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ADOPTION OF SUPPLEMENTAL WORK-AT-HOME:
A COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS

Linda Elizabeth Duxbury
D. Roland Thomas
School of Business
Carleton University

Christopher Alan Higgins
School of Business Administration
The University of Western Ontario

ABSTRACT

The primary purpose of this study is to develop a deeper understanding of the dynamics of the
adoption of SWAH. Specifically, it examines how the work and family environments of dual-career
male and female and traditional male parents who perform SWAH differ from the work and family

environments of their cohorts who do not.

People who perform SWAH were found to work

significantly more hours per week and more hours at home than those who did not adopt SWAH.
The data indicates that men and women who have higher level more challenging jobs (i.e., greater
work expectations and lower role clarity) were more likely to adopt SWAH than were men and women
with fewer career demands. There were no significant differences in the family environments of men
who did and did not adopt SWAH. Perceived family responsibility (i.e., family involvement, family
expectations) was associated with a woman’s tendency to adopt SWAH.

1. INTRODUCTION

Computer and tclecommunications technologies are
enabling flexibility in work arrangements that was pre-
viously unavailable (Olson 1982, 1983; Schiff 1983; Leider
1988; Vitalari and Venkatesh 1989). In particular, these
technologies are allowing individuals to telecommute
(Nilles et al. 1976; Toffler 1980) or perform computer
aided supplemental work at home (Vitalari and Ven-
katesh 1989). Computer-aided supplemental work at
home (SWAH), as defined by Vitalari and Venkatesh, is
a work arrangement where the home is used as a setting
to perform job-relevant work on a computer outside of
regular office hours. The term supplemental signifies
that the work done at home supplements time spent at
the office and distinguishes this work arrangement from
telecommuting, where time spent working at home
replaces that done at a central office location.

To date, most research has focused on telecommuting
rather than SWAH. This occurs despite the fact that (1)
previous studies have found that the number of em-
ployees using SWAH is large (greater than 30%) and
growing rapidly (Kraut 1987 1988 1989; Olson 1985;
AT&T 1982; Christensen 1988; Pratt 1987; Horvath 1986;
Vitalari and Venkatesh 1989) and (2) that results from
telecommuting studics may not be generalizable to
populations who perform SWAH,

199

Studies dealing specifically with SWAH have attempted to
identify work and family variables that explain the
amount of time spent performing SWAH (Vitalari and
Venkatesh 1989), and the attractions (Duxbury and
Higgins 1990) and consequences of this work style (Dux-
bury and Mills 1989). The primary purpose of this study
is to develop a deeper understanding of the dynamics of
the adoption of SWAH. This research is significant in
that it provides needed data on a trend that is becoming
increasingly prevalent. By identifying the factors that
encourage or discourage the adoption of SWAH, this
research can provide direction to individuals and organi-
zations who are considering the use of SWAH.

2. LITERATURE

SWAH is a work arrangement that bridges two different
social contexts: the organizational setting and the home.
The literature suggests that an individual’s tenancy to
adopt SWAH is likely to be affected by their family life
(Portner 1983; Leider 1988; Antanoff 1985) as well as by
the work itself (Kraut 1987; 1988; Huws, Korte and
Robinson 1990). It is our contention that SWAH will
only be adopted by individuals who perceive that there is
a match between their work and family needs and the
work arrangement’s capabilities (Dutton, Kovaric and
Steinfield 1985).



The following questions were formulated to guide this
research,

Q1: How does the work environment of individuals
who perform SWAH differ from the work envi-
ronment of individuals who do not?

Hackman and Oldham’s Job Characteristics Model (1980)
and a relatively large and diverse body of homework
literature was used to draw up a list of work variables
that could possibly differentiate the work environments of
individuals who performed SWAH from the work envi-
ronments of individuals not using SWAH.

The following seven aspects of the work environment
were examined in this comparison:

(1) task autonomy: the ability to perform one’s job
functions independently and control one’s work
(Quinn and Staines (1979)

(2) role clarity: an individual’s level of understanding
about job roles and the criteria of adequate perfor-
mance (Quinn and Staines 1979)

(3) task variety: the number of exceptions encountered
in the characteristics of work (Quinn and Staines
(1979);

{4) work role expectations: perceived pressures on an
individual to work more hours and assume increased
work responsibilities (Quinn and Staines 1979);

(5) work involvement: a psychological response to one’s
current job, the degree to which a person is identi-
fied psychologically with the job, and the importance
of the job to the person’s self image and self-concept
(Lodahl and Kehner 1965)

(6) job satisfaction: an effective reaction or feeling by an
employee on how happy or satisfied he/she is with
their job, supervisor, co-workers, pay, and current
and future career progress and potential (Quinn and
Staines 1979); and

(7) time (hours) spent in paid employment per week.

Autonomy has been cited as a main attraction of home-
work (Huws, Korte, and Robinson 1990; Beach 1989).
Beach, for example, found that people who worked from
home perceived that the greater work time flexibility
associated with this work style increased their autonomy
and control. The fact that their work could be punc-
tuated, reconstructed, and made malleable to respond to

family needs was an important incentive to perform
homework.

High role clarity and low task variety has been viewed in
the literature as mecessary preconditions to blue-collar
telecommuting (Kraut 1989; Huws, Korte and Robinson
1990). Many managers perceive that blue-collar em-
ployees cannot work at home without supervision unless
their job tasks are straightforward, clear cut and can be
quantitatively evaluated (Duxbury, Higgins and Irving
1987). There have been no studies which have linked
role clarity or task varicty to SWAH for professional
employees.

A number of studies (e.g., AT&T 1982; Huws, Kortc and
Robinson 1990; Kraut 1987; Vitalari and Venkatesh 1989)
suggest that those employees who have higher work
expectations, are more involved with their work, and
spend more time in paid employment per week than their
co-workers are more likely to perform SWAH. Kraut
(1989) suggests that this occurs because SWAH enables
employees to increase their output by performing over-
flow work in the evenings or on weekends in an environ-
ment with fewer distractions than the conventional office.

The literature also suggests that people who perform
SWAH will be more satisfied with their job than those
who do not use this work arrangement. Beach, for
example, postulates that some family-related sources of
work strain and conflict which are detrimental to job
satisfaction are eliminated with SWAH.

Q2: How does the family environment of individuals
who perform SWAH differ from the family
environment of individuals who do not?

Little empirical research has been carried out on the
effects of homework on relationships and activities within
the home (Huws, Korte, and Robinson 1990). That
which is available, however, supports the contention that
the family environment of the supplemental homeworker
will be quite different from that of the non-supplemental
homeworker.

Five aspects of the family environment, chosen to cor-
respond to those selected to evaluate the work environ-
ment, were examined in this comparison. They are:

(1) family involvement: the degree to which a person is
identified psychologically with family (i.e., spouse and
parent) roles, the importance of the family to the
person’s self image and self-concept and the indivi-
dual’s commitment to family roles (Yogev and Breit
1985);



(2) family expectations: perceived pressures on an
individual to spend more time on family roles (Cooke
and Rousscau 1984);

(3) marital satisfaction: an effective fecling by an in-
dividual on how happy or satisfied he/she is with
their spouse (Quinn and Staines 1979);

(4) total time spent per week in home chores; and
(5) total time spent per week responsible for child care.

Beach noted that individuals who are more involved with
their families are more likely to select homework to help
them meet the unpredictable demands of family life. In a
similar vein, Dickerson and Gentry (1983) found that
home computer adopters were more oriented to their
home and to everyday home activities.

Role expectations are defined as perceived pressures on
an individual to assume incrcased role responsibilitics
(Cooke and Rousseau 1984). The literature suggests that
career individuals with high family role expectations (i.c.,
greater responsibility for child care, home chores) will be
attracted to SWAH because the increased work time and
work location flexibility associated with the work style
makes it easier for them to satisfy high work and family
demands simultaneously by performing overflow work in
the family domain (Leider 1988; Portner 1983).

Telecommuting is also sometimes scen as decreasing
family satisfaction. Increasingly, couples find themselves
tangled in domestic conflicts involving the computer and
its effects as it becomes a part of everyday life (Rossman
1983). Marriage counsellors are now addressing diffi-
culties in developing and maintaining relationships among
those who are using computers in the home. Some
complaints that have surfaced include an obsessiveness
with work, the emergence of the "computer widow" and a
reduced time commitment to spouse and parent roles
(Rossman 1983). There have been no studies which have
linked marital satisfaction to SWAH for professional
employees,

The majority of the research done with respect to the
impact of homework on the family environment deals
with time spent in child care and home chores. Huws,
Korte, and Robinson (1990) note that while precise
quantification is quite difficult, it is apparent that a
substantial proportion of telecommuters have adopted
this form of work because of their child care responsi-
bilities. In many cases, the motivation is a straight-
forward desire to spend more time with children. In a
recent survey by Antanoff (1985, pg. 89), a largely male
sample indicated that “wanting closer ties with one’s
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children” was one of their primary reasons for working at
home. Antanoff’s results have been corroborated by
Olson and Primps (1984).

The relationship between home chores and SWAH is
currently unknown. It is, however, not unreasonable to
expect that individuals who select to perform SWAH
spend less time per week in home chores. There are
only a limited number of hours in a day. If, as suggested
in the literature (Kraut 1987; Olson 1985; Vitalari and
Venkatesh 1989), individuals who perform SWAH spend
more hours in work per weck, yet still place a high
priority on time spent with their children (Huws, Korte
and Robinson 1990; Antanoff 1985), then it only stands to
reason that less hours will be available for housework.

3. METHODOLOGY
3.1 Respondents

Many individual, organizational and social factors may
have an impact on the decision to perform SWAH, To
minimize the influence of non-measured confounds and
to make the population as homogeneous as possible, the
sample was limited to males and females who met the
following criteria. They had to be married, managers
and/or professionals who used a computer in their job,
parents, and have a spouse who either had a full-time
managerial and/or professional job outside the home
("Dual-Career”) or was a full-time homemaker ("Tradi-
tional").

To make the comparison between people who performed
SWAH to those who did not more equitable and elimi-
nate those situations where individuals could not perform
SWAH due to lack of resources, we restricted the sample
to individuals who worked for companies that had some
form of arrangement whereby the organization provided
their employees with computers that could be used for
SWAH. Three-quarters of the participating organizations
were willing to purchase home computers for all sampled
employees. The other companics had implemented a
check-out system whereby the employee was permitted to
take company computers home for an indefinite period of
tme.

It should be noted that while the organization made it
possible for all individuals in the sample to acquire a
computer for after hours work-at-home, only half the
respondents availed themselves of this opportunity. The
other 50% of the sample elected not to bring a computer
into their home.

A judgment sample of individuals who met the selection
criteria was obtained by contacting large Canadian or-



ganizations in the private sector. Of the twenty-one
organizations contacted nineteen agreed to participate in
the study. Once an organization agreed to participate, a
contact person within the organization was appointed to
compile a list of individuals who met our selection crite-
ria. The contact people distributed the questionnaire to
individuals on their list, The responses were sent
directly back to us. For reasons of confidentiality, the
surveyed individuals were anonymous.

Questionnaires were distributed to 1,500 individuals; 748
were returned for a response rate of slightly under 50%.
Of these 748 questionnaires, 628 were usable for the
purposes of the present study. The primary reason for
eliminating a questionnaire was that the respondents did
not meet our selection criteria.

32 Instrument

The fourteen page survey instrument consisted of 135
questions. All of the constructs examined in this study
were operationalized using standard five point Likert
scales from the literature. High scores indicate that the
respondent perceived themselves to be high on the
construct in guestion.

Work environment constructs were operationalized as
follows: Scales for Task Variety, Task Autonomy, Role
Clarity, Work Involvement and Job Satisfaction were
obtained from the Quality of Employment Survey (Quinn
and Staines 1979). Work expectations were operationa-
lized using a scale from Cooke and Rousseau (1984).

Family environment constructs were operationalized as
follows: Family Involvement A, Family Expectations and
Marital Satisfaction were operationalized using measures
in Quinn and Staines. A second measure of family
involvement (Family Involvement B) was taken from
Palisi's (1984) Marriage Companionship and Marriage
Well-being Scale.

Time data were coliected using the methodology outlined
in Bohen and Viveros-Long (1981). Respondents were
asked to think back to an average work weck and indicate
approximately how many hours a day they spent, on
average, in the following activities: (1) working (defined
as all activities related to paid employment) at the office,
(2) working at home, (3) performing home chores, (4)
engaged in activities with their children, and (5) involved
in leisure and recreational activities. Data were collected
for work and non-work days.

SWAH was measured by asking: "On average, how many
hours a week do you spend performing work-related tasks
at home on a computer?” Respondents were also asked
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to indicate the extent to which they agreed or disagreed
with the following statements regarding their motivation
for selecting SWAH.

I choose to perform job-related work on a computer
at home outside of regular office hours because:

it gives me more control over my job

it improves my job performance

it allows me to be more creative

it makes my job more interesting

it gives me faster turnaround on my work

I am encouraged to by boss

I am encouraged to by my spouse because it
reduces overtime at the office

it helps me to balance conflicting work and
family demands

33 Data Analysis

MANOVA was used to examine the research questions.
MANOVA works by identifying a "discriminant function”
consisting of a weighted sum of the variables that maxi-
mally discriminates between the groups in questions,
Multivariate significance was tested using Hotelings T
Several follow-up techniques (described below) were used
in this analysis to determinec how individual variables
contributed to a significant MANOVA test.

331  Univariate Follow-up Analysis

As suggested by Huberty and Morris (1989), a univariate
follow-up analysis consisting of individual t-tests was done
for those comparisons exhibiting multivariate significance
to determine which individual variables differed across
groups. To avoid spurious declarations of significance, the
Bonferroni inequality (Stevens 1986, pp. 7-9) was used to
ensure that the overall Type I error for all univariate
procedures was not greater that the preset value for the
parent multivariate test (5% in all cases).

332  Descriptive Discriminant Analysis

Descriptive discriminant analysis (DDA) is a set of
techniques designed to provide insights into the role and
contribution of individual variables to the multivariate
group discrimination (Huberty and Morris 1989). DDA
enables one to identify the subset of non-redundant
variables that together account for the significant dis-
crimination and to rank the individual variables according
to their contribution to the discrimination.

Thomas (1990) describes a method for identifying the
important variables defining a discriminant function which
is based on the examination of "parallel discriminant ratio



coefficients” (DRCs). Parallel DRCs are equal to the
product of the standardized discriminant cocfficient
weights (SDF) and the correlations between dependent
and canonical variables (CORR) for each individual
variable. Parallel DRCs are also natural measures of
variable "importance" in discrimination as they sum to
one for each discriminant function.

4. RESULTS

The results are presented in four stages: (1) description
of the sample, (2) multivariate tests of the research
questions, (3) univariate follow-up of the significant
multivariate findings, and (4) DDA of the research
questions.

4.1 Description of the Sample

The sample consists of 204 (32.5%) dual-career males
(DCM), 147 (23.4%) traditional males (TM), and 276
(43.9%) dual-career females (DCW). Overall, 49.5% of
the sample performed SWAH: 60% (n=123) of the
DCM, 69% (n=101) of the TM, and 32% (n=87) of the
DCW sclected to perform SWAH. Non-response of
family cnvironment questions reduced the sample sizes
slightly for the family analysis. This non-response may
have occurred because some respondents considered the
family questions to be too personal for a survey which
was administered at work,

Demographically, the samples were not statisticaily
different. Average age of the DCM was 36 years, com-
pared to 35 years for TM, and 33 years for DCW., DCM
had been married an average of 13.9 years, compared to
13.2 years for TM, and 12.1 years for DCW. All respon-
dents had some university training,

The groups were also statistically similar with respect to
employment characteristics. All respondents were mana-
gers or professionals in computer intensive industries.
All performed jobs that required used of a computer.
TM had an average of 4.9 people reporting to them while
DCM had an average of 5.2 and DCW had an average of
4.7. Of the sample, 26% were in the telecommunica-
tions/computer industry, 15% worked for accounting/
consulting firms, 25% worked in the public sector, and
34% worked in the financial sector.

Statistical tests (see Duxbury, Mills and Higgins 1990)
indicated that age and number of children were not
significantly different across the six groups. Family size
averaged 1.6 children for DCM, 1.8 children for TM and
1.5 children for DCW. Average child age was 6.1 years
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for DCM respondents, 5.2 years for TM, and 7.4 years
for the DCW respondents.

Table 1 provides a summary for each of the six groups of
the mean total number of hours per week spent
(1) working at the office, (2) performing SWAH, (3) per-
forming non-computer related work at home (4) working
at home (calculated as the sum of 2 and 3), and
(5) working (calculated as the sum of 1 and 4). Statisti-
cal analysis (see Duxbury, Mills and Higgins 1990) indi-
cated that there were no significant differences between
DCM, DCW and TM who perform SWAH with respect
to (1) the total number of hours worked per week,
(2) the total number hours worked at home, and (3) the
total number of hours of SWAH performed each week.

Similarly, there were no significant differences between
DCM, DCW, and TM who did not perform SWAH with
respect to the total number of overtime hours worked at
home or between DCM and DCW who did not perform
SWAH with respect to the total number of hours worked
each week. TM who did not perform SWAH worked
significantly more hours per week than did their dual-
career cohorts. These extra hours were performed at the
office location rather than at home.

The total number of hours worked per week and the total
number of hours worked per week at home was signifi-
cantly higher for individuals who performed SWAH than
for individuals who did not. These findings are indepen-
dent of gender or, for male respondents, whether one’s
wife has full-time career employment outside the home
(i.e., maternal employment status). Although most of the
additional work hours reported by individuals who se-
lected SWAH were performed at home on the computer
after office hours, these men and women also worked
approximately twice as many non-computer related
overtime hours at home as individuals who did not adopt
SWAH,

Table 1 also provides a summary of the mean number of
hours spent responsible for child care per week. The data
indicate that number of hours spent in child care per
week is dependent upon gender and maternal employ-
ment status but not performance of SWAH. DCW spent
significantly more hours per week in child care than did
either group of men. DCM spent significantly more time
in child care per week than did TM.

Table 2 provides information on why individuals select to
perform SWAH (for a complete discussion of this data,
see Duxbury and Higgins 1990). Dual-career individuals
are motivated to usc SWAH because they perceive that it
allows them to increase their work productivity (improve
job performance, provide faster turnaround) while simul-



taneously allowing them to balance work and family, T™M
are motivated to use SWAH because of their perception
that it will increase their work productivity (increase job
performance, creativity, turnaround).

42 Multivariate Tests of the
Research Questions

The results of the multivariate tests of each of the re-
search questions are provided in Table 3. Multivariate
analysis indicates that

(1) the work environments of DCM, DCW, and TM who
selected to perform SWAH were significantly diffe-
rent from the work environments of their cohorts
who did not adopt SWAH

(2) the family environments of DCW who adopted
SWAH were significantly different from the family
environments of DCW who did not, and

(3) there were no significant differences between the
family environments of DCM and TM who adopted
SWAH and those who did not.

4.3 Univariate Follow-up of Significant
Multivariate Findings

The means and standard deviations for the sixteen vari-
ables included in the analysis are given in Table 4 for
each of the six sample groups. The results of the uni-
variate follow-up of the significant multivariate findings
are given in Table 5.

Table 1, Mean Measures of Time

DUAL-CAREER MEN DUAL-CAREER WOMEN TRADITIONAL MEN
SWAH NO SWAH SWAH NO SWAH SWAH NO SWAH
(n=123) (n-81) (n=87) (n=187) (n=100) (n=47)

Total hours 38.80 39.85 3785 39.00 40.25 42795

worked /week

at office

Total hours 433 NA 477 NA 4.66 NA

worked /weck

SWAH

Total hours 207 095 193 0.95 1.50 0.70

worked /week

at home no

SWAH

Total hours 6.40 095 6.70 0.95 6.20 0.70

worked/week

at home (SWAH

+ no SWAH)

Total hours 4520 40.80 4455 39.95 46.45 4345

worked fweek

(office + home)

Total hrs/weck 455 453 944 9.26 6.50 6.12

responsible for

child care

Total hrs/week 49.15 4533 53.99 49.21 52.85 49.57

committed



Table 2. Why Respondents Perform SWAH

DUAL-CAREER MEN
(n = 123)

Mean Std.D.
Control over job 3.3t 127
Job performance 354 1.4
Creativity 3.3 119
Job more interesting 3 113
Faster turnaround k¥ 117
Encouraged by boss 2.70 119
Encouraged by spouse 3.00 1.26
Helps balance work and family 3.66 119

=1
=2
=3

Key: Dual-Carcer Men
Dual-Career Women
Traditional Men

The univariate data indicate that

(1) T™ who adopted SWAH had significantly less role
clarity than TM who did not adopt SWAH,

(2) there were no significant diffcrences between DCM
who adopted SWAH and DCM who did not, and

(3) DCW who adopted SWAH worked significantly more
hours per week, had significantly greater task varicty
and work expectations and significantly lower work
role clarity and family expectations than career
women who did not adopt SWAH.

4.4 Descriptive Discriminant Analysis

The follow-up DDA relating to Q1 is shown in Table 6.
As with univariate follow-up analysis, only those multi-
variate comparisons declared significant at the 5% level
were explored. The three discriminant functions relating
to Q1 are primarily functions of three of the seven work
characteristics: role clarity, work expectations and hours
per week worked. From the signs of the SDF's of these
three variables, it is evident that an individual will score
high on the relevant discriminant function if he or she
scores low in role clarity, high in work expectations, and
high in hours per week worked. The three discriminant
functions can thus be characterized as a "job level” con-
struct. The group means listed in Table 4 show that men
and women who adopt SWAH score higher on "job level”
than men and women who do not adopt SWAH.

DUAL-CAREER WOMEN TRADITIONAL MEN
(n =87 (n = 101)
Mean Std.D. Mean 5td.D. SIGNIF.
(*p<.05)
309 131 328 1.29 ns
345 127 3.69 1.22 ns
13 12 338 1.25 ns
297 111 2% 117 ns
3.89 121 i 1.17 ns
2.60 127 270 1.24 ns
254 1.36 298 131 *2 different
from 1 and 3
376 122 328 117 *3 different
from 1 and 2

205

5. DISCUSSION

The discussion is divided into two main sections. The
first deals with findings regarding work characteristics
which encourage or discourage the adoption of SWAH.
The second section provides a similar analysis with
respect to family environment factors.

Thomas’s (1990) methodology indicates that role clarity is
the overall most important discriminator of the seven
work characteristics included in the analysis. The relative
importance of the other discriminators appears to be
associated with gender and maternal employment status.
Work expectations and hours worked per week tie as the
second most important discriminators for both groups of
men (DCM, TM). While hours worked per week was
also the second most important discriminator for DCW,
work expectations were only marginally important (tied in
importance with task variety, a variable that does not
contribute to the discrimination in the case of men).

DDA relating to Q2 is shown in Table 7. Two of the six
family characteristic variables included in the analysis
were able to act together to discriminate between the
family environments of DCW who used SWAH and those
who did not: family expectations and family involvement.
The discriminant function in this case can be
characterized as a ‘"perceived family responsibility”
construct. Inspection of Table 4 reveals that women who
adopt SWAH score lower on “percecived family
responsibility" than do those who do not adopt SWAH.



Table 3. Multivariate Tests of Research Questions

QUESTION COMPARISON T F (d.f) p-Value
Q1: Work Environment DCM SWAH/DCM No SWAH 961 2,01 (7, 194) .05*
DCW SWAH/DCW No SWAH .24 9.80 (7, 265) 001+
TM SWAH/TM No SWAH A17 233 (7, 139) 02
Q2: Family Environment DCM SWAH/DCM No SWAH 041 127 (6, 186) 28
- DCW SWAH/DCW No SWAH 078 2355 (6, 216) o
TM SWAH/TM No SWAH .005 0.10 (6, 116) 99
Table 4. Means and Standard Deviations
TRADITIONAL MEN DUAL-CAREER MEN DUAL-CAREER WOMEN
NO SWAH SWAH NO SWAH SWAH NO SWAH SWAH
Group Number 1 2 3 4 5 6
X SD S sD X sD X SD X SD X sD
1.  Work Environment
Task Variety 454 45 4.63 M 448 .60 454 57 4.19 76 4.55 60
Autonomy 361 B4 3.67 82 331 86 3.46 a7 3.04 .93 3.28 96
Role Clarity 325 B4 288 82 328 B84 3.02 87 3.7 .36 316 96
Work Inv, 3.65 50 313 37 3.70 36 3.7 33 3.66 35 3.76 32
Work Exp. 3.04 99 340 83 3.08 94 3.37 82 263 99 3.18 98
Job Sat. 223 0 2.37 86 231 79 2.36 .74 242 75 236 .76
Hrs. Worked per 4345 641 46.45 822 40.80 7.66 45.20 622 39.95 7.01 4455 .72
Week
2. Family Environment
Family Inv. A. 382 .68 3.87 67 3.82 70 3.62 76 n 7] 3.63 9
Family Inv. B. 3.03 58 3.08 67 314 58 298 60 3.09 64 3.03 .68
Marital Sat. 4.69 .n 4.74 57 449 81 451 76 447 85 4.55 .68
Family Exp. 2.56 42 2.23 S50 265 64 253 64 3.40 .60 3.08 98
Hrs. Home 494 3.30 4.87 245 513 2.53 4.89 216 6.60 292 6.05 278
Chores/Wk.
Hrs. Child 453 3.01 455 255 6.12 2.82 6.40 255 9.29 461 944 450
Care/Wk
There were no significant discriminant functions  high work expectations and low role clarity. People with

identificd when the family environments of DCM with
SWAH were compared to those of DCM without SWAH
or when the family environments of TM with SWAH
were compared to those of TM without SWAH.

5.1 The Work Environment and the
Adoption of SWAH

The results from both the univariate and multivariate
data analysis indicate that two aspects of an individual’s
work environment may encourage them to adopt SWAH:
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high work expectations may be attracted to this work
style because having a computer at home makes it easier
for them to meet greater than average work expectations.
Conversely, people with lower than average work expecta-
tions have less of a need to work outside of regular office
hours and, hence, less of a demand for a computer at
home. This interpretation of the data is consistent with
the fact that the men and women in our sample indicated
that the main reason that they performed SWAH was
because it gave them faster turnaround of their work and
increased their job performance.



Table 5. Univariate Follow-up of Significant Multivariate Findings

GROUPS BEING COMPARED

T™M SWAH/TM NO SWAH DCM SWAH/DCM NO SWAH DCW SWAH/DCW NO SWAH

t d.n pvatue t (d.f) p-value t (d.f) p-value
1. Work Environment Variables
Task Varicty -1.22 147 223 0.77 203 443 -0.39 2713 000*
Autonomy 042 147 672 -1.22 203 233 -2.14 2713 036
Role Clarity 279 147 .006* 221 203 028 5% 2713 2000*
Work Inv. -1.14 147 .256 -1.29 203 200 =241 2713 017
Expectations -2.)4 147 027 -2.20 203 029 -3.98 2713 000*
Job Sat. -1.01 147 312 0.45 M 651 -0.69 273 A%4
Hours Worked -2.08 147 039 223 203 2027 456 273 .000*
2. Family Environment Variables
Family Inv. A, - - — - - - 2.23 223 040
Family Inv. B. - - - - — — 0.73 23 A68
Marital Sat. - — - - — — 0.79 223 429
Family Exp. - - - - - - 2.80 223 005*
Time/Chores - - - - - — 1.39 23 166
Time/Child care - - - - — - 0.06 223 948

NOTES: Bonferroni's Inequality was used to svoid the probability of spurious results. Results were tested for significance {*) as follows;

Work Environment = 05/7 = 007
Family Environment - o7 = 008
Outcomes = 053 = 02
Multivariate significance was & necessary precondition for univariate comparisons b groups. (-) indi the comparison was not performed.

DCM, DCW and TM with lower role clarity were also  Richter 1988) and perform their work and family de-
significantly more likely to select to perform SWAH. mands simultanecusly (Pleck 1977). It may be that
Individuals who hold jobs with lower role clarity can be ~ women who select to perform SWAH use the computer
expected to have to perform more non-routine tasks that  to juggle work and family demands and perform
require their undivided attention than people with greater ~ employment related activitics when their family
role clarity. Such tasks are better done in an environ-  responsibilities have been satisfied (i.c., perform their
ment with fewer interruptions to distract one from the  after hours work after the children have gone to bed).
job at hand. It would appear that the DCM, TM and
DCW in our sample who adopt SWAH perceive the  Both multivariate and univariate data analysis show that
home setting to be such an environment. This people who perform SWAH work significantly more
interpretation of the data is consistent with work done by  hours per week and more hours at home than those who
Kraut (1987, 1989) and AT&T (1982). do not adopt SWAH. This increase may reflect an
increased need to work longer hours, an increased ability
The fact that DCM and TM find the home a "distraction  to work longer hours with minimum family disruption, or
free” environment to work in is not surprising given that  both. Either way, the results make intuitive sense.
men have sequential work and family demands (Pleck  Individuals who have a greater number of work pressures
1977) and a work-family interface which gives priority to  on them (high work expectations, low role clarity) arc
work over family demands (Hall and Richter 1988). That  likely to both want to and have to spend a greater
DCW also prefer to do non-routine tasks at home was an ~ number of hours working cach week. It seems that
unexpected finding given that women have traditionally  having a computer at home allows them to choose the
been expected to give family demands priority (Hall and  locale where they would prefer to do this work.
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Table 6. Descriptive Discriminant Analysis for Research Question One
1. DCM With SWAH Versus DCM With No SWAH

Hotelings T2 = 961, F (7, 1) = 2.01, pvalue = 05

Univariate Multivariate Importance

Variable Significance SDF CORR DRC Discriminator Ranking
Task Varicty No -128 186 -024 No

Autonomy No 336 312 104 No

Role Clarity No -554 -582 322 Yes 1
Work Inv. No 100 325 033 No

Work Expec. No 481 629 303 Yes 1

Job Sat. No -187 115 -022 No

Hours Worked " No 440 644 283 Yes 1

2.  DCW With SWAH Versus DCW With No SWAH

Hotelings T? = 243, F (7, 265) = 9.80, p-value = 001

Univariate Muitivariate Importance

Yariable Significance SDF CORR DRC Discriminator Ranking
Task Variety Yes 285 AT3 135 Yes 3
Autonomy No 104 232 024 No

Role Clarity Yes -670 -636 430 Yes 1
Work Inv. No 101 300 030 No

Work Expec. Yes .304 ABO 136 Yes 3

Job Sat. No -.155 -078 012 No

Hours Worked Yes .369 613 226 Yes 2

3. TM With SWAH Versus TM With No SWAH

Hotelings T? = 117, F (7, 139) = 2.33, pvalue = .02

Univariate Moultivariate Importance

Variable Significance SDF CORR DRC Discriminator Ranking
Task Varicty No 290 305 088 No

Autonomy No -107 105 -0 No

Role Clarity Yes -.692 -676 470 Yes 1
Work Inv. No 014 267 004 No

Work Expec. No 382 526 200 Yes 2

Job Sat. No 141 219 031 No

Hours Worked No 429 517 218 Yes 2

Where SDF =  Standardized Discriminant Function Coefficient
CORR = Correlation Between Dependent and Cancnical Variables
DRC =  Discriminant Ratio Coefficient



Table 7. Descriptive Discriminant Analysis for Research Question Two

1. DCM With SWAH Versus DCM With No SWAH
Hotelings T2 = .041, F (6, 186) = 1.265, p-value = .28
2 DCW With SWAH Versas DCW With No SWAH

Hotelings T2 = .078, F (6, 216) = 2.549, pvaluc = (02

Univariate
Variable Significance SDF
Involvement A No 673
Involvement B No -057
Marital Sat. No -179
Family Expec. Yes 803
Time/Chores No 002
Time /Child care No 169

3. TM™M With SWAH Versus TM With No SWAH

Hotelings T = 005, F (6, 116) = 0.104, pvalue = .99

Moultivariate Importance

CORR DRC Discriminator Ranking
593 400 Yes 2

152 -009 No
-168 030 No

s 582 Yes 1

381 .002 No
-015 -002 No

Where SDF =  Standardized Discriminant Function Coefficient
CORR = Corrclation Between Dependent and Canonical Variables
DRC = Discriminant Ratio Coefficient

52 The Family Environment and the
Adoption of SWAH

The results from both the univariate and multivariate
data analysis indicate that while there were no significant
differences in the family environments of men (DCM and
TM) who did and did not adopt SWAH, perceived family
responsibility (ie., family involvement, family expecta-
tions) was associated with a woman’s tendency to adopt
SWAH. DCW with lower perccived family responsibilities
were significantly more likely to adopt SWAH than were
other DCW. This result suggests that only women who
perceive their family responsibilities to be less demanding
are likely to consider SWAH to be a feasible work
alternative.

There are several possible explanations for these findings.
First, it is possible that DCW who are less psychologically
involved with their families or have fewer family expecta-
tions are more able to separate work and family domains
(i.e., reduced work-family boundary permeability) even
when work is done at home. In other words, a reduction
in family responsibilities will lower the likelihood that
women will let their spouse and/or children distract them
from work. Second, it is also possible that the lower

family expectations are a result of a supportive dual-
career spouse., Intuitively, it makes sense that having a
spouse who is willing to take over family responsibilitics
so that one can perform work from home would encour-
age adoption of the SWAH work style. Finally, it is also
possible that DCW who are less involved with their
families bring work home to minimize family contact.

It should be noted that performing SWAH does not
appear to affect the amount of time one devotes to child
care or home chores. This finding is consistent with the
contention that the increased work time and location
flexibility offered by SWAH makes it easier for em-
ployees to work more hours without sacrificing time spent
with the family (ie., to integrate work and family de-
mands).

It is also interesting to note that there were no significant
differences in marital satisfaction between individuals who
adopted SWAH and those who did not. This lack of a
difference is surprising given the data indicating that
employees who use this work arrangement spend signi-
ficantly more time in work activities. It is also contrary
to the view expressed in the popular literature (e.g.,
“computer widows"). There are several possible inter-



pretations of this data. First, people who perform over-
time work at home are often more accessible to their
families than individuals who work overtime at the office.
This greater accessibility may offset marital dissatisfac-
tions that are associated with increased time spent in the
work role. It is equally likely that only those individuals
whose spouses are less likely to experience discontent

with work at home (i.¢ place lower family expectations on

their spouse) select the SWAH option. Finally, it is also
possible that while the individual who performs SWAH is
very satisfied with their marriage, their spouse (i.e., the
"computer widow") is not.

6. CONCLUSIONS

Employees who adopt SWAH do so because they per-
ceive that there is a match between their work needs and
the work arrangement’s capabilitics, Individuals with
higher level, more challenging jobs (i.e., greater work
expectations and lower role clarity) are more likely to
adopt SWAH than are individuals with fewer career
demands. Such individuals have a greater need to spend
more hours in uninterrupted work. Employees with
lower work role clarity often have to work longer hours
and concentrate more because they don’t know what is
expected of them. Individuals with greater work expecta-
tions need to spend more hours working to meet higher
occupational role demands. This suggests that career
individuals adopt SWAH because they perceive that it
makes it easier for them to perform overflow work in the
evenings or on weckends in an environment freer from
distractions than the conventional office. This conclusion
is consistent with the data indicating that employees who
perform SWAH work significantly more hours per week
and more hours at home per weck and perceive that
SWAH increases their job performance, gives them faster
turnaround on their work and increases the amount of
control they have over their job.

The decision to adopt SWAH also appears to be affected
by socio-cultural role expectation. While family environ-
ment (as defined in this study) has no impact on a male
career employee’s decision on whether or not to adopt
SWAH, it does appear to affect whether a career woman
will select this workstyle, Career women with increased
family responsibilities (i.e., greater family involvement,
greater family expectations) are less likely to adopt
SWAH than are career women with lower family respon-
sibilities.

This finding is compatible with previous research which

has found an asymmetrical boundary between work and .

family which is dependent upon gender (Hall and Richter
1988). Men have traditionally been expected to manage
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their families so that their family responsibilities do not
interfere with their work efficiency, This is consistent
with the fact that they do not appear to consider family
issues when deciding on whether or not to adopt SWAH.
Women, on the other hand, have been socialized to give
primacy to their family obligations. As such, they should
be less likely to perform SWAH if they perceive that this
work arrangement will have negative repercussions on
their family. This could explain why the career women in
our sample who are more involved with their family and
have greater family expectations are significantly less
likely to adopt SWAH.

Our results indicate that SWAH may provide several
benefits to the companies that offer this work option as
well as the employees who select to use it. Organizations
which make it possible for employees to perform SWAH
should profit from a more productive and creative work
force. The literature also indicates that providing em-
ployees with increased control over their work demands is
associated with reduced work stress, absenteeism and
tardiness, and better mental and physical health (Karasek
1979). The increased ability to work from home should
also provide employees who adopt SWAH with a compe-
titive advantage over their colleagues who do not have a
computer at home.

The data also implies that employees who adopt SWAH
may be better able to fit work demands in around family
responsibilities. Previous work examined the conse-
quences of this work style (Duxbury and Mills 1989) and
a critical examination of the present data suggest, how-
ever, that such a conclusion would be premature. While
it is true that individuals who perform SWAH increase
their work output with no concomitant decrease in time
spent in family roles, it is also true that the total number
of hours that they commit to work and family roles each
week is significantly higher than that committed by
individuals who do not adopt SWAH (see Table 1),
Hours committed per week has consistently been linked
to increased role overload, role interference and work-
family conflict (Staines et al. 1978).

Findings from this study can be generalized to career
parents who use computers in their job. More research
is needed on both individuals who adopt SWAH and
those who do not before valid conclusions can be drawn
about the adoption of SWAH in the general population.
Classification of people who perform SWAH by the use
they make of this work arrangement (i.c., light, medium,
and heavy users) and consideration of job and organiza-
tional differences is required to fully understand how
people use their computers at home and why they per-
form SWAH. Future research should also be expanded
to include non-professional employees of both genders



and individuals who have computers at home but do not
perform SWAH. Finally, a better appreciation of the
family factors that encourage or discourage the adoption
of SWAH and the family consequences of this work
arrangement could be gained if one examined the reac-
tions of both the employee who performs SWAH and
their spouse.

7. REFERENCES

Antanoff, M. "The Push for Telecommuting," Personal
Computing, July 1985, pp. 83-92.

American Telephone and Telegraph. "The Structure of
the Work-At-Home Market," Unpublished Manuscript,
1982.

Beach, B. Integrating Work and Family Life: The Home-
Working Family. Albany, New York: State University of
New York Press, 1989,

Bohen, H., and Viveros-Long, A. Balancing Jobs and
Family Life. Philadelphia: Temple University Press,
1981.

Christensen, K. Women and Home Based Work. New
York: Henry Holt and Company, 1988,

Cooke, R., and Rousseau, D. "Stress and Strain From
Family Roles and Work Role Expectations." Joumal of
Applied Psychology, Volume 69, 1984, pp. 252-260.

Dickerson, M., and Gentry, J. "Characteristics of Adop-
ters and Non-adopters of Home Computers.” Joumal of
Consumer Research, Volume 10, 1983, pp. 225-235.

Dutton, W.; Kovaric, P.; and Steinficld, C. "Computing in
the Home: A Research Paradigm." Computing and the
Social Sciences, Volume 1, pp. 5-18, 1985.

Duxbury L. and Mills, S. "The Electronic Briefcase and
Work-Family Conflict: An Analysis By Gender." In J. L.
DeGross, J. C. Henderson, and B. R, Konsynski (Eds.),
Proceedings of the Tenth Intemational Conference on
Information Systems, Boston, 1989, pp. 165-172.

Duxbury, L., and Higgins, C. "Selection of an *Electronic
Briefcase’ Work Style: A Comparison by Gender and
Maternal Employment Status." In Proceedings of the
Annual Conference of the Administrative Sciences Associa-
tion of Canada, Volume 11, 1990, pp. 53-62.

Duxbury, L.; Higgins, C,; and Irving R. "Attitudes of
Managers and Employees to Telecommuting." INFOR,
Volume 25, 1987, pp. 273-285.

211

Duxbury, L.; Mills, S; and Higgins, C. Supplemental
Work-at-Home and Work-Family Conflict: A Comparative
Anaiysis. Ottawa, Ontario: Carleton University School
of Business Working Paper 90-7, 1990.

Hackman, J. R., and Oldham, G. R. Work Redesign.
Reading, Massachusetts: Addison-Wesley, 1980.

Hall, D., and Richter, J. "Balancing Work Life and
Home Life: What Can Organizations Do to Help." The
Academy of Management Executive, Volume 11, 1988, pp.
214-223.

Horvath, F. "Work At Home: New Findings from the
Current Population Survey." Monthly Labor Review,
November, 1986, pp. 31-35.

Huberty, C., and Morris, J. "Multivariate Analysis Versus
Multiple Univariate Analysis." Psychological Bulletin,
Volume 105, 1989, pp. 302-308.

Huws, U.; Korte, W.; and Robinson, S. Telework: To
wards the Elusive Office. New York: Wiley, 1990.

Karasek, R. "Job Demands, Job Decision Latitude and
Mental Strain: Implications for Job Redesign." Adminis-
trative Sciences Quarterly, Volume 24, 1979, pp. 285-307.

Kraut, R. '"Telework as a Work Style Innovation.” In
R. E. Kraut (Ed.), Technology and the Transformation of
White Collar Work, Hillsdale, New Jersey: Lawrence
Erlbaum, 1987, pp. 49-64,

Kraut, R. "Homework: What is It and Who Does It." In
K. Cristensen (Ed.), The New Era Of Home-Based Work,
Boulder, Colorado: Westview Press, 1988, pp. 30-48.

Kraut, R. "Telecommuting: The Trade-Offs Of Home
Work." Joumal of Communication, Volume 39, 1989, pp.
19-47,

Leider, R. "Home Work: A Study in the Interaction of
Work and Family Organizations.” Research in the Socio-
logy of Work, Volume 4 1988, pp. 69-94.

Lodahl, R., and Kehner, N. "The Definition and Mea-
surement of Job Involvement.” Joumal of Applied Psych-
ology, Volume 49 1965, pp. 24-33.

Nilles, J.; Carlson, F.; Gray, P.; and Hanneman, G. The

Telecommunications Transportation Trade Off, New
York: Wiley 1976.
Olson, M. "Do You Telecommute?" Datamation,

Volume 31 1985, pp. 129-132.



Olson, M. "New Information Technology and Organiza-
tional Culture." MIS Quarterly, Volume 6 1982, pp. 71-92.

Olson, M. "Remote Office Work: Changing Work
Patterns in Space and Time." Communications of the
ACM, Volume 25 1983, pp. 182-187.

Olson, M., and Primps, S. "Working at Home with Com-
puters: Work and Nonwork Issues." Joumal of Social
Issues, Volume 40 1984, pp. 97-112,

Palisi, B. "Marriage Companionship and Marriage Well-
Being: A Comparison of Metropolitan Areas in Three
Countries." Joumal of Comparative Family Studies,
Volume 15 1984, pp. 43-57.

Pleck, J. "The Work-Family Role System." Social Pro-
blems, Volume 24 1977, pp. 417-427.

Portner, J. "Work and Family - Achieving a Balance.” In
H. McCubbin and C. Figley (Eds.), Stress and the Family
Volume 1: Coping with Normative Transactions, New
York: Brunner/Mazel 1983, pp. 163-177.

Pratt, J. "Methodological Problems in Surveying the
Home-Based Workforce." Technological Forecasting and
Social Change, Volume 31 1987, pp. 49-60.

Quinn, R, and Staines, G. The 1977 Quality of Employ-
ment Survey. Ann Arbor, Michigan: Survey Research
Center, University of Michigan, 1979.

212

Rossman, M. "Of Marriage in the Computer Age."
Creative Computing, August 1983, pp. 132-137.

Schiff, F. "Flexplace: An Idea Whose Time Has Come."
IEEE Transactions on Engineering Management, Volume
30 1983, pp. 26-30.

Staines, G.; Pleck, J.; Shepard, L.; and O’Connor, P.
"Wives' Employment Status and Marital Adjustment: Yet
Another Look." Psychology of Women Quarterly, Volume
3 1978, pp. 90-120.

Stevens, J. Applied Multivariate Statistics for the Social
Sciences. London: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, 1986.

Thomas, R. Interpreting Discriminant Functions: A Data
Analytic Approach. Ottawa, Ontario: Carleton University
School of Business Working Paper 90-3, 1990.

Toffler, A. The Third Wave. New York: Morrow, 1980,

Vitalari, N., and Venkatesh, A. "An Emerging Distribu-
tion Work Arrangement: A Theoretical and Empirical
Examination of Supplemental Work at Home." GSM
Working Paper #1589013, University of California-Irvine,
Graduate School of Management, 1989.

Yogev, S., and Brett, J. "Patterns of Work and Family
Involvement Among Single and Dual-carner Couples.”
Joumnal of Applied Psychology, Volume 70, 1985, 754-786.



	Association for Information Systems
	AIS Electronic Library (AISeL)
	1991

	ADOPTION OF SUPPLEMENTAL WORK-AT-HOME: A COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS
	Linda Elizabeth Duxbury
	D. Roland Thomas
	Christopher Alan Higgins
	Recommended Citation


	tmp.1422407604.pdf.cn23r

