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This paper explores the effects of reduced load work arrangements (i.e. RLWAs) in a context where employees are
seeking to balance their work-personal life while employers are reducing costs and staying competitive. We draw
on the job-demands control theory and social information processing (SIP) theory to introduce two novel ele-
ments mainly to examine how and when the influence of RLWAs unfold: employee’s perceived job autonomy as a
mediating mechanism and role of social context (i.e., overall justice perceptions at workplace level) in shaping

WERS the consequences of RLWAs. We use a large representative data set acquired through WERS (2011) in the United
Kingdom. Our findings partially support our hypotheses by shedding light on how and under which conditions
the effects RLWAs unfold on employee outcomes. We contribute to debates that emphasize the bridging role of
perceived job autonomy in translating the impact of RLWAs on employees’ outcomes and hence to keep em-
ployees motivated while allowing them to achieve better balance between work and non-work.

1. Introduction

Employees are increasingly seeking ways to tailor their work in an
effort to achieve a more effective time allocation between work and non-
work roles (Friede, Kossek, Lee, & Macdermid, 2008). One such practice,
of particular interest to this study, is a reduced-load work arrangements
(RLWA). They involve a voluntary and self-initiated decrease in work
hours and workload with a corresponding decrease in salary and
sometimes benefits (Buck, Lee, MacDermid, & Smith, 2000; Kossek,
Olier-Malaterre, Lee, Pichler, & Hall, 2016). These practices are
informal and negotiated with one’s supervisor regarding the terms and
conditions, thus falling beyond the formal and institutionalized HR
policies of a company (Kossek & Lautsch, 2018). Enabling employees
achieve a sustainable and successful career constitutes one of the key
goals of RLWAs (Bal, P.M. & Dorenbosch, 2015; Kossek &
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Ollier-Malaterre, 2020).

RLWAS are becoming increasingly popular across the globe: In 2017,
on average in OECD countries, 14.2% of employees worked voluntary
part-time hours (less than 30 weekly hours) (OECD, 2018). In North
America, reduced load work jobs are decreased from 60-50 h to 40
weekly hours. In the UK, according to the most recent, nationally
representative dataset, Work Employment Relations Survey (i.e., WERS,
2011), it is the most frequently provided/used flexible work arrange-
ments within the right to request is RLWAs. Approximately, more than
35 percent of employees used RLWAs, which makes this practice rele-
vant and salient in the context of the UK. Increasing prevalence of
RLWAEs in the UK, accompanied with a recently adopted statutory right
to “request flexible working”' renders the context of the UK interesting
and novel.

Utilising the WERS as nationally representative dataset (WERS,
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(Y. Rofcanin), f.mughal@bath.ac.uk (F. Mughal), j.swart@bath.ac.uk (J. Swart).

1 The statutory right to request flexible working provides employees with the right to apply to their employers regarding changes in the terms of their employment:
This relates to mainly to their hours, times or location of work, one of which is seeking for RLWAs. This right was introduced by section 47 of the Employment Act
2002. Following this development, governments have extended the right to other categories of employees. Finally, in 2014 the right was expanded to encompass all
employees (Flexible Working, UK Government, 2019).
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2011), the overall goal of this research is to explore the mechanisms and
boundary conditions of how RLWAs unfold and impact on recipients’
work (i.e., job satisfaction and affective commitment) and non-work
outcomes (work to family conflict; i.e., WTF conflict). We introduce
perceived job autonomy as a mechanism and overall perceived justice at
workplace level as a boundary condition to delineate our model (seen in
Fig. 1).

Our focus on these outcomes is important for a variety of reasons:
Firstly, RWLAs are intended to provide recipient’s with discretion and
sense of self-confidence over their tasks, driving job satisfaction. Sec-
ondly, these practices also serve to enhance employees’ commitment in
the workplace, so that they can manage their lives better in relation to
their work, and thereby enhancing their willingness to stay with the
organization (Barnett & Gareis, 2002; Herold & Waldron, 1985).
Thirdly, an underlying yet untested assumption of RLWAs is that they
help recipients balance work with their non-work lives (Kossek et al.,
2016). In undertaking this study, we introduce an important, yet so far
overlooked, mechanism (i.e., employees’ perceived job autonomy). We
draw upon job-demands control theory (Karasek, 1979) to propose that
RLWAs influence employees’ work outcomes positively and reduce their
WTF conflict, as these practices provide employees with autonomy to
adjust their timings and pace of their work (Becker et al., 2016; Kossek,
Lautsch, & Eaton, 2006).

Furthermore, based on social information processing theory (SIP;
Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978), we argue that employee’ perceptions of their
autonomy and their attitudinal reactions depend on the social context
surrounding the RLWAs. Relying on the aggregate sources of social
comparison, such as the justice perceptions at group level that pervades
one’s work group (Buckingham & Alicke, 2002); we propose that em-
ployees’ use of RLWAs are likely to be influenced by the norms of their
social context. We propose that when a context is characterised by high
perceived justice, RLWAs are less likely to be salient for the recipients (e.
g., Mayer, Nishii, Schneider, & Goldstein, 2007; Weigl, Miiller, Hornung,
Zacher, & Angerer, 2013).

This paper makes two contributions to research on RLWAs. Using a
large representative dataset in the UK (i.e. WERS 2011), our study makes
a number of contributions to research on RLWAs, perceived overall
justice at workplace level and the role of social context: First, we
introduce job autonomy as a key mechanism that explains why the
positive effects of this work arrangement translate into recipients’
enhanced work outcomes while also reducing recipients’ conflict in their
non-work domains. We strengthen our argument by providing theoret-
ical justifications and explanations of the previously tested (and sup-
ported) mechanisms and demographic characteristics of recipients: i.e
quality of employees’ relationship with their managers (Gajendran &
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Harrison, 2007); hence emphasizing the importance of job autonomy as
an untapped mechanism in this research stream. Second, we introduce
one contextual condition i.e. overall justice perceptions at workplace
level to explain under which conditions the positive effects of RLWAs do
(or do not) unfold. Therefore, the contribution of this research lies in its
examination of the workplace social contingency that provides infor-
mation about the (lack of) exclusivity of employees’ use of RLWAs in a
workplace.

2. Hypotheses development

2.1. A closer look on the association between RLWAs and employee
attitudes: the role of employees’ autonomy

Conceptualization and Context of RLWAs. RLWAs refer to a spe-
cific type of part-time work that involves reduction in the time spent
working (e.g., 20 h a week) and the number of days spent working on a
task (e.g., compressed workdays). This type of work comes with taking
on pay-cut and reduction in work responsibility (Kossek & Lautsch,
2018). A defining feature of these arrangements is that employees are
still progressing on their careers while making use of RLWAs (Kossek
et al., 2016).

In understanding the nature and consequences of RLWAS, one should
consider the context within which they are implemented. These prac-
tices are informal and negotiated within a dyadic relationship of em-
ployees and their managers, regarding the terms and conditions of
reduced work load (Kossek et al., 2016). They are not part of official HR
practices but are constructed through negotiations with one’s manager
(Kossek & Olier-Malaterre, 2020). Thus, one’s manager plays a crucial
role in granting, constructing and managing the implications of such
arrangements (Gascoigne & Kelliher, 2017). The majority of research on
RLWAs document the under-utilization of such practices due to a lack of
managerial and organizational implementation support (Powell &
Mainiero, 1999), pointing out to the power managers play in granting
these deals.

RLWAs constitute flexible work practices and they can be considered
similar to idiosyncratic work arrangements (i.e., Beutell & O’Hare,
2018; i-deals; Hornung, Rousseau, & Glaser, 2008) and job crafting
(Leana, Appelbaum, & Shevchuk, 2009) in that, they are informal,
voluntary and initiated with the request of the focal employee. However,
important distinctions exist that differentiate RLWAs from other flexible
work practices. I-deals are personalized to the needs and preferences of
focal employee while RLWAs are not necessarily modified for the indi-
vidual needs. Job crafting does not involve the official support and
consent of the supervisor (Leana et al., 2009), which therefore may have

Perceptions at
Workplace Level Job
satisfaction
The Use of ! Job Affective
RLWASs Autonomy * Commitment

Fig. 1. Proposed conceptual model.
Note. RLWA = Reduced load work arrangement.
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no obvious impact on the work design of the employee. However, as
discussed in recent research on RLWAs (e.g., Kossek et al., 2016); su-
pervisor support is key in materializing these practices and renLiaong
them effective for the recipient as well as the organisation.

In the context of the UK, right to request flexible working was
granted by section 47 of the Employment Act 2002. With the efforts of
the succeeding Governments, finally in 2014, the right was extended to
all employees by the Children and Families Act 2014. These rights of
employees encompass part-time work, reduced load work arrangement,
compressed hours, home working, term time working, job sharing and
varying time working. Among these practices, our choice of RLWAs was
driven by two reasons:

First and most importantly, RLWAs represent a very important yet
still underexplored practice as compared to other flexible work practices
including flexitime, telework and i-deals, as the amount of work to be
completed remains same and constant (Kossek et al., 2016). For
instance, flexitime involves re-scheduling of the timing of work to
complete the same amount of work within the same pay scale. Same
applies to telework. Unlike flexitime and telework where work remains
constant, RLWAs challenge managers’ assumptions regarding typical
workloads. Managers have to reallocate and manage the demands
arising from long work hours. It also pursues managers to re-configure
their expectations of professional work and talent management for
employees who use RLWAs (Lee et al., 2002). Thus, this means RLWAs
involve a radical redesign of a focal employee’s job, without having
career reprimands and negative consequences.

A second reason relates to the fact that the allocation of RLWAs
challenge and modify managers’ assumption about reduced-load em-
ployees’ performance and talent management (Lee et al., 2002). RLWAs
are sometimes framed as “professional part-time work” (Kossek et al.,
2016). While part-time work is usually carried out by low-skilled em-
ployees in an insecure and hourly-paid job context, RLWAs are volun-
tarily chosen by employees who still want to progress in their careers
and balance work with non-work roles by reducing the amount of
workload and number of hours they work (Friede et al., 2008).

2.2. Hypotheses development

2.2.1. The impact of RLWAs on employee outcomes

In developing our arguments on the impact of RLWAs on employee
outcomes, we build on job-demands control theory (Karasek, 1979). A
key tenet of this theory is that employee’s sense of control buffers the
impact of job demands on strain and can help employees achieve
satisfaction in their work domain (Karasek, 1979). As delineated in a
review study on job-demands control theory, an important mechanism
through which employees tackle various job demands is the sense of
control and autonomy they possess over the scheduling of their work
tasks (Kain & Jex, 2010). Earlier research conceptualized job control as
decision authority or work autonomy (Ganster & Fusilier, 1989; Spector,
1986) which involve employee’s primary control over work tasks. Pri-
mary control is about having the discretion over where and when one
works that involves decisions about aspects of work and tasks (e.g.,
Rothbaum, Weisz, & Snyder, 1982). More recent theorization has
conceptualized job control to be a job resource (Bakker & Demerouti,
2007; Demerouti, Bakker, Nachreiner, & Schaufeli, 2001) or an aspect of
the working environment that allows an employee to, for instance, deal
with workplace demands (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007).

Drawing on this key logic of the theory and recent propositions that
underline the role of job control as a job resource, we propose that
RLWAs influence employees’ work and non-work lives positively
because such arrangements are likely to provide employees with the
discretion and freedom to control (1) how they work, (2) the pace of
their work and (3) and the location of their work (e.g., Bhave, Kramer, &
Glomb, 2010; Gajendran & Harrison, 2007).

The main tenet of the job-demands control theory is that the exertion
of influence and control at work leads to feelings of mastery and
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adjustment to changing or stressful job conditions (Hackman & Oldham,
1976; Karasek, 1979). An implicit assumption in RLWAs literature is
that these arrangements increase self-reliance in scheduling, prioritizing
and completing particular tasks in employee’s own pace and time
(Kossek et al., 2016). Additionally, having the chance to work with a
reduced workload schedule allows employees to have control over
breaks, layout, decoration, music and all other ambient elements that
add to increased feelings of autonomy and enjoyment of their work tasks
(Elsbach, 2003). We thus propose a positive association between RLWAs
and employee’s perceptions of autonomy regarding their jobs.

In turn, we argue that an increased sense of autonomy, emanating
from the use of RLWAs is positively associated with employees’ job
satisfaction, affective commitment toward their organization while
negatively relating to WTF conflict. According to the job-demands
control theory (Karasek, 1979; p. 289-290), job autonomy is “the
working individual’s potential to control his tasks and his conduct
during the work day”. Further developments on the conceptualization
and implementation of the theory underline that, beyond its positive
impact on work outcomes, sense of control is likely to shape employee’s
experience and engagement with their family and activities in leisure
life, having a positive spillover effect in non-work domains (Luchman &
Gonzalez-Morales, 2013).

With regards to the impact on employees’ well-being, the findings in
Lee, MacDermid, Williams, Buck, and Leiba-O’Sullivan (2002) revealed
that 91% of reduced-load employees reported increased satisfaction
with their balance between home and work as a result of adopting such
an arrangement (see also Hill, Martinson, Ferris, & Baker, 2004). More
recent studies demonstrated that RLWAs lead to enhanced well-being
and positive emotional reactions (de Hauw & Greenhaus, 2015). An
untested assumption of the majority of these studies is that employees
enjoy a sense of control and discretion over the time and location flex-
ibility over their work tasks and as a result report enhanced well-being.

With regards to the impact on employees’ work outcomes, in their
study involving interviews with employees, Barnett and Hall (2001)
found that seventy percent of employees reported that they would be
more satisfied with their jobs if they were given the opportunity to work
on a RLWA program. In terms of impact on employees’ work perfor-
mance, earlier evidence generally supports the implementation of
RLWAs. It is found that employees with RLWAs are “at least as pro-
ductive as their full-time counterparts” (Barnett, 2003, p. 1) and can
benefit from similar career opportunities for promotion as full-time
employees (Hill et al., 2004; MacDermid, Lee, Buck, & Williams, 2001).

More recently, in their study involving interviews with HR managers,
Friede et al. (2008) point out to relational and team level characteristics
for the successful implementation and management of RLWAs. Their
findings highlight that good relations with one’s managers and sup-
portive climate facilitate the successful implementation of RLWAs. In
another study involving interviews with managers, Kossek et al. (2016)
demonstrated the importance of supportive relationships with a focal
employee’s line manager and supportive climate for the implementation
of RLWAs. A similar pattern of finding was observed in the study of
Kossek and Olier-Malaterre (2020) who demonstrated that managers’
support is crucial for the implementation and management of RLWAs.
While earlier research has offered support regarding the impact of
RLWASs on employee work outcomes, surprisingly only limited research
exists that discusses how RLWAs impact on employee’s functioning in
their family domains. Indirect evidence comes from research on idio-
syncratic work deals: The findings in Hornung et al. (2008) demon-
strates a negative association between reduced workload arrangement
(a sub-dimension of i-deals) and work-family conflict. Building on this
body of research, Las Heras, Rofcanin, Matthijs Bal, and Stollberger
(2017) revealed that flexibility i-deals (i.e., personalized discretion over
when and where works) improves employee’s family performance. A
common thread among these studies is that there is need for future
research to understand how and why RLWAs are likely to impact on
recipients’ work and non-work outcomes in the way they do. Therefore,
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our first hypothesis is:

H1. The use RLWASs is positively and indirectly associated with employees’
job satisfaction, affective commitment towards the organisation and nega-
tively and indirectly associated with WTF conflict through employees’ job
autononty.

2.2.2. The moderating role of overall justice perceptions at workplace level:
Ceiling and floor effects

We integrate research on social comparison theory to argue how the
moderating impact of perceived overall justice perceptions at workplace
level unfolds on the association between RLWAs and autonomy. Social
comparison theory underlines that the informational cues retrieved from
such a social context in a work environment are key ingredients in
shaping the perceptions and behaviours of employees. An important
feature of social context is perceived overall justice, which refers to the
extent to which policies and procedures in a work environment are
implemented in a consistent and fair manner (Li & Cropanzano, 2009).
The presence of high (versus) low perceived justice renders the use of
RLWAs more (versus less) salient in the eyes of employees.

We argue that in workplaces where perceived justice is high, the
positive impact of RLWAs on autonomy becomes weaker. The work-
places that are characterized by high overall perceived justice, both the
processes that lead to the allocation of outcomes and the interpersonal
treatment given to employees (i.e., interactional justice; Colquitt, Con-
lon, Wesson, Porter, & Ng, 2001; Greenberg, 1993) are likely to be
viewed and judged favourably by all employees. In conceptualising
overall perceived justice, we draw on the works of Naumann and Ben-
nett (2000) who first coined the term perceived justice at group level.
They defined it as “group-level cognition about how a work group as a
whole is treated” (p. 882). This understanding of justice perceptions has
been influential in justice literature (e.g., Ehrhart, 2004; Roberson &
Colquitt, 2005; Rupp et al., 2007) and is considered a central tenet of SIP
theory (Li & Cropanzano, 2009). Meta-analyses support the desirable
impact of perceived overall justice, demonstrating that working in a
team shaped by high justice perceptions generates an overall positive
impact on employee emotions and their attitudes toward their jobs
(Colquitt et al., 2013). Yet, we posit that working in a workplace where
employees hold high degree of justice perceptions, the positive impact of
RLWASs on employee’s sense of autonomy will be weaker because the use
of RLWAs has become a norm and their use is no longer salient for the
perceptions of employee’s autonomy.

A key tenet of social comparison theory is the referent others: with
whom individuals choose to compare themselves (Gerber, 2020; John-
son & Stapel, 2007). Individuals are more likely to choose a comparison
(e.g., point of reference) close in ability to compare with instead of a
distant one. This assumption rests on the principle that social compar-
ison unfolds when one’s referents are those close in social, structural,
and physical distance (Obloj & Zenger, 2017). For employees whose
perceptions of overall justice is high in a workplace, the positive impact
of RLWAs on perceptions of autonomy is likely to be weakened. The
combination of high perceptions of justice and the implementation of
RLWAs suggests that policies and principles around the implementation
of these work arrangements are transparent and clear for everyone in
this specific work team. Policies, procedures and communication
regarding the use of RLWAs is same and similar for everyone (Rupp
etal., 2007). As such, each member of the team is likely to obtain RLWAs
if they seek to benefit from these practices mainly because a work team
defined by high justice perceptions indicate equality and fairness in the
implementation of any HR policies for every member of this team,
indicating consistent application of resources among all members.
Consequently, these employees who use RLWAs are less likely to feel
sensitive to and benefit from the positive impact of these policies,
reporting lower extent of autonomy.

On the contrary, we argue that in a work context characterized by
low justice perceptions, access to the use of RLWAs is not tenable for all
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employees, making their use and impact more sensitive, salient and
positive for them (Buunk, Groothof, & Siero, 2007). Following this logic,
in a workplace where perceived justice is low, we will expect to see the
impact of RLWAs be stronger, strengthening employee’s perceptions of
autonomy (Rupp et al., 2007) In a work environment where there are no
consistent and fair rules regarding various procedures and decisions (i.
e., low fairness perceptions), access to and the use of RLWAs will be
considered as a unique beneficial work arrangement which will conse-
quently lead employees to feel more autonomous. This is mainly because
under these conditions, RLWAs become a salient, valuable and unique
work arrangements the benefits of which will only incur on these
employees.

In sum, we argue that in workplaces where overall justice percep-
tions are high (versus low), the positive impact of RLWAs in the form of
autonomy is likely to be weakened (versus strengthened):

H2. Overall perceptions of justice at the workplace level moderate the
positive association between the use of RWLAs and perceived job au-
tonomy. The positive effects of use of RLWAs will be weaker (versus
stronger) in workplaces characterised by high (versus low) perceptions
of overall justice perceptions.

Combining our arguments, in workplaces where employees perceive
overall justice perceptions to be higher (versus), their experiences of
autonomy is expected to be less (versus) meaningful, impactful and
significant. As a result of feeling less (versus more) autonomous
emanating from the use of RLWAs, these employees are less (versus
more) likely to feel satisfied with their jobs, demonstrate affective
commitment toward their organization and more likely to report
increased (versus decreased) work-family conflict. We thus hypothesize:

H3. Overall justice perceptions at workplace level are likely to mod-
erate the mediation of autonomy between RLWAs and employee out-
comes of job satisfaction, affective commitment towards the
organisation and WTF conflict: This mediation is significantly more
negative (versus positive) in workplaces characterized by high (versus
low) perceptions of overall justice perceptions.

3. Method
3.1. Research context and sample

We used linked employer-employee data from the WERS 2011
management and employee surveys. WERS is considered a nationally
representative dataset of British workplaces with five or more em-
ployees in all industry sectors (with the exception of agriculture, hunt-
ing, forestry and fishing, and mining and quarrying). Being sponsored by
the British government, the Economic and Social Research Council, the
Advisory, Conciliation and Arbitration Service, and the Policy Studies
Institute; it is widely regarded as a highly authoritative data source. In
the survey, a workplace is defined as a premise consisting of the activ-
ities of a single employer (Van Wanrooy et al., 2013), for example, a
bank branch. In each of these workplaces, face-to-face interviews were
conducted with the manager who was the primary responsible for
employee relations. The management survey comprising of 2680 ob-
servations (with a response rate of 46.5 percent) enabled us to identify
control variables at the workplace level. The employee survey, based on
self-completion questionnaires administered to a random sample of up
to 25 employees in each workplace, helped identify the variables for our
hypotheses and control variables at the individual level. We used
employee identification number (persid) to link employee and manager
surveys. The final WERS employee survey comprised responses from
21.981 employee surveys (with a response rate of 54.3 per cent) in 1.923
workplaces. Yet, due to missing values on a number of key variables in
our study, the retained and useable sample was 21.392 employees in
1914 workplaces (average workplace size = 11.18 employees).
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3.2. Measures

The use of RLWAs. To measure RLWAs, employees were asked
whether they used a RLWA in the last 12 months. We re-coded the
answer categories 3 (i.e. not available to me) into a new code, 0, which
represents non-use of RLWAs. We re-coded 1 (i.e. I have this arrange-
ment) into a new code, 1, representing the use of RLWAs.

Overall Justice Perceptions at Workplace Level. In each workplace,
employees were asked to evaluate the extent to which managers treat all
employees fairly (re-coded into 1 = strongly disagree; 5 = strongly
agree; to ease the interpretation). We aggregated all the responses at
workplace level (ICC: 45%) to reach a measure of overall justice per-
ceptions at workplace level. This approach is adopted in related research
(Naumann & Bennett, 2000; Roberson & Colquitt, 2005).

Employees’ Job Autonomy. We used a composite score of the following
five items to measure employees’ autonomy at work (re-coded into 1 =
do not know; 5 = a lot; to ease the interpretation; a = 0.81): In general,
how much influence do you have over the following? “The tasks you do
in your job”, “the pace at which you work”, “how you do your work”,
“the time you start or finish your working day” and “the order in which
you carry out your tasks” a = 0.86). The WERS research team selected
these items based on prior research (e.g., [daszak & Drasgow, 1987; Kim,
Cable, Kim, & Wang, 2009).

Employees’ Affective Commitment. In line with studies that draw on
WERS 2011 (Ogbonnaya, Daniels, Connolly, & van Veldhoven, 2017, we
used three items to measure employees’ affective commitment to their
organization. Employees were asked to state the extent to which “they
share the organization’s values”; “feel loyal to the organization”; and
“are proud to tell people about the organization” (recoded into 1 =
strongly disagree; 5 = strongly agree to ease the interpretation; o =
0.85).

Employees’ Job Satisfaction. Following recent research on WERS
(Wood & Ogbonnaya, 2016), we used a composite score to represent job
satisfaction. These included the following items: Satisfaction from the
sense of achievement from work; from using one’s own initiative, in-
fluence over one’s job, training one receives, opportunity to develop
one’s skills, pay, job security and the work itself (recoded into 1 =
strongly disagree; 5 = strongly agree to ease the interpretation; o =
0.87).

WTF Conflict. The WERS has one item to measure WTF conflict which
asks employees to evaluate the extent to which they often difficult to
fulfil non-work commitments because of the time spent on job (recoded
into 1 = strongly disagree; 5 = strongly agree to ease the interpretation).

Controls. In testing our hypotheses, we included control variables at
the individual and workplace level, which we selected in the light of
studies on flexible work practices, affective commitment to organization
and of previous studies based on the WERS series (e.g., Conway &
Sturges, 2014). At the individual level, we controlled for gender, age,
dependent children, workplace tenure, managerial status, contract type
(permanent versus temporary), membership of trade union, ethnicity
and fixed wage. At the workplace level, following prior research
(Ogbonnaya et al., 2017; Wood & Ogbonnaya, 2016), we controlled for
workplace and organization size, whether it is a single independent
workplace or otherwise, nationality of ownership, union recognition,
the formal status of the organization, number of years the workplace has
been operational, socio-economic group of the employees within the
workplace, whether some employees are non-UK nationals, the number
of male/female and non-UK national employees in managers and senior
officials group and, finally, industry.

Additionally, we controlled for (1) employees’ quality of relationship
with their managers (i.e., “In general, how would you describe relations
between managers and employees here”; re-coded into 1 = very poor, 5
very good); (2) employees’ work interfering with their non-work
domains (i.e., “I often find it difficult to fulfii my commitments
outside of work because of the amount I spend on my job”; re-coded into
1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree); and (3) their non-work

724

European Management Journal 41 (2023) 720-729

domains interfering with their work domains (“I often find it difficult
to do my job properly because of commitment outside work”; recoded
into 1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree). We controlled for these
variables because recent research on FWPs (Kossek et al., 2016) as well
as other related research, i.e., telecommuting (Gajendran, Harrison, &
Delaney-Klinger, 2015) revealed that relationship quality with man-
agers and interference between work and non-work domains might
explain why reduced load arrangements shape employee attitudes. To
provide a stronger argument for the role of employees’ perceived job
autonomy as a mechanism, we included these variables as controls in
our analyses.

3.3. Analytical strategy

Due to the nested structure of the data, i.e., employees (Level 1)
nested in their workplaces (Level 2), multi-level regression modelling is
used. We utilized MPLUS software to test our proposed hypotheses in a
comprehensive, multilevel, path model. The WERS is based on sample
designs that involve departures from simple random sampling.
Weighting is needed to account for the probability of selection of the
respondent’s workplace into the main management sample, the re-
spondent’s own probability of selection from the employee population
at the workplace, and bias introduced as a result of employee non-
response. Accordingly, we used weighting procedures as suggested by
the WERS team.” Specifically, in weighting the analyses, we used the
variable: svyset serno [pweight = seqwtnrc - (seqwtnrc_aprl3)] from the
raw dataset, where: seqwtnrc is the employee weight variable and serno
is the unique workplace identifier. As the mode of weighting, stan-
dardized weights are used. Our analyses include weighted results.

4. Results

Table 1 reports the mean, standard deviation, and correlations
among study variables. For correlations between continuous variables,
we made use of Pearson correlation coefficients, while for correlations
with dichotomous variables (i.e. those with RLWAs), we made use of
Kendall’s tau coefficients.

We conducted statistical analyses (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, & Pod-
sakoff, 2012) to see if CMB is a problem. Building on our findings® and
the various measures taken by the WERS team, it can be concluded that
CMB was not an issue.

2 First, we conducted split-half reliability test, which is suggested when single
item measures are used and sample size is relatively large (Wanous, Reichers, &
Hudy, 1997). Accordingly, we split the data into two groups: according to use
and non-use of reduced work load arrangement. In each separate groups, the
correlations between job autonomy and affective commitment (r = 0.52, p <
.01 for group who had reduced work load; r = 0.56, p < .01 for group who do
not have reduced work load) were similar. Second, we conducted a marker
variable analysis (Lindell & Whitney, 2001). We did this by subtracting the
lowest positive correlation between self-report variables which can be consid-
ered a proxy for common method bias, from each correlation value. Each of
these values was then divided by 1 — the lowest positive correlation between
self-report variables. The resulting correlation values reflect common method
bias adjusted correlations. Large differences between the unadjusted and
common method bias adjusted correlations suggest that common method bias is
a problem. The absolute differences were relatively minimal in our findings,
ranging between 0.01 and 0.005.

3 As MPLUS does not allow bootstrapping for multi-level models, we esti-
mated a simplified model in which the use of RLWAs relates to our three
outcome variables, both directly and indirectly through autonomy. This
essentially did not alter any results as the interaction with justice perceptions at
the workplace level turned was insignificant. Hence, it allowed us to perform
bootstrapping with 1000 iterations to estimate confidence intervals for the in-
direct relationships.
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Table 1
Means, standard deviations and correlations.
Variables Mean S.D. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 Use of RLWA (0 = No; 1 = Yes) 0.34 0.47 n.a.
2 Job Autonomy 3.07 0.74 0.04 n.a.
3 Affective Commitment 3.81 0.81 0.04 0.33 0.85
4 Job Satisfaction 3.55 0.72 0.06 0.47 0.62 0.92
5 Work-to-Family Conflict 2.77 1.12 —0.03 —0.09 -0.12 -0.22 n.a.
6 Overall Justice Perceptions at Workplace Level 3.58 0.57 0.01 0.14 0.26 0.27 —0.09 n.a.

Notes. Pearson correlations are used for continuous variables, and Kendall’s tau correlations were used for correlations with dichotomous variables (i.e. the use of

RLWA).

RLWA = Reduced Load Work Arrangement.

n = 21.392 employees in 1.914 workplaces.

All correlations are significant at: **p < .01.

Reliabilities, where applicable, are shown along the diagonal in parentheses.

4.1. Hypothesis testing

To test our hypotheses in their entirety, we estimated a multi-level
path model in MPLUS (Preacher, 2015). Specifically, we built a model
in which the use of RLWAs (at the individual level) and the overall
justice perceptions (at the workplace level) related to autonomy, which
then subsequently related to job satisfaction, affective commitment and
work-to-family conflict. Moreover, we allowed for a direct relationship
between the use of RLWAs as well overall justice perceptions and the
outcome variables to capture both indirect and direct relationships.
Finally, we included an interaction term between the use of RLWAs and
overall justice perceptions (using group-mean centering to avoid mul-
ticollinearity). Based on several fit indices, the fit of this model was
excellent: RMSEA (0.01), CFI (1.00), TLI (1.00), SRMR (0.01) and
Chi-square (6.31; p = .10). The unstandardized coefficients are reported
in Fig. 2. Hypothesis 1 proposed that employees’ job autonomy would
mediate the association between the use of RLWAs and our three
outcome variables, i.e. affective commitment, job satisfaction and
work-to-family conflict. To test this, we first estimated the indirect re-
lationships in MPLUS between the use of RLWAs and the outcome var-
iables through autonomy. These proved to be significant (unstandardized
coefficients): job satisfaction (0.04; p = .000), affective commitment
(0.03; p = .000) and work-to-family conflict (—0.01; p = .000).

Moreover, following the recommendations from Preacher and Hayes
(2008), we used bootstrapping (k = 1000) to estimated confidence in-
tervals for the indirect relationships®. For all three outcome variables,
the 95% confidence intervals (unstandardized coefficients) did not

contain zero: job satisfaction (0.03/0.06), affective commitment
(0.02/0.05) and work to family conflict (—0.02/-0.01). In other words,
we can conclude that autonomy mediates the relationship between the
use of RLWAs and our three outcome variables. However, as can be seen
on Fig. 2, there are still significant direct relationships between the use
of RLWAs and the three outcome variables. Hence, we conclude that
hypothesis 1 is confirmed, yet our results suggest that it concerns a
partial mediation. To get a sense of the effect sizes of these indirect ef-
fects, we calculated the Cohen’s f-square for each dependent variable
(Selya, Rose, Dierker, Hedeker, & Mermelstein, 2012). Specifically, this
captures explained variance in each dependent variable relative to a
model in which the mediator would not be modelled. Importantly,
looking at the absolute R? sizes (at the employee level, where the in-
dependent variable and mediator are modelled), we see an increase for
each of the dependent variables when we compare a model without and
with job autonomy as a mediator: 0.22 (job satisfaction), 0.01 (work to
family conflict) and 0.10 (affective organizational commitment). This
results in Cohen’s f-square values of 0.27 (job satisfaction), 0.01 (work
to family conflict) and 0.11 (affective organizational commitment).
Following the general guidelines by Cohen (1988), we can conclude that
for job satisfaction the effect size is medium to large, for affective
organizational commitment small to medium and for work to family
conflict very small. Hence, the practical significance of the indirect ef-
fects is most pronounced for job satisfaction and affective organizational
commitment.

Hypothesis 2 and 3 proposed that overall justice perceptions at the
workplace level moderate the association between the use of RLWAs and

0.33%8% &
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ »
Job
; Overall Justice satisfaction
0,08k | Perceptions at
i Workplace Level 0. 17%x* 0.4
0.03
—
The Use of Job 036*** | Affective i
RLWAs 0.00%#* Autonomy | commitment
A
O_O?***
WTF conflict [}
_O 18**!
4
_0,06)'()![*(

Fig. 2. Results path modelling in MPLUS

Notes: unstandardized coefficients; n = 21.392 in 1.914 workplaces; RLWAs = reduced load work arrangement; *** = p < .001.
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our three outcome variables, through its moderation effect on auton-
omy. The interaction term between the use of RLWAs and overall justice
perceptions was not significant, offering no evidence for Hypothesis 2
and 3 (B = 0.03; p = .23).

To strengthen the rigour of our findings and conceptual model, we
conducted additional analyses. First, as they are dependent variables in
our model, adding the correlation between them to the model (estimated
at 0.21***), does not alter any of the other coefficients in our model.
Hence, this does not add value to our model. Second, adding a path from
job satisfaction to affective organizational commitment (which seems to
be the most supported causal relationship; Saridakis et al., 2020) leads to
a much poorer model fit (RMSEA = 0.09; CFI = 0.95; TLI = 0.70; SRMR
= 0.05) than our original model (RMSEA = 0.01; CFI = 1.00; TLI = 1.00;
SRMR = 0.01). Finally, adding a reciprocal path (so a path from job
satisfaction to affective organizational commitment and vice versa)
equally leads to a poorer fit (RMSEA = 0.08; CFI = 0.96; TLI = 0.76;
SRMR = 0.05). Hence, these additional analyses lend support to our
original — more parsimonious — model, which we report in our
manuscript.

5. Discussion

The role of job autonomy as a missing linchpin. Our findings
revealed that job autonomy translates the positive effects of RLWAs on
employees’ affective commitment, job satisfaction and reduces WTF
conflict, emphasizing its role as a linchpin (H1). This finding supports
the core tenet of job-demands control theory in showing that, sense of
autonomy and ownership constitute important mechanisms through
which work practices shape employee outcomes. From the perspective
of job-demands control theory, our findings expand prior research which
revealed that job autonomy leads to enhanced well-being at work, such
as reduced anxiety, stress, and burnout/exhaustion (e.g., de Lange,
Taris, Kompier, Houtman, & Bongers, 2003; Humphrey, Nahrgang, &
Morgeson, 2007). In terms of its impact on work outcomes, our finding
corroborates meta-analyses on job-demands control theory, demon-
strating a positive impact with job satisfaction and affective organiza-
tional commitment (Humphrey et al., 2007; van der Doef & Maes, 1999)
and is line with recent research that utilize job-control theory (e.g.,
MacKinnon & Fairchild, 2009; Weigl et al., 2013).

From the perspective of research on RLWAs; prior research prior
research has assumed that the effects of RLWAs unfold either via a
relational route (e.g., LMX, co-worker support, supervisor support) or
via an enrichment — conflict route between work and family domains (e.
g., spill over from work to non-work, spill over from non-work to work
domain). Our findings, going beyond the predictions of these theoretical
perspectives and based on the premises of research on job-demands
control theory, support the role of perceived job autonomy. In this re-
gard, our findings build on and expand recent body of research (Friede
etal., 2008; Kossek et al., 2016; Meiksins & Whalley, 2002) by revealing
that RLWAs can be used by a wide range of employees with varying
demographics (e.g., age, gender, tenure, position, as well as perfor-
mance levels), thus offering a more fine-tuned and comprehensive pic-
ture with regards to its consequences and by exploring the impact of
RLWAs on recipients” work and non-work domain outcomes.

The role of social context: Overall Justice Perceptions at
Workplace Level. Our findings did not reveal a significant interaction
effect between the use of RLWAs and overall justice perceptions on
employee outcomes. One possible explanation may be rooted in how
overall justice perceptions are conceptualized and measured at work-
place level in the current study. Research on justice perceptions dem-
onstrates that different dimensions of justice perceptions, such as
interpersonal or procedural justice possess unique features and their
interaction with the characteristics of job or task impact on employee
outcomes differently (e.g., Liao & Rupp, 2005). In their findings, Liao
and Rupp (2005) demonstrated that justice dimensions had different
organisation predicting organisation directed employee outcomes.
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These findings suggest that research on justice perceptions, especially in
the context of research on RLWAs could benefit from finetuning the
focus on a specific dimension of justice (e.g., overall procedural justice
perceptions). A second possible explanation is likely to be rooted in
social comparison theory. Our results revealed that overall justice per-
ceptions at workplace level did not make a difference in how employees
perceived and experienced autonomy: it is likely that the recipients of
RLWAs did not view their co-workers as possible and salient referent
groups, which may explain why the results of interaction are
non-significant (Buunk et al., 2007; Lin & Leung, 2014). The implication
of this finding is that irrespective of whether employees perceive the
workplace to be fair or not, the use of RLWAs grants employees a sense
of entitlement, privilege and autonomy, leading to desirable employee
outcomes. Our post-hoc analyses revealed that, in contrast to the posi-
tive consequences of entitlement to RLWAs, non-entitlement to such
practices reduce employee sense of autonomy and decrease their
commitment to the organisation. It will be interesting for future research
to unearth the potential darker side of the implementation of RLWAs.
This will call into question the context and conditions under which
employees form their perceptions of justice in a workplace and whether
(to what extent) employees have access to this information in forming
their judgments (Goodman & Haisley, 2007; Kossek & Michel, 2016). A
final explanation may arise from the legal context at the time the WERS
survey was undertaken. In 2011, the right to request flexible work
practices including RLWAs was extended to the majority of working
population, including carers of adults and parents with children below
the age of 17. Therefore, employees who felt they needed or deserved
RLWASs had the support of legal context to access this right and experi-
ence it irrespective of the overall justice perceptions in their workplaces
(Kossek & Lee, 2008; Rofcanin et al., 2019).

Finally, our model answers to research calls to focus on particular
types of FWPs (Chadwick, 2010; Kelliher & Anderson, 2010; Kinnie,
Hutchinson, Purcell, Rayton, & Swart, 2005; Paauwe, 2009). Defining
aspects and implications of each FWP for employee outcomes are
different and unique. It is likely that RLWAs, flexitime, flexi location, or
taking leave to take care of elderly or children operate differently, with
unique antecedents as well as consequences (Allen, Johnson, Kiburz, &
Shockley, 2013; Kossek et al., 2011, 2016). Focusing solely on RLWAs,
we contribute to this research stream by outlining the overlooked role of
perceived job autonomy and the role of perceived justice at workplace
level, as a social context, in influencing employee affective commitment
towards their organization (Friede et al., 2008).

5.1. Practical implications

Our results reveal that, across a wide range of industries, occupa-
tional groups and types of organizations, the use of RLWAs are beneficial
for their recipient: employees feel more autonomous of their jobs and as
a result, report lower levels of conflict and increased job satisfaction as
well as enhanced affective commitment toward their organization. A key
component of our finding is that the higher levels of perceived job au-
tonomy mediates the associations between RLWAs and employee
outcomes.

An important implication for managers and HR units is to support the
development and implementation of bottom-up and proactive ap-
proaches at workplaces. One practical strategy and intervention orga-
nizations can implement is job crafting, which is likely to provide
employees the discretion over how they work and enhance their per-
ceptions of autonomy (e.g., Gordon et al., 2018; Tyler & Lind, 1992;
1996). Furthermore, at person level, creating a work environment that
emphasizes ongoing social support and proactivity to facilitate contin-
uous feedback and communication are among ways to develop a psy-
chologically safe environment where employees are likely to feel
autonomous and supported. Interventions on job autonomy may
emphasize ongoing training, coaching and developmental support to
build supportive and psychologically safe environment so that
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employees feel encouraged to voice and approach their tasks
proactively.

Another key implication is that managers, in approving the use of
RLWAs, need to think about the structure and design of this arrangement
and how employees will work on their jobs. Different scenarios and
possibilities must be considered in implementing RLWAs: Managers,
along with HR units, must address the complexities of RLWAs, not
simply reducing the hours that they are expected to be in the office but
re-shuffling according to co-workers and team dynamics. For example,
in some industries and jobs; employees may be given fewer projects or
supervisors may be given fewer employees to manage the workload
implications (e.g., Kossek et al., 2016). Human resource professionals
must get involved in the process of managing the consequences of
RLWAs because the career progression and talented employees who are
on RLWAs may be at risk if other managers in the organization do not
support the use of RLWAs (e.g., Lirio, Lee, Williams, Haugen, & Kossek,
2008; Pollock, Whitbred, & Contractor, 2000). A further implication of
our finding is that the recipients of RLWAs demonstrated desirable at-
titudes because they felt the ownership of their jobs. This suggests that
RLWAs are most effective when are combined with increased percep-
tions of job autonomy, enabling the crafting of their jobs, along with
approving the use of RLWAs, may constitute an area for managers to
drive employee satisfaction and commitment towards their organization
(e.g., Kossek & Olier-Malaterre, 2020).

5.2. Limitations and future research suggestions

This study has notable methodological strengths including (1) it’s
use of a nationally representative large data set, (2) its rigorous mea-
surement of normativeness of RLWAs for each workplace and (3) its use
of a matched employee-employer, multi-level design when testing the
hypotheses. However, some limitations need to be noted. One is its
cross-sectional nature. Our creation of a dichotomous variable (use/non-
use of reduced load work) and the calculation of overall perceived jus-
tice at workplace level can be considered as more objective measure-
ment approaches compared to subjective Likert scales (e.g., Bal, de Jong,
Jansen, & Bakker, 2012; Golden & Fromen, 2011). Moreover, our results
are in line with causal predictions based on SIP theory (Folger & Cro-
panzano, 2001; Guyer and Vaughan-Johnson., 2020). However, a lon-
gitudinal design is suggested to disentangle the causal inferences in
future research.

Another related limitation is our reliance on single-item use for
work-family conflict. It should be noted that the WERS is carried out at
national level and with a team of area-specific experts who had done
necessary preliminary tests and checks for the reliability of the items
selected in the surveys. While these steps had been undertaken to ensure
that single-item use is appropriate, nevertheless we recommend future
studies to integrate the full-items of related constructs, including but not
limited to work-family conflict, work-family enrichment and balance (e.
g., Valcour, Ollier-Malaterre, Matz-Costa, Pitt-Catsouphes, & Brown,
2011). Future studies ma benefit from the inclusion and test of other
related constructs to expand our proposed conceptual model.

A third limitation is the measurement of RLWAs as a dichotomous
variable. While prior research has adopted a similar approach is testing
the models that included dichotomous variable (e.g., Lemoine & Blum,
2019 for gender; Hoque, Bacon, Wass, & Jones, 2018 for disability
practices), we nevertheless recommend future research to explore the
variance using Likert scales, which are known to capture variance better.

Our focus in this research was on employees in receipt of RLWAs,
showing that employees and organizations especially benefit when they
are one of the happy few being subject to such an arrangement. Yet, it is
possible that these positive effects are offset by the reactions of em-
ployees not in receipt of them. Future research might explore the effects
of such practices from non-recipient’s perspective and question the
assumption that these HR practices are always beneficial by underlining
a darker side.
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We suggest future research to consider the perspective of different
stakeholders in evaluating the success or un-success of RLWAs. It is
possible that HR managers and supervisor’s value different aspects when
implementing the reduced load work arrangements (e.g. Friede et al.,
2008). For HR managers, it might be that employees who are high
performers could be granted reduced load because they deserve such
arrangements (e.g., Lee et al., 2002) while managers might value em-
ployees’ preferences for work-life balance and grant these practices
accordingly (Kossek et al., 2016). In relation to this point, future
research should investigate why different stakeholders might value and
perceive different factors as critical to the implementation of RLWAs.
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