule control. Our seven-item scale 
includes several questions about work time 
and one item about control over where 
work is done; analyses are robust to omitting 
the question about control over work loca­
tion. For all scales, higher values indicate 

American Sociological Review 76(2) 

higher levels of the construct. Detailed infor­
mation on the scales is provided in Tables 
S-A and S-B in the online supplement 
(http://asr.sagepub.com/supplemental). 

We code employees as part of the ROWE 
group if they reported (in the Wave 2 survey) 
attending any of the ROWE training sessions 
and they were currently assigned to a depart­
ment that participated in the initiative. We 
analyze different effects by gender and 
parental responsibilities by comparing 
women with one or more children at home, 
women without children at home, and men 
with one or more children at home to the ref­
erence category of men without children at 
home. The "children at home" categories 
capture women and men actively caring for 
children age 18 years or younger, but not 
parents of non-residential or grown children.8 

We also include a categorical measure of 
age. Because our analysis investigates work­
place changes, it is important to include other 
changes in respondents' lives in the models. 
We use a dummy variable indicating whether 
respondents answered yes, at Wave 2, to any 
of a list of changes in their personal lives 
experienced between survey waves (e.g., 
moving, birth of a child, or divorcing). We 
also include a variable indicating whether 
respondents changed jobs within the organi­
zation between surveys. 

Because ROWE and comparison groups 
differ on certain measures at Wave 1 (see 
Table 1), we include these measures in our 
models: whether a respondent's job is a sala­
ried position (i.e., exempt from Fair Labor 
Standards Act) or an hourly position, tenure 
in years, and a variable distinguishing 
employees with no supervisory duties from 
managers and from senior managers, direc­
tors, and officers. An eight-level categorical 
variable captures household income, with 1 
indicating less than $25,000, the mean cate­
gory of 4 indicating $75,000 to $99,999, 
and 8 indicating $250,000 or more. 

Our analysis of schedule control also 
includes measures of job demands and job 
control (Karasek 1979; Karasek and Theorell I. 
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Table 1. Descriptive Statistics of Dependent and Independent Variables in Wave 1 and Wave 2 

Wave 1 Wave 2 

Full Sample ROWE Non-ROWE Full Sample ROWE Non-ROWE 

Variable 

Dependent Variables 
Schedule Control 

Change in Schedule Control 
Work-Family Conflict 
Negative Work-Family Spillover 
Work-Schedule Fit 
Time Adequacy 

Personal and Family Characteristics 
Women with Children at Home 
Women without Children 
Men with Children at Home 
Men without Children 
Age (percent) 

20 to 29 Years 
30 to 39 Years 
40 to 60 Years 

Job Characteristics 
Percent Exempt 
Income 
Tenure 
Job Level 

Non-supervisory Employee 
Manager 
Senior Manager and Up 

Mean or % 

3.222 

3.145 
2.916 
5.279 
5.083 

16.9 
32.4 
18.4 
32.2 

45.6 
39.3 
15.1 

95.4 
4.202 
4.306 

67 .3 
19.4 
13.3 

SD Mean or % SD Meanor % 

(.736) 3.411 (.731) 3.035 

(.961) 3.194 (.969) 3.097 
(.651) 2.994 (.667) 2.838 

(1.285) 5.233 (1.287) 5.325 
(1.902) 4.973 (1.959) 5.192 

21.5 12.4 
27 .2 37.6 
20.2 16.7 
31.1 33.3 

36.4 54.6 
44.0 34.6 
19.5 10.8 

97.7 93.1 
(1.517) 4.348 (1 .484) 4.059 
(3 .198) 4.716 (3 .303) 3.902 
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Table 1. Descriptive Statistics of Dependent and Independent Variables in Wave 1 and Wave 2 

Variable 

Dependent Variables 
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Job Level 
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39.3 
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4.202 (1.517) 
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19.4 
13.3 
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Table 1. (continued) 

Wave 1 

Full Sample ROWE Non-ROWE Full Sample 

Variable Mean or % SD Mean or % SD Meanor % SD f). R-N Mean or % 

Competing Explanations and Changes 
Total Hours 48.151 (6.807) 47.977 (7.045) 48.324 (6.570) - .347 
Job Demands 2.949 (.498) 2.989 (.487) 2.910 (.506) .080 
Decision Authority 2.913 (.518) 2.922 (.525) 2.903 (.512) .019 
Skill Discretion 2.921 (.456) 2.975 (.434) 2.866 (.470) .109** 
Manager Support 3.543 (.914) 3.507 (.941) 3.579 (.887) - .072 
Supportive Organizational Culture 3.403 (.622) 3.342 (.622) 3.464 (.616) -.122* 
Life Change within Six Months 16.0 
Job Change within Six Months 13.3 

Note: Total N = 608; ROWE N = 302; Non-ROWE N = 306. f). R-N = difference between ROWE and non-ROWE. 
*p < .05; ** p < .01 ; *** p < .001 (two-tailed tests) . 

SD 

Wave 2 

ROWE Non-ROWE 

Mean or % SD Mean or % SD 

12.9 19.0 
10.9 15.7 

-.. "...,.,..-,..,~. ~....,..... --------:~ .. --."'<~-. -- ~--= =~~~~~-.-~-----~--~--~---~----~--. 

f).R-N 

-6.0* 
-4.8 
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1990). We expect employees with more job 
control (i.e., control over how they do their 
job) to have more control over their work 
time, because, in traditional work environ­
ments, flexible schedules and telework options 
are more likely to be available to individuals 
in higher-status occupations (Batt and Val­
cour 2003; Swanberg, Pitt-Catsouphes, and 
Drescher-Burke 2005). Job control measures 
include decision authority (i.e., autonomy 
over what happens on the job and how work 
is performed) and skill discretion (i.e., breadth 
of skills required) (Karasek 1979). We mea­
sure psychological job demands with items 
from Belkic and colleagues (2004), Karasek 
(1985), and Siegrist and colleagues (2004). 
We measure hours worked with a question 
asking "How many hours a week do you usu­
ally work at your Best Buy job? Please include 
all hours worked at all locations." 

To investigate alternative explanations 
regarding which work conditions affect 
work-family conflict, our analysis also incor­
porates measures of support from one's 
supervisor or manager and perceived organi­
zational support for family and personal life. 
Previous research shows that employees with 
more supportive supervisors report less 
work-family conflict, as do employees who 
view their organizations as more family­
supportive (Allen 2001; Mennino et al. 
2005; Thompson, Beauvais, and Lyness 
1999). We measure manager support with 
four questions that ask respondents how sup­
portive their manager is of their work and 
career development. Respondents evaluate 
whether the organizational culture is support­
ive of families by responding with nine state­
ments about "the philosophy of Best Buy" 
such as "employees who take time off to 
attend to personal matters are not committed 
to their work" (Allen 2001). 

ANALYSIS 

We use ordinary least squares regression 
with a lagged dependent variable to investi­
gate the effects of ROWE on employees' 

275 

experiences of work-family conflict and fit 
in Wave 2 and the potential mediating role 
of schedule control. We include the Wave I 
measure of the dependent variable to account 
for Wave 1 differences in the dependent var­
iables, for persistent heterogeneity and serial 
correlation between waves, and to describe 
the effects of changes in the work environ­
ment between waves. Our fmdings about 
the effects of ROWE and schedule control 
are consistent across alternative modeling 
strategies, as outlined below. The lagged 
dependent variable models are consistent 
with our theoretical expectations regarding 
ROWE's impact on schedule control and 
work-family conflict, allow the use of time 
invariant measures, and allow us to estimate 
level and change effects (Johnson 2005). 

In these models, we first document the 
effect of ROWE on work-family outcomes in 
a basic model adjusting only for the lagged 
dependent variable; we then test whether 
changes in schedule control mediate the effects 
of ROWE on the work-family interface. Baron 
and Kenny (1986:1173) define a mediating 
variable as "the generative mechanism through 
which the focal independent variable is able to 
influence the dependent variable of interest." 
As recommended by Judd and Kenny (1981), 
we estimate a series of nested regression mod­
els to test for mediation effects: (1) regressing 
the mediator (i.e., schedule control) on the 
independent variables (particularly ROWE); 
(2) regressing the dependent variable (i.e., 
work-family outcomes) on the independent 
variables (ROWE); and (3) regressing the 
dependent variable (i.e., work-family out­
comes) on independent (ROWE) and mediator 
(schedule control) variables. We report key 
models in Tables 2 and 3. 

We calculate Sobel test statistics for each 
nested regression to test whether the mediation 
pathways are statistically significant (MacKin­
non and Dwyer 1993; Sobel 1982). A signifi­
cant Sobel test indicates that the indirect effect 
of the independent variable on the dependent 
variable through the mediator variable is sig­
nificant. We also present the percentage of 
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We calculate Sobel test statistics for each 
nested regression to test whether the mediation 
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the total effect of ROWE that is mediated by 
inclusion of the variable capturing change in 
schedule control. All regressions that test for 
the mediating effects of change in schedule 
control by Wave 2 also include the measure 
of schedule control in Wave 1, because the 
ROWE and the comparison group differ in 
schedule control at baseline (see Table 1); 
this also allows us to estimate level and change 
effects. We present alternative mediation path­
ways (through changes in organizational sup­
portive culture and manager support, as sug­
gested by the work-family literature) in the 
online supplement. 

Diagnostics investigating violations of the 
assumption of a linear relationship between 
the independent and dependent variables fmd 
no evidence of a nonlinear pattern in the 
data. There is no evidence of multicollinearity, 
omitted variable bias, or heteroscedasticity in 
models estimating schedule control, work-fam­
ily conflict, or negative work-family spillover, 
but there is weak evidence of heteroscedastic­
ity in models estimating work-schedule fit 
and time adequacy. We therefore use Huber­
White sandwich estimators of the standard 
errors that relax the assumptions of homosce­
dasticity and a normally distributed error vari­
ance. Finally, we remove from each model 
cases with extreme values that might unduly 
influence the results; at most, five cases are 
removed. Removing these cases does not alter 
the magnitude or significance of any of our 
focal variables, but analysis suggests these 
extreme values are biasing estimates of some 
individual and job characteristics used as con­
trols. The results of these diagnostic tests lead 
us to believe that our models are producing 
consistent, efficient, and robust estimates. 

FINDINGS 

Improving the Work-Family 
Interface by Increasing Schedule 
Control 

Our first research question is whether 
this workplace initiative affects employees' 

American Sociological Review 76(2) 

experience of the work-family interface. 
Table 3 provides initial evidence that 
ROWE reduces work-family conflict and 
spillover and improves work-family fit and 
time adequacy, after controlling for employ­
ees' starting points on each of the work-fam­
ily measures. See the first model for each 
outcome for the gross effects of ROWE, 
adjusting only for the lagged dependent vari­
able. The ROWE effect is consistently signif­
icant and in the expected direction. 

To address our second question-whether 
schedule control mediates the relationship 
between workplace changes and work-family 
conflict and fit-we first model the effects of 
ROWE on schedule control (see Table 2). 
Previous research has not shown that work­
place initiatives succeed in increasing 
employees' schedule control, both because 
the research is almost entirely cross-sectional 
and because common flexible work arrange­
ments may not actually shift control to 
employees who must negotiate individually 
with their managers to use these policies 
(Kelly and Moen 2007; Kelly et al. 2008). 
This analysis demonstrates that ROWE 
does increase employees' schedule control. 
Model I in Table 2 also indicates some sta­
bility: employees with high levels of sched­
ule control in Wave I had high levels of 
schedule control in Wave 2. Still, net of base­
line schedule control, participation in the 
ROWE initiative increases employees' 
schedule control by about a half a standard 
deviation on average. Model 2 adds personal 
and family characteristics, job characteris­
tics, key work conditions, and indicators of 
other changes between waves. Managers 
report a smaller average increase in schedule 
control by Wave 2 than do non-supervisory 
employees. Managers may feel that their 
responsibility to coordinate the work of sev­
eral employees limits their ability to shift 
their own hours or to work at home; alterna­
tively, the smaller increase in schedule con­
trol may reflect the fact that managers had 
higher schedule control at baseline (Moen 
et al. 2008) and thus less room to grow. 

'" 
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Table 2. OLS Regression Results Estimating Schedule Control in Wave 2 

Modell Model 2 

Variable B SE B SE 

Schedule Control in Wave 1 .606*** (.037) .561 *** (.046) 
ROWE .388*** (.054) .396*** (.090) 
Women with Children at Home .068 (.125) 
Women without Children .026 (.086) 
Men with Children at Home .246* (.112) 
Age 30 to 39 Years .066 (.070) 
Age 40 to 60 Years .000 (.088) 
Exempt - .093 (.132) 
Income .024 (.023) 
Tenure .016 (.009) 
Manager -.196** (.074) 
Senior Manager and Up - .090 (.095) 
Total Hours -.009 (.004) 
Job Demands -.074 (.059) 
Decision Authority .108 (.063) 
Skill Discretion .015 (.076) 
Life Change within Six Months .018 (.067) 
Job Change within Six Months - .002 (.074) 
Women with Children x ROWE .017 (.157) 
Women without Children x ROWE .151 (.129) 
Men with Children x ROWE - .324* (.146) 
Constant 1.277*** (.117) 1.518*** .299 
N 608 
R-squared .413 

*p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001 (two-tailed tests). 

We also investigate whether there are dif­
ferential effects by gender or parental status. 
Using Model 2 of Table 2, we calculate pre­
dicted values of schedule control for ROWE 
participants and employees in traditional 
departments. Predicted values of schedule 
control are significantly different for mothers 
(3.65 for mothers in ROWE versus 3.24 for 
mothers in traditional departments), for 
women without children (3.74 versus 3.17), 
and for men without children (3.56 versus 
3.19). Schedule control levels are similar 
for fathers in ROWE departments and the 
comparison group. Additional analyses 
reveal that men with children at home have 
the highest baseline level schedule control, 
and that ROWE increases schedule control 
more for employees with lower baseline lev­
els. In summaIY, ROWE increases schedule 

608 
.447 

control, with men with children at home-­
who had high schedule control to begin 
with-benefiting less than other groups. 

Using nested models, we investigate 
whether ROWE improves the work-family 
interface by changing schedule control. 
After estimating the gross effects of 
ROWE (including only the lagged depen­
dent variable and ROWE), we add change 
in schedule control (as a potential mediating 
variable) and baseline schedule control as 
a control variable (because the groups differ 
on schedule control at Wave 1). This allows 
us to isolate the mediation related to sched­
ule control specifically. We next add demo­
graphic measures, life and job changes in 
the past six months, and manager support 
and family-supportive organizational cul­
ture. Table 3 presents the first model and 
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~ Table 3. OLS Regression Results Estimating the Work-Family Interface in Wave 2 

Work-Family Conflict Negative Work-Family Work-Schedule Fit 
in Wave 2 Spillover in Wave 2 in Wave 2 

Variable B B B B B B 

Lagged Dependent Variable .651 *** .526*** .641 *** .567*** .556*** .450*** 
(.030) (.037) (.034) (.034) (.040) (.039) 

ROWE -.220*** -.056 -.098* .012 .540*** .102 
(.060) (.061) (.039) (.042) (.085) (.082) 

Schedule Control Change -.465*** -.229*** .831*** 
(.041) (.029) (.065) 

Schedule Control in Wave 1 -.282*** -.148*** .648*** 
(.048) (.033) (.069) 

Women with Children at Home - .054 -.0.21 -.094 
(.087) (.061) (.115) 

Women without Children -.117 .027 -.106 
(.067) (.047) (.091) 

Men with Children at Home .002 - .093 - .084 
(.086) (.059) (.110) 

Age 30 to 39 Years .123 .021 -.075 
(.069) (.048) (.096) 

Age 40 to 60 Years .045 .050 -.219 
(.086) (.065) (.128) 

Exempt -.177 .058 .409* 
(.114) (.088) (.165) 

Income -.025 .030* -.005 
(.021) (.015) (.030) 

Tenure .000 .002 -.021 
(.009) (.006) (.013) 

Manager .153 .159** - .085 
(.080) (.054) (.110) 
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Table 3. (continued) 

Variable 

Life Change within Six Months 

Job Change within Six Months 

Manager Support 

Supportive Organizational Culture 

Constant 

N 
R-squared 
Sobel Test for Mediation 

Percent of Total Effect that is Mediated 

Note: Standard errors in parentheses. 

Work-Family Conflict 
in Wave 2 

B 

1.043*** 
(.099) 

590 
.432 

B 

.037 
(.079) 
.084 

(.084) 
-.051 
(.030) 

-.138** 
(.049) 

3.029*** 
(.294) 

590 
.562 

-.188*** 
(.031) 

77.1 

*p < .05; ** P < .01; *** p < .001 (two-tailed tests). 

Negative Work-Family 
Spillover in Wave 2 

B 

1.056*** 
(.099) 

586 
.429 

B 
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(.053) 
.012 

(.060) 
.007 

(.022) 
- .110** 
(.036) 
2.130*** 
(.202) 
586 
.581 
.100*** 

(.019) 
113.3 

Work-Schedule Fit 
in Wave 2 
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(.236) 

599 
.341 
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-.235* 
(.102) 

- .268* 
(.108) 

-.036 
(.046) 

-.003 
(.069) 

1.046*** 
(.326) 

599 
.544 
.338*** 

(.051) 
76.7 

Time Adequacy 
in Wave 2 

B 

1.562*** 
(.161) 

596 
.491 

B 

-.311* 
(.141) 

-.464*** 
(.141) 

-.076 
(.058) 
.162 

(.096) 
.282 

(.476) 
596 

.581 

.312*** 
(.051) 

86.2 
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the full model, with the Sobel test for medi­
ation and the percent of the total effect that 
is mediated to assess the strength and signif­
icance of change in schedule control as 
a mediator. 

There is a clear and consistent pattern for 
the models predicting work-family conflict, 
negative work-family spillover, work­
schedule fit, and time adequacy at Wave 2. 
The lagged dependent variable in Wave I 
and ROWE are always significant in the first 
models; ROWE decreases negative work­
family spillover and work-family conflict 
and increases work-schedule fit and time 
adequacy by Wave 2, controlling for 
employees' starting points on each of the 
dependent values in Wave 1. However, 
when we add only schedule control meas­
ures (in an intermediate step not shown 
here), ROWE becomes nonsignificant. 
Sobel tests for mediation are always signif­
icant, and the percent of the total effect 
that is mediated is very high for all outcome 
variables, indicating that changes in sched­
ule control completely mediate the effect 
of ROWE on these measures of the work­
family interface. 

The magnitude of the effect of changes in 
schedule control varies but is generally large. 
On average and controlling for all variables 
in the full models in Table 3, an increase of 
one standard deviation in schedule control 
between waves leads to a half a standard 
deviation decrease in work-family conflict 
and a half a standard deviation increase in 
work-schedule fit in Wave 2. An increase 
of one standard deviation in schedule con­
trol yields a quarter of a standard deviation 
decrease in negative work-family spillover 
in Wave 2 and a similarly sized increase in 
time adequacy. Effects are larger for out­
comes that more directly measure the rela­
tionship between work and family time 
(i.e., the work-to-family conflict scale and 
work-schedule fit), as compared to the 
spillover scale that focuses on the transmis­
sion of emotions across domains and the 
time adequacy scale that captures a broader 
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range of personal goals. We also estimate 
models with interactions between gender/ 
parental status and ROWE and schedule 
control (not shown here); none are signifi­
cant. Recall that ROWE produces less 
change in schedule control for men with 
children, but a given change in schedule 
control has similar effects on work-family 
conflict and fit across gender/parental status 
categories. 

The full models in Table 3 also adjust for 
personal and job characteristics that differ for 
the ROWE and comparison groups at base­
line and consider the influence of life 
changes, manager support, and a family-sup­
portive organizational culture. Few of these 
variables are significant, and they have only 
a minimal effect on the coefficients for 
change in schedule control, the mediation 
tests, or the fit of the models. Managers 
report higher work-family conflict and nega­
tive work-family spillover in Wave 2 than do 
non-supervisory employees. Employees with 
higher household incomes also report higher 
work-family spillover in Wave 2. Employees 
who rate the organization as more supportive 
of family are more likely to see decreases in 
work-family conflict and spillover. Exempt 
employees report significantly better work­
schedule fit, even net of schedule control in 
Wave I and changes in schedule control. 
Job changes between waves are associated 
with decreases in work-schedule fit and 
time adequacy (Reynolds 2005), and 
respondents who had changes in their per­
sonal lives report decreases III time 
adequacy. 

Work Demands as a Moderator 

Next, we address the question of whether this 
workplace initiative brings similar benefits to 
employees with high work demands (as indi­
cated by long work hours or psychological 
demands) and those with less intense work 
demands. Extending the Job Demands-­
Job Control model developed by Karasek 
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(1979; Karasek and Theorell 1990) to sched­
ule control suggests that control over the time 
and timing of work should help employees 
manage the effects of high job demands. 
High schedule control may buffer the effects 
of high job demands on work-family conflict, 
for example. However, recent research on the 
pernicious effects of permeable work points 
to the difficulty in limiting or bounding 
one's work if demands and flexibility regard­
ing when and where work is performed are 
both high (Blair-Loy 2009; Schieman et al. 
2009). 

When interactions of job demands and 
ROWE are added to the full models (see 
Table 4), there is no evidence that ROWE 
has a differential effect on schedule control 
for employees above and below the mean 
level of job demands or for those who work 
more or less than 50 hours per week. Simi­
larly, when interactions of demands and 
change in schedule control are added to the 
models of work-family outcomes (see Table 
4), there is no evidence that changes in 
schedule control have a differential effect 
on work-family outcomes for employees 
above and below the mean level of job 
demands or for those who work more or 
less than 50 hours per week. Employees 
with high job demands and employees with 
long work hours report greater work-family 
conflict, net of all else, but none of the inter­
actions between demands and change in 
schedule control are significant. To summa­
rize, ROWE increases schedule control for 
employees regardless of work demands, and 
increased schedule control results in less 
work-family conflict and better work-family 
fit among employees with the highest work 
demands and those with lower work 
demands.9 

Additional Analyses 

Previous research on the work-family inter­
face shows that employees who view their 
organizations as more supportive of family 
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and personal life report less work-family 
conflict, as do employees with more support­
ive supervisors (Allen 2001; Hammer et al. 
2011; Mennino et al. 2005; Thompson et al. 
1999). It is possible that increases in support 
from the organization or a manager may 
mediate the pathway between ROWE and 
work-family outcomes. As Table S-C in the 
online supplement shows, change in schedule 
control is by far the strongest mediator: coef­
ficients for ROWE become nonsignificant 
when change in schedule control is added 
to the models, the percent of effect mediated 
is large, and the Sobel test statistics are sig­
nificant. By contrast, the coefficient for 
ROWE stays significant when changes in 
organizational supportive culture or manager 
support are added to the models, the Sobel 
test statistics are weak (barely significant 
for organizational supportive culture and 
nonsignificant for manager support), and 
the percent of total effect that is mediated 
is never above 25 percent. 

Our findings are robust to alternative 
specifications, including multilevel models, 
change score models, models adjusting for 
serial correlation, and treatment effect mod­
els. We present these models in the online 
supplement but summarize them briefly 
here. Because we have data on employees 
nested in the organizational hierarchy, we 
calculate the intraclass correlation coeffi­
cient (ICC) for outcomes at the team, 
department, and division levels to see 
whether multilevel models are warranted 
(see Table S-D in the online supplement). 
There is no indication of variation between 
groups (at any level) for any of the work­
family outcomes. Based on significant 
ICCs for schedule control, we perform a sim­
ple multilevel analysis at team and depart­
ment levels. The findings are very similar 
to the tables presented here earlier, and the 
primary source of group-level clustering in 
schedule control is the fact of being in 
a ROWE group. The effect of ROWE on 
schedule control does not vary significantly 
across teams or departments. 
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Table 4. Summary Table Examining Differential ROWE Effects on Schedule Control and Differential Schedule Control Effects on the Work-Family 
Interface for High Demand Workers 

Schedule Control Work-Family Conflict Negative Work-Family Work-Schedule Time Adequacy in 
in Wave 2 in Wave 2 Spillover in Wave 2 Fit in Wave Z Wave 2 

Job Long Hours Job Demands Long Hours Job Demands Long Hours Job Demands Long Hours Job Demands Work Hours 
Demands (50 +) Interaction (50+) Interaction Interaction (50+) Interaction Interaction (50+) Interaction Interaction (50+) Interaction 

Variable B B Variable B B B B B B B B 

ROWE .435··· .467'" ROWE -.066 -.047 .004 .014 .115 .093 .054 .040 
Works 50+ -.091 .012 Schedule Control Change - .449··· -.451"'·· -.201"'·· -.220··· .807··· .877··· .860··· .714"'·· 

Hours 
Job Demands .017 -.042 Schedule Control in - .283"'·· -.284*·- -.142"'·· -.146"'·· .642"'·· .649··· .513"'·· .509··· 

above Mean Wave 1 

ROWE x Job -.108 Job Demands above Mean .158' .113" -.176- -.142 

Demands 
above Mean 

ROWE x Work - .209 Schedule Control -.032 -.059 .043 -.290 
50+ Hours Change x Job Demands 

Constant .885"'·· .895'" High Work Hours (50+) .142' .051 -.011 -.193 

Schedule Control Change x -.024 -.019 -.120 .028 
High Work Hours 

Constant 3 .090'" 3 .068'" 2.143'" 2.121'" 1.173'-' 1.058'" .420 .399 

N 608 608 N 590 590 586 586 599 599 596 596 
R-squared .436 .439 R-squared .567 .566 .525 .520 .548 .545 .586 .583 

Note: The following variables are in the models but are not shown to save space: the lagged dependent variable, gender/parental status, age, exempt, income, tenure, 
managerial status, and life/job changes. Decision authority and skill description are not shown in the schedule control models, and manager support and 
organizational supportive culture are not shown in the work-family interface models. Finally, standard errors are not shown in order to save space. Full tables are 
available from the authors on request. 
*p < .05; ** P < .01; *** p < .001 (two-tailed tests). 
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Selection into ROWE may bias our esti­
mates of the effects of the initiative. Individ­
ual employees cannot choose whether to 
begin ROWE; senior executives decide 
whether departments or whole divisions par­
ticipate in ROWE. Nonetheless, it is plausi­
ble that selection processes affected which 
units moved ahead quickly with ROWE and 
which waited for later implementation. 
Based on previous research on managers' 
support of flexible work options (Blair-Loy 
and Wharton 2002), we expect that execu­
tives may be drawn to ROWE based on their 
personal characteristics or their sense of 
employees' needs. Treatment effects models 
(see Table S-E in the online supplement; 
Gelman 2004; Heckman 1979) that first esti­
mate the likelihood of ROWE participation 
reveal that departments are more likely to 
participate in ROWE during the study period 
if they are headed by female executives, by 
older vice presidents, or by vice presidents 
with less organizational tenure. Departments 
are also more likely to move into ROWE 
during the study period if they have more 
women, higher average job demands, or 
higher average schedule control at baseline 
(see Table S-E in the online supplement).lo 
There is no evidence, however, that selection 
into ROWE biases our central analysis of the 
effects of ROWE and schedule control on 
work-family conflict or fit. The Rho and 
Wald tests that indicate the correlations of 
the residuals in the two equations are not sig­
nificant, except for the model for work­
schedule fit. Even in that model, we find no 
differences in the significance or direction 
of coefficients for ROWE, schedule control, 
or change in schedule control, and estimates 
for these focal variables are nearly identical 
to the coefficients in Tables 2 and 3. We con­
clude that there is no evidence that selection 
into ROWE biases the results of our models. 

An alternative to the lagged dependent 
variable model is a fIrst differences strategy 
that models the change in outcomes 
on changes in independent variables (John­
son 2005), fixing effects on unmeasured 
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differences over time and eliminating poten­
tial bias caused by measurement error or dif­
ferential selection into ROWE (see Table S-F 
in the online supplement). II Although results 
suggest that the effects of ROWE on sched­
ule control and on work-family outcomes 
are substantively identical to findings in the 
earlier models, we cannot include time 
invariant measures such as baseline schedule 
control in these models. We prefer the analy­
sis presented here because we know that 
changes in schedule control between waves 
vary by baseline schedule control. 

Another alternative analytic strategy is to 
use feasible generalized least squares 
(FGLS) with an AR(1) error correction to 
account for potential serial correlation. Com­
paring FGLS regressions with an AR(1) error 
correction with our presented models, the 
models in Tables 2 and 3 are a better fit to 
the data and explain a greater percentage of 
the variance in the dependent variable. More­
over, in FGLS regressions with the AR(I) 
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able, the Rho coefficient estimates at zero, 
indicating that the Wave I dependent vari­
able fully accounts for serial correlation in 
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CONCLUSIONS 

Many U.S. workers experience work-family 
conflicts, and many organizations have 
adopted flexible work arrangements with the 
stated goal of promoting better "balance" 
between work and personal life. Yet research 
has not been able to demonstrate whether new 
workplace policies or programs actually 
change employees' experience of work­
family conflict or fit, nor have studies estab­
lished whether these initiatives increase 
employees' sense of flexibility or schedule 
control. Design limitations-including reli­
ance on cross-sectional data or longitudinal 
samples that follow individuals as they move 
across jobs or organizations---mean there 
are many unanswered questions about the 
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work-family conflict. We extend recent 
research on the work conditions associated 
with work-family conflict and recent attention 
to schedule control to examine how changes 
in a white-collar organization affect employ­
ees embedded in that setting. 

Our longitudinal analysis of employees 
participating in ROWE and employees in 
comparison departments in a large white-col­
lar organization reveals that this workplace 
initiative reduces work-family conflict and 
improves work-family fit, after accounting 
for baseline levels of the dependent varia­
bles, personal job characteristics, and other 
work resources such as a supportive manager 
and organizational culture. Additionally, our 
results clearly demonstrate that ROWE 
increases employees' sense of schedule con­
trol and that the ROWE effect on work-fam­
ily conflict and fit is fully mediated by 
increases in schedule control. Effects of this 
initiative and increases in schedule control 
are similar among employees regardless of 
job demands and hours worked. This finding 
is important in light of fears that flexibility is 
a double-edged sword; "schedule control 
may be indicative of 'work that never 
ends'" (Schieman et al. 2009:986) and, by 
implication, detrimental to employees' well­
being rather than helpful. Recent cross-sec­
tional research finds that employees working 
very long hours have higher work-nonwork 
interference than do others, even with high 
schedule control (Schieman et al. 2009), but 
our analysis indicates that---even in those sit­
uations--increases in schedule control 
benefit employees by helping them manage 
the work-family interface. Furthermore, 
this workplace initiative benefited all 
employees--mothers, fathers, and men and 
women without childretr-who experienced 
increased schedule control. ROWE signifi­
cantly increased schedule control, relative 
to the comparison group, for mothers and 
for women and men without children at 
home; fathers in ROWE departments did 
not differ significantly from fathers in com­
parison groups, but they had the highest 
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schedule control at baseline. Although man­
agers often assume that only working moth­
ers need flexibility and that their use of flex­
ibility reveals a lesser commitment to work, 
initiatives that increase schedule control 
broadly benefit other individuals, too. 

We also contribute to scholarship on job 
quality in two ways. First, we suggest that 
job quality should encompass both condi­
tions at work and conditions that facilitate 
employees' ability to manage their dual 
responsibilities for paid work and family or 
personal obligations. Scholars have long 
noted the value of job control (i.e., autonomy 
regarding how work is done and the chance 
to use one's skills), but schedule control 
draws our attention to the ways that work 
conditions may help minimize work-family 
conflict. These work conditions are increas­
ingly attractive and important, given the 
growing number of workers who have 
responsibilities for children or dependent 
adults and the decreasing number of house­
holds with a spouse at home full-time. Sec­
ond, we demonstrate that favorable work 
conditions are not necessarily a function of 
jobs per se; job quality is not inherent in 
a given set of tasks or a given position in 
an organizational hierarchy. The institution­
alized expectations--that is, the rules of the 
game and the everyday practices and 
assumptions that reinforce those expectations 
-in an organization can change without 
changing jobs. Our results show that the 
same people doing the same jobs, embedded 
in the same organization and the same fami­
lies, can and do gain control over the time 
and timing of their work in ways that benefit 
them and, by extension, their families and 
communities. Utilizing a natural experiment 
in a workplace allows us to isolate the effects 
of changing specific work conditions for 
employees. Because workers are selected--by 
themselves and by employers--into certain 
jobs and organizations, it is difficult to ascer­
tain the effects of given workplace policies, 
practices, or conditions if we rely solely on 
cross-sectional samples of workers in 
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scattered workplaces. Additional natural 
experiments, quasi-experiments, or (ideally) 
experiments are needed to supplement studies 
of more representative samples of employees 
scattered across many types of organizations. 

In most organizations, flexibility or sched­
ule control is more likely to be available to 
more privileged workers. Professionals often 
assume they control their schedules as part of 
their professional status, and flexible work 
arrangements are usually allowed as accom­
modations for a favored few (Blair-Loy and 
Wharton 2002; Kelly and Kalev 2006). Our 
analysis illustrates that it is feasible to 
broaden access to schedule control, at least 
in a white-collar setting, and thereby relieve 
work-family conflicts and improve work­
family fit for more workers. One implication 
for management practices is the need to care­
fully consider whether existing or proposed 
policies are likely to increase employees' 
sense of schedule control. For example, 
many employees may enjoy "summer 
hours" or condensed work weeks (e.g., all 
employees in a unit work four 10-hour days 
and take Friday off), but these practices do 
not transfer schedule control to employees 
and so may not reduce work-family conflicts. 

The ROWE initiative, with its goal of cre­
ating an organizational culture that assumes 
employees control their own schedules, 
rather than simply allowing some individuals 
to make modest changes, clearly benefited 
this sample of white-collar employees, but 
questions remain about the likely diffusion 
of this type of change. For example, are ini­
tiatives like this likely to spread during an 
economic recession?12 Business advocates 
often frame flexible work arrangements as 
a recruitment and retention tool that gives 
organizations an advantage in tight labor 
markets. Employees and potential employees 
are probably less likely to push hard for 
changes in work conditions when unemploy­
ment is high. On the other hand, when wages 
are stagnant or falling and benefits packages 
are being cut, some employers look for less 
expensive ways to signal their concern for 
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employees. Flexibility initiatives may seem 
a good way to do that. Firms that have down­
sized employees may also adopt these initia­
tives as part of an effort to meet the needs of 
the remaining-and stressed--workers. 

A second question is whether workplace 
initiatives that increase schedule control 
will diffuse beyond white-collar workplaces 
to low-wage workers. We contend that 
schedule control may be manifested differ­
ently (e.g., more predictable schedules com­
bined with easier schedule swaps or the abil­
ity to refuse overtime) among low-wage 
workers and service and production workers. 
Yet we hypothesize--and hope--that cus­
tomized initiatives that increase schedule 
control will reduce work-family conflict 
and improve work-family fit in these settings 
and for these workers as well. 13 Scholars and 
advocates are actively investigating whether 
and what type of workplace initiatives bene­
fit these less privileged workers (Hammer 
et al. 2011; Lambert 2009; Swanberg et al. 
2008; Workplace Flexibility 2010). If access 
to schedule control increases among white­
collar workers but not the less privileged, 
this would be yet another way work is strat­
ified and stress--with all its consequences 
for health and family life--is distributed 
unequally by class. 

In summary, this project reminds us that 
the work environment is malleable. Work­
family conflicts and work-family fit depend 
on the demands that employees have at 
home, including the number of children and 
the health status of other family members, 
as well as the support available to employees 
at home and in the community. But corpora­
tions' institutionalized policies, practices, 
and expectations regarding work create 
work-family conflicts, and increasing sched­
ule control can ameliorate the strains felt by 
employees. 
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Notes 

I. Scholars have documented that work-family conflict 
may be bi-directional, such that work interferes with 
family life and family interferes with work (Frone, 
Russell, and Cooper 1997; Greenhaus and Beutell 
1985; MacDermid 2005). We examine work-to­
family conflict because this direction is more com­
mon and because we are analyzing the impact of 
organizational changes, not changes in family life, 
on employees. We employ a variety of work-family 
conflict and fit measures, including measures that are 
relevant to employees without a spouse/partner or 
children at home. Some measures refer specifically 
to family but others ask about one's job affecting 
the effort and energy one can put in "at home" 
and the transfer of job stress to home (Grzywacz 
and Marks 2000; Netemeyer, Boles, and McMurrian 
1996). Work-family fit refers here to a respondent's 
appraisal of how well one's schedule is working "for 
you" and "for your family or personal life" (Barnett, 
Gareis, and Brennan 1999; cf. Moen, Kelly, and 
Huang 2008), as well as the assessment of having 
"enough time" to do a variety of activities. 

2. Although organizational policies such as flextime 
and telecommuting purportedly exist to foster flex­
ibility, the research on this relationship is quite 
mixed (Batt and Valcour 2003; Kelly and Moen 
2007; Thomas and Ganster 1995). 

3. Access to schedule control is stratified across and 
within organizations. Organizations that rely on 
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higher-status workers, such as professionals or man­
agers, are more likely to offer flexible work 
arrangements (Davis and Kal1eberg 2006; Deitch 
and Huffman 2001). Furthermore, because flexible 
work policies give supervisors discretion over who 
can use these arrangements, employees who are 
viewed as high performers are more likely to be 
allowed to use them (Kelly and Kalev 2006). 

4. ROWE was developed and piloted by two Best Buy 
employees, Cali Ressler and Jody Thompson, who 
then established an independent frrrn promoting 
ROWE. For more information on ROWE and efforts 
to implement it in other organizations, see Ressler 
and Thompson (2008) and http://www.gorowe.com. 

5. We use the terms team, department, and division to 
refer to nested and increasingly larger organiza­
tional units. 

6. Six hundred fifty-nine respondents completed both 
survey waves. Within this sample, independent var­
iables averaged seven missing cases, with a maxi­
mum of 23 cases (for work hours). Data seem to 
be missing at random. We created the analytic sam­
ple using listwise deletion to ensure that all analyses 
use a comparable sample. 

7. We do not have data on work-family trade-offs, 
such as missing family events due to work or scal­
ing back at work due to family responsibilities (see 
Ammons and Edgell 2007; Mennino and Brayfield 
2002). 

8. An alternative coding that includes non-residential 
parents of children under 18 years in the "with chil­
dren" category does not substantively change the 
results of our analyses. 

9. We also ran models separately on the subsamples of 
employees with higher and lower reported job 
demands and those who worked more or less than 
50 hours per week. Chow tests evaluating the equiv­
alence of slopes in these models indicate that (I) 
ROWE has less of an effect on schedule control 
for employees working more than 50 hours per 
week and (2) changes in schedule control have 
more of an effect on negative work-to-family spill­
over and increasing work-schedule fit among 
employees with job demands above the mean in 
Wave I. These findings leave open the possibility 
of differential effects of workplace initiatives across 
levels of work demands, particularly the possibility 
that it is easier to increase schedule control among 
employees working fewer than 50 hours per week. 
We concentrate here on the interaction models 
because previous research suggests one moderator: 
that workplace initiatives and schedule control, spe­
cifically, are differentially beneficial for the work­
family interface depending on job demands and 
hours worked. By contrast, the subsample analysis 
and Chow tests estimate each independent varia­
ble's effect for that group. 
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ble's effect for that group. 
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10. There is no evidence that the selection equation is 
strongly related to schedule control or the work­
family interface. 

II. A related approach is a growth curve model, which 
would allow us to include time-invariant variables. 
However, this method assumes growth over time, 
and there is no theoretical or empirical reason to 
assume growth in schedule control or work-family 
conflict or fit over time (particularly during the 
six-month study period). 

12. Analysis of this question is complicated by 
increased public attention to flexibility initiatives 
during the recession, including a 2010 White House 
Forum on Workplace Flexibility. 

13. Low-wage workers may manifest work-family 
conflict differently (e.g., inadequate pay to meet 
family needs due to unpredictable schedules or 
job loss when family crises lead to unexpected 
absences), so measures of work-family conflict 
may need to be broadened in studies of these 
populations. 
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